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Abstract  
 

Auara is a Spanish social enterprise that sells bottled mineral water in 
the Spanish market. 100 per cent of its profits are spent on carrying out water 
projects in disadvantaged communities in third world countries. In 
contemporary Spain, the concept of social enterprises and social 
entrepreneurship are still relatively unknown. Indeed, few enterprises similar 
to Auara exist, reflected in the scarcity of empirical studies. Nevertheless, this 
new phenomenon, combining social and economic value creation is 
increasingly seen as a promising way to solve deep social and ecological 
problems, and thus merits closer attention. 

The purpose of this thesis is to explore the factors explaining the 
success of Auara and gain insights about the phenomenon of social 
entrepreneurship in the Spanish context. The research approach is a single 
exploratory case study. Auara is analysed using various foci, based on a 
range of theories and concepts derived from the existing literature on social 
enterprises. The primary data is obtained through a semi-structured interview 
with Auara, and are combined with secondary sources in terms of more 
interviews, documentary evidence, documents gathered from web pages, and 
public reports on social entrepreneurial activity in Spain. From reviewing the 
literature, the concepts of social value creation, stakeholder management and 
legitimacy emerge as important themes. During the data collection, we 
allowed for further development of relevant themes for our research topic. 
Thus we could add  concepts of sustainability and personality traits of the 
social entrepreneur.  
         The study finds that Auara has been successful at implementing a 
business model in which social and economic value creation are mutually 
supportive and reinforcing. In spite of the obstacles posed by the Spanish 
socio-economic and socio-cultural context, especially the lack of awareness of 
social entrepreneurship and the inherent disadvantages of being a small 
enterprise, Auara has been able to acquire a market share, and create both 
economic and social value. This is achieved through the engagement of 
stakeholders, and the ability to communicate clearly its mission and social 
value. Furthermore, the emphasis of sustainability adds an innovative 
dimension to Auara’s business activities. The study finds that by 
accomplishing its social mission, Auara is able to acquire legitimacy, which is 
crucial for its survival. 

The contribution of this thesis is the provision of an empirical 
investigation of a social enterprise in Spain. The aim is not to suggest 
generalisations about social entrepreneurial activity in Spain - rather this 
thesis serves to illuminate the supportive and inhibiting elements related to 
the activities behind the success of a social enterprise, and provide foundation 
for further inquiry.    
  
Keywords: social enterprise, value creation, the Spanish context, stakeholder 
management, legitimacy, innovation, sustainability.  
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1. Introduction 
 

Spain is a country with a long story of social initiatives. Nevertheless, the 

economic crisis erupting in 2008 has had severe consequences for economic 

activity in the country. In contemporary Spanish society, the considerable 

amount of non-governmental organizations (NGOs) and other social ventures 

are facing increasing competition when it comes to acquiring financial 

donations. 

In light of these tendencies, the Spanish company Auara reflects a new an 

intriguing phenomenon and thus merits closer attention. Founded in 2014 by 

two young Spaniards, the small Madrid-based venture sells mineral water in 

bottles made of recycled plastic, and invests all profits in the implementation 

of projects in Africa, specifically the construction of wells, with the intention of 

providing disadvantaged populations with access to clean drinking water in 

poor areas, thus improving the livelihood of many communities. Financially, 

the company operates as any other ordinary business, generating revenues 

through the selling of a product – but the economic returns are used for the 

water projects, exclusively. No dividends are paid to shareholders, as in a 

traditional business. The raison d’être of Auara is thus to have a positive 

social impact, but its operational style resembles that of a typical for-profit 

business (Auara, 2017).  Auara describes itself as a “social enterprise”.   

Related to the fields of social business, Social Economy and the third 

sector, the concept of social enterprises refers to ventures employing a 

market-based approach in order to achieve a social mission, and the 

phenomenon is becoming an increasingly salient feature of the global 

economic landscape. As formulated by social business pioneer Muhammed 

Yunus: “entrepreneurs will set up social businesses not to achieve limited 

personal gain but to pursue specific goals” (Yunus 2007, p. 21). 

         Indeed, this new approach to business and social change is born out of 

a perception by many of the need to redefine capitalism through the creation 

of more social and sustainable business practices. Arguably, social initiatives 

are already being undertaken both by the vast amount of NGOs as well as by 



! 5 

business as reflected in the proliferation of corporate social responsibility 

initiatives. 

However, whereas business’ social initiatives are often met with 

scepticism and suspicions of green-washing, criticism has also been directed 

at NGOs, whose efficiency and accountability are frequently questioned, as 

these entities depend on external donations. Furthermore, instances of 

corruption and other scandals have to some extent damaged the public belief 

in these institutions, raising questions about their credibility. (Riddell, 2007) 

         The promising aspect of social enterprises is thus that they combine 

the social mission and primacy to social value creation characteristic of NGOs 

with the financial sustainability and economic efficiency of traditional business. 

Social enterprises are being heralded as agents with the capacity to induce 

social change due their market-based approach, innovative business activities 

and stated mission of solving some of society’s most intractable problems 

(Zahra et al., 2009). 

In the Spanish context, Auara stands out as a unique phenomenon. 

Consequently, empirical studies of the reality facing social entrepreneurship in 

the Spanish context are scarce. In Spain, the concept of social enterprises is 

not legally defined, nor is it as thoroughly conceptualized as in many other 

European countries. Notwithstanding, apart from being a social enterprise, 

Auara operates as any other business, and the considerable challenges and 

economic obstacles that many small and medium sized companies 

experience in the Spanish institutional context, are well known. 

Crucially, the founding of a social enterprise entails the commitment to 

simultaneous economic and social value creation- economic in order to 

remain financially sustainable and independent, and social in order to achieve 

its core mission. As such, when discussing the feasibility of simultaneous 

social and economic value creation, opinions on the promise of social 

entrepreneurship remain divided. While many praise the potential of social 

enterprises as novel, sustainable and innovative business models, others are 

sceptical as to their long-term viability. Is it really possible to keep causing a 

social impact while remaining profitable, and to overcome the traditional 

dichotomy of the social and the economic, so entrenched in the way we think 
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about business and development? Is there not an inherent trade-off between 

socially desired outcomes and the profit-maximizing nature of the firm? 

In an economic landscape dominated by big business, and a 

development scene dominated by official aid and NGOs, social enterprises 

must on the one hand fight to become competitive in the markets they chose 

to enter, and on the other hand make sure that clients, beneficiaries, investors 

and society as a whole see them as a legitimate alternative to traditional not-

for-profit organizations.   

In spite of the myriad of problems a newly started and small-sized 

social enterprise must deal with, it seems that Auara so far has been 

successful, and has been able to align the contrasting paradigms inherent to 

being a social enterprise. Auara is thus planning to expand its activities 

through 2017 and 2018 and introduce a new format for the water bottle as 

well as other products. Even though public awareness of social 

entrepreneurship in Spain seems almost non-existent, Auara has somehow 

succeeded in creating a place for themselves within an already competitive 

and saturated market, in attracting investors and in delivering its message to 

customers. 

This leads to the research question of this thesis: 

 

1.2. Research question 
!
How does Auara adhere to its social mission while managing the challenges 

arising from being a social enterprise in Spain? 

  

The purpose of this thesis is to explore the specific case of Auara as a 

unique phenomenon within the socio-economic and socio-cultural Spanish 

context. The approach applied is a single exploratory case study conducted 

on Auara, in which the enterprise constitutes the unit of analysis.   
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1.3. Delimitations 
!

Part of the activities Auara manages, are carried out in developing 

countries; however, this thesis will focus on Auara as a social enterprise 

located in Spain, and the idiosyncrasies related to this situation. 

Consequently, we will not analyse the potential impact of the social 

enterprise’s activities in developing countries. 

Social entrepreneurship is still at a relatively nascent stage of theory 

development and a challenging aspect when investigating social enterprises 

is how to navigate through the myriad of definitions on the subject. As such, 

there are not clearly distinguishable lines between the concepts of social 

business, social economy and social entrepreneurship, and as many as 37 

different definitions of “social enterprises” can be found by reviewing the 

literature (Volkmann et al., 2012). This thesis will look at social 

entrepreneurship from a Spanish perspective, and include theories that have 

relevance for Auara, as this is the enterprise in question. Thus the focus of 

this thesis is on social enterprises in Spain and will as such only investigate a 

limited part of the field of social entrepreneurship. 

The theoretical foundation of social entrepreneurship is at its nascent 

stage and not yet fully developed. Similarly, the amount of empirical studies of 

social enterprises is still inadequate. There is thus an impetus for the 

conducting of more empirical research, given the substantial amount of 

disagreement and blurred lines prevalent in the literature. The purpose of our 

research is thus to contribute the academic understanding of social 

entrepreneurship by providing empirical evidence and in particular, by 

exploring the particularities of the Spanish context as experienced by a social 

enterprises. 

 

The thesis is structured as follows: firstly, we account for the contemporary 

Spanish socio-economic context and current initiatives for social 

entrepreneurship, also establishing the broader European context. Then we 

review the existing literature on social entrepreneurship in order to identify 

theories and concepts relevant to our specific case.  In the subsequent 

section we elaborate upon the methodology of this thesis. This is followed by 
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our main analytical section where we present, analyse and discuss our 

findings. Finally, in the concluding section we offer an answer to our research 

question while elaborating upon the limitations of the research. Ultimately, we 

suggest themes for further inquiry, which have emerged from our research. 

The structure of this thesis is summarized in the model below: 

 

                       .  

 

1.4. Presentation of Auara 
!

Auara is an Ethiopian word meaning “a sandstorm forming in the 

desert” (Auara, 2017). The history of Auara begins in 2014, when current 

CEO Antonio Espinosa returned from Africa and together with friends Pablo 

Urbano and Louis de Sande came up with the idea of starting a social 

enterprise. The young Spaniards had previous experience both from the 

business world as well as from cooperation with NGOs. Having just returned 

from Ethiopia, Espinosa had become aware of how the lack of something as 

fundamental as drinking water is the cause of many problems experienced by 

people living in poor areas. For instance, the fact that in some areas children 

have to walk up to six hours daily in order to get water directly causes poor 

school attendance. 

The company was thus born out of the desire to provide access to 

water to people living in disadvantaged communities. Through the selling of 

bottled mineral water, the company earns revenue, which is then used for the 

projects. In the words of the founders, they wanted to transform the everyday 

act of drinking bottled water into something meaningful.  

The core vision of Auara is: 
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“To be a social enterprise, marking a difference in the long term 
through its social and environmental values, implicating all of its value chain 
(providers, clients, consumers, partners, ambassadors and all interests 
groups implied in the activities of the firms) in the attainment of its social 
objectives” (Auara, 2017) 
 

Since no legal figure exists for social enterprises in Spain, and given 

that the company does not fulfil the requirements for being a foundation, 

Auara is a “sociedad limitada”, working under the same fiscal conditions as 

any other business. Nonetheless, in order to distinguish itself from ordinary 

for-profit companies, Auara has applied for and obtained the British “ Social 

Enterprise Mark”, becoming the first Spanish company to acquire this 

certification. It requires the compliance with at least 5 core principles: 

 

1) Having very clear social and environmental objectives, stated at the top 

level of the organization, visible in the social mission, framework and statutes 

2) Being a private and independent company, whose decision-making no 

external firm has the power to influence 

3) That at least 50% of income comes from commercial activities 

4) That more than 50 % of the profits are used for fulfilling the social or 

environmental objectives defined by the company 

5) That in case the company is to be dissolved, residual assets be invested in 

projects aiming at fulfilling the social or environmental objectives of the 

enterprise. 

 

(Auara, 2017) 

 

Auara is located in Madrid, Spain and the team currently consists of 11 

people covering different areas and responsibilities. It operates with a mix of 

both volunteers and paid employees, the persons representing different age 

groups and professional backgrounds. 

As mentioned, the core business of Auara is the selling of bottled 

mineral water. Taking an innovative approach, Auara is the first company in 

Europe selling mineral water in bottles of 100 per cent recycled plastic. 
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Furthermore, the bottles are specifically designed as to minimize 

transportation and thus the ecological footprint. 

Auara does not earmark a specific margin of each bottle to the project, 

but instead commits itself to spending 100 per cent of all dividends on the 

social projects. This allows for the necessary investment in marketing, and the 

covering of operational costs as well as reasonable salaries, while 

simultaneously guaranteeing that the company does not acquire any profit for 

itself. 

Auara does not make financial contributions to NGOs, but evaluates 

opportunities and commits itself to concrete projects. As emphasized by the 

founders, it is quintessential for Auara to be present in the projects as the 

social projects are their very reason for existing and they do not want them to 

become detached from the company. So far, various projects have been 

undertaken in a range of African countries, as well as in Cambodia and in 

Haiti. Auara carefully selects which local partners to work with and attaches 

great value to continuously monitoring the projects. All information about the 

projects, including budgets, is published on the company’s website (Auara, 

2017). 

Indeed, one of the espoused values of Auara is that of transparency. 

The company is present in the social media, for example Facebook, Twitter, 

Youtube etc., where is makes a point out of being clear about how it operates 

as a social enterprise and how the projects are managed. Additionally, each 

water bottle has a unique QR code, making it possible for the purchaser of the 

bottle to see exactly which projects he/she is contributing to. 

Auara is a young company, but it is now entering a phase of 

expansion. As part of its future plans, the company is planning to introduce a 

new format for their water bottle. Furthermore, it aims at attracting more 

investment so as to be able to keep expanding geographically, having its 

product distributed in as large part of Spain as possible. Its overall objectives 

for the year 2020 are: 

 

-    To provide more than 50.000 people with access to potable drinking 

water 

-    Invest more than 2.5 million euros in social projects 
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-    Reduce the use of more than 10 million litres of petroleum in plastic 

-    Recycle plastic of more than 90 million bottles 

-    Increase awareness about the crisis of water 

 

1.5. The Spanish and European context of social 
entrepreneurship   

!
In order to explore and understand the social entrepreneurship 

process, it is important to understand the context in which it takes place 

(Smith and Woods, 2015). Context in this thesis follows the definition of Smith 

and Woods: “Context is defined as factors affecting the nature and outcome of 

the opportunity, but are outside the control of management” (p. 190). The 

social entrepreneurship process cannot be abstracted from its socio-cultural, 

economic and political context (Fletcher, 2006), in that it tends to emerge as a 

consequence to the context (Smith and Woods, 2015). Moreover, Austin et al. 

(2006), argue that specific attention to the context´s potential threats and 

opportunities may enhance the entrepreneur’s ability to react to sudden 

environmental changes. This section starts out with a brief presentation of the 

Spanish historical context, followed by an outline of the current Spanish 

economic situation. Moreover it provides a panorama on the political 

European initiatives developed in order to foster social entrepreneurship.  

 

1.5.1. The macroeconomic context 

!
Spain is a country that up until the eruption of the economic crisis in 

2007 had experienced three decades of general economic prosperity. The 

country has undergone a wide societal transformation in political, social, and 

economic terms: from an industrial crisis in the 1970s, which coincided with a 

political process of transition to a democracy (country report, 2014). In only 

thirty years, Spain has gone from being a country whose population emigrated 

in the search of employment and better life conditions, to becoming an 

attractive destination for foreigners searching for the same. More than five 

million foreigners are residing in Spain as a result of the economic boost prior 
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to the crisis. What is more, the country has managed to create large 

multinational companies, which due to their innovation capacity, has 

revolutionized their respective sectors (Pérez & Blasco, 2010).  

However, when the economic crisis erupted in 2008 the situation 

changed dramatically. Today contemporary Spain is considered one of the 

most affected countries within the Eurozone. Between 2008 and 2011 when 

the crisis was at its worst, more than 177,000 Spanish companies had to shut 

down: small-and medium sized companies (SMEs) represent the majority of 

failures during these years, whereas the multinationals have proved more 

resistant to the crisis (M.P., 2012). In fact the number of large companies has 

increased during the same period of time, from a total of 99 in 2008 to 107 in 

2011. During these years, the presence of enterprises of 3-5 employees 

decreased with 13.7 per cent; enterprises of 6-9 employees with a percentage 

of 17.8; the ones counting 10-25 employees decreased with 21.3 per cent; 

those with 26-49 with 23.5 per cent; and finally the enterprises with 50-249 

employees suffered a decrease of 14.9 per cent (M.P., 2012)..These high 

numbers of disappearance can to a certain point be explained by the lack of 

business profitability, which according to The Global Entrepreneurship Monitor 

of Spain (2009), account for 39 per cent of the cases. Moreover, data from 

Global Entrepreneurship Monitor (GEM) shows that 25 per cent of the 

business activities during the crisis were abandoned due to lack of finance. 

However, according to GEM there is no evidence supporting the assumption 

that access to credit could have saved these companies. It is likely that a 

maintenance of access to credit would have ended in lost funds, with no 

return due to lack of consumption. According to the GEM (2009) report, it is 

important that the ended business activities be replaced by modern activities, 

adapted to the new market that the crisis has left behind.         

It appears in a COTEC report from 2015 that Spain ended that same 

year with an advance in the growth of GDP, a tendency that started in 2014. 

In 2016 the country experienced an economic increase of 3.3 per cent, far 

above the average of the Eurozone. What is more, a notable increase in 

productivity this year permits production level to exceed the pre-crisis level 

that despite of this increase accounts for 1.7 million less employees 

(Maqueda, 2017). Spain has been praised by FMI and Deutsche Bank for the 
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country’s impressive economic growth seen through post-crisis lenses (Jorrín, 

2017), yet the impact of the crisis is still evident in the Spanish society, in 

which the unemployment rate stays at an immense level, placing the total 

number of unemployed at 3,382,324 as of September 2017 (Salvatierra, 

2017).  

 

1.5.2. European political initiatives  
 

The economic crisis brought a burden of debt and unemployment in 

Europe, from which many countries is still recovering. Moreover, the crisis has 

put pressure on the social cohesion in the Eurozone. José Manuel Barrosso 

of the European Commission, describes the crisis as a wake-up call, the 

moment in which the European countries recognize that usual business as we 

know it, is consigning the countries to a steady decline (Barrosso 2010). In 

response, the European Commission presented an ambitious strategy in 2010 

in order to exit the crisis in a sustainable manner, by proposing five 

measurable targets for 2020, ready to be adapted by national European 

governments. These five targets are: employment, research and innovation, 

climate change and energy, education, and combating poverty. A ubiquitous 

theme in the strategy is Social Entrepreneurship and Social Innovation, which 

the next part of this chapter will discuss.  

 

1.5.3. Social Innovation 
 

 Social innovation (Innovación Social) is a relatively new concept that is 

being discussed all over Europe these years. The concept covers a broad 

range of social initiatives. In countries where an accurate act on social 

entrepreneurship is missing, the concept is embedded in this broader term 

Social Innovation, or in the even more wide spread term Social Economy. As 

mentioned above, Social Innovation is one of the main pillars in the European 

2020 strategy for Smart, Sustainable and Inclusive growth (Europe 

2020).  The objective of Social Innovation is to design new models in order to 

satisfy social needs, not satisfied by the state or the market. The European 
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Commission has defined the concept as "innovation that is social, both in its 

purpose and in its process” (COTEC, 2016,p. 170). Global Entrepreneurship 

Monitor Spain, 2016 uses a more detailed definition “Innovations developed 

by governments, enterprises, and individuals, who contribute through new 

technologies, and from a social and environmental perspective, improve the 

lives of the people in the society, which at the same time permits the 

generation of sustainable economic benefits”  (GEM, 2016, p. 123). Social 

Innovation concerns actors from both private and public institutions; investors 

searching for projects that generate social returns, actors within civil society 

offering innovative solutions to societal issues, and governments searching for 

remedies to manage public funds more effectively (COTEC, 2016). In 

addition, common for all European countries is that social investment, also 

referred to as impact investment, accounts for a growing percentage of each 

country’s GDP. Bill Drayton, the founder of Ashoka (an organization that aims 

at fostering social entrepreneurs worldwide) argues that the essence of social 

entrepreneurs is that their investors are open to new ideas (Meehan, 2004). 

As already alluded to, structural dysfunction between social entrepreneurs 

and their investors constitutes a great hurdle for the emergence and the 

scaling of social entrepreneurs. “[Government agencies have statutory 

mandates and programs, and foundations have strategies, and both are 

organizationally set up to make it difficult for you to invest outside their 

stovepipes” (Meehan, 2004, p. 11). Thus resources from these institutions 

generally “do not flow to new institution” (ibid).  

Despite the fact that government agencies avoid investing in such 

enterprises, it is argued that stakeholders within same government agencies, 

as well as entities embedded in the private sector aim to create hybrid 

societies that manage to combine social and economic objectives. Moreover, 

stakeholders emphasize the need for companies to adopt sustainable 

business models, in which social awareness plays a central role.   

Social Innovation can be implemented in all types of enterprises, 

independently of the overall objective of the enterprise. Indeed, this is how 

Social Innovation is distinguished from social entrepreneurship (GEM, 2016). 

Though we see a clear distinction between the two, the conceptualization of 

social entrepreneurship is still nascent, and is therefore often included in the 
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countries’ overall Social Innovation strategy instead of treated separately. A 

study developed by Global Entrepreneurship Monitor (2016), reveals the need 

to make Social Innovation an intrinsic element of social and economic 

development at a cross-sector level; through the public and private sector, as 

well as the non-governmental. Moreover, it appears in the European 2020 

strategy that social entrepreneurship is perceived to have major impact on 

Social Innovation, and is considered the greatest potential transformer. 

Mindlap, a Danish cross-governmental innovation unit, suggests that 

governments enhance the Social Innovation ecosystem, in which the 

financing of investigation, development and innovation is prioritized, in order 

to create favourable conditions for social entrepreneurs.  At a European level, 

financial resources are already directed towards this particular purpose, with a 

final objective to create a sustainable ecosystem that fosters hybrid 

enterprises. 

 
1.5.4. The eco-systems of social entrepreneurship  
 

Despite the general acknowledgement that the approach to Social 

Innovation, Social Economy and social entrepreneurship varies a great deal 

between countries, the European Commission has launched a Study (2015) 

that intends to map social entrepreneurial activity, and the eco-systems 

developed across the European countries.  In the study it appears that the 

crucial features for creating a coherent social entrepreneurial eco-system are 

linked to national policy and legal frameworks, business development services 

and support schemes, networks and mutual support mechanisms, social 

impact investment markets, impact measurement, and label certification 

schemes (The European Commission, 2015). In the mapping, the European 

Commission relies on an “operational definition” of social enterprises, based 

on European academic and policy literature, in order to measure social 

entrepreneurial activity, and in order to distinguish them from mainstream 

enterprises, and “traditional social economy entities”. The definition covers the 

entrepreneurial dimension, the social dimension, and the governance 

dimension.  
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1.5.5. Legal framework 
 

From the above examination we can conclude that both social 

entrepreneurship and Social Innovation are gaining great influence on the 

European initiatives for sustainable development. It is contradictory how social 

entrepreneurship is perceived as the greatest potential transformer to societal 

issues, yet from the European Commission’s mapping it appears that it is 

difficult to determine the existence of policy frameworks for social enterprises 

in the European countries. In the report it appears that the frameworks differ 

widely in terms of scope, financial endowment, and relevance of 

governments. Moreover, the policy frameworks often target the broader 

purpose of Social Economy (as mentioned earlier), in which social 

entrepreneurship is an integrated part. An examination of the legal framework 

for social entrepreneurs in all member states is beyond the scope of this 

paper.  

 

 

 

 
!
!
!
!
!
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2. Theoretical outline 

2.1 Social entrepreneurship  
!

Social entrepreneurship is an economic phenomenon that has received 

considerable attention in the literature (Zahra et al., 2009). Nonetheless the 

theoretical examination of the phenomenon is agreed to be in its infancy, and 

the number of publications, and empirical studies still limited (Volkmann et al., 

2012). The concept of social entrepreneurship emerged in the 1980s (Dees, 

2007). Even though the definition and the importance of it have been widely 

discussed, there does not seem to be a clear definition of the domain 

(Hemingway, 2005). As such, the lack of conceptual accordance in the 

literature has left a gap with no clear rules for an accurate description and 

explanation of the concept (Volkmann et al., 2012). According to Volkmann et 

al., social entrepreneurship covers different interdisciplinary angels, which 

relate to social, cultural, psychological and economic significances. Broadly 

defined, it concerns enterprises that aim to solve social issues by applying 

innovative business and market-oriented models (Zahra et al., 2009). But the 

level of socialness, and/or the level of business seem to be a never-ending 

discussion. In the following, some of the most salient approaches and streams 

within the social entrepreneurship literature will be presented, starting out by a 

short presentation of the emergence of social enterprises.  

 

2.1.1. The emergence of social entrepreneurs  
!

Much of literature on social entrepreneurship is undoubtedly inspired 

by Muhammed Yunus, and his pioneering work providing microcredit to the 

poor in Bangladesh (Panum & Hansen, 2014). Yunus won the Nobel Peace 

Prize in 2006, and his work and figure have played an influential role in terms 

of the conceptualization as well as the realization of social enterprises 

worldwide (ibid).  Social enterprises represent a growing phenomenon in both 

developing and developed economies. In the developing world, it is heralded 

as a new mechanism to alleviate poverty and social exclusion (Seelos & Mair, 

2005). In developed economies, it is welcomed as a new approach to 
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solve the deepening of social problems and ecological needs. Social 

entrepreneurship has thus created great expectations, and has been argued 

to be an important agent of change that manages to apply innovative and 

cost-effective methods to address the societal gaps left by social services and 

governments (Zahra et al., 2009). Social entrepreneurs have also been 

argued to hold the key to a new kind of capitalism (Yunus, 2007; Volkmann et 

al., 2012). Privatization and marketization of the social service sector explains 

to a large extent the profound social gaps. Traditionally, it has been not-for-

profit organizations that responded to these gaps left by particularly 

governments, but also businesses. However, the situation has changed, first 

of all due to increased competition for scarce financial resources, which in 

consequence has prompted not-for-profit organizations to search for 

alternative sources of funding. These organizations show a tendency in 

turning towards business-oriented models (Volkmann et al., 2012). Secondly, 

it has been argued that the increased competition within the not-for-profits has 

reached philanthropy, and other donors who in turn expect more from the 

funds addressed the social causes. Furthermore, the current situation of not-

for-profits has been accused of fake safety, whose solutions lack “thought-

changing impact” (p.8). Put in other words, the not-for-profit organizations do 

not satisfy the expectations of the donors, aggravating the need for new 

sustainable and scalable solutions in order to address the existing institutional 

gaps (Volkmann et al., 2012).   

 

2.1.2. The definitions of social entrepreneurship 
!
         Social entrepreneurship has frequently been referred to as enterprises 

with a double bottom line, placing equal emphasis on social and economic 

purposes (Zahra et al., 2009). Or as Michael Pirson (2010) describes it, “In the 

social enterprise, money and mission are intertwined like DNA” (p.263). 

Another simplified description of the concept is  “entrepreneurial activity with 

an embedded social purpose” (Austin et al., 2006). A third approach within the 

literature on the subject concerns the question on how social entrepreneurs 

discover and exploit opportunities for social change - a more in depth 

description of opportunity recognition is provided below (Wilson and Post, 
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2013). Muhammed Yunus’ (the pioneer within the field) definition is 

exceptionally broad, he describes it “as any innovative initiative that helps 

people” (Yunus, 2008; Panum & Hansen, 2014, p. 3). Common for the various 

definitions is the perception that social entrepreneurs discover and create 

opportunities in relation to the social or third sector (Müller, 2012; Volkman et 

al., 2012).  

              Sceptics within the literature have criticised the term social 

entrepreneurship of being tautological, due to the added term “social”. An 

example of this criticism is offered by Santos (2012), who challenges the 

tendency of defining social entrepreneurship as the balancing of economic 

and social value creation. Disagreeing with a considerable part of the 

literature on social entrepreneurship, he criticizes the ubiquitous use of the 

word “social”, arguing that this word is inherently normative and thus not 

appropriate for theory making. As he states: “All economic value is inherently 

social in the sense that actions that create economic value also improves 

society’s welfare through a better allocation of resources” (p.337). But apart 

from his criticism on the inherent tautology, Santos argues that a proper 

theory of social entrepreneurship should not include the word “social”, as this 

requires subjective normative classifications about what is social and what is 

not. As Santos argues, an entrepreneurial business activity benefiting the 

poor is indeed deemed “social”, but if the same activity were instead of benefit 

to the rich, it would not be regarded as such. Similarly, Panum and Hansen 

(2014), having performed a multiple case study on social enterprises in Africa, 

ask the question of whether all businesses operating in poor areas are not by 

definition “social”, given that just by performing economic activities they 

contribute to society’s welfare and the alleviation of poverty. The problem 

becomes one of where do draw the threshold for “social” within 

entrepreneurship. Consequently, Santos argues for the abandoning of the 

traditional distinction between social and economic value creation, and 

instead postulates that the key difference between social entrepreneurs and 

commercial entrepreneurs, is to be found in their position on the issue of 

value creation versus value capture, which we will elaborate on later in this 

section.  
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Others, like Zahra et al. (2012), highlight the concern arising when 

uniting economic thinking with social wealth aspirations. They propose the 

term “total wealth” that accounts for both economic and social considerations 

of social entrepreneurs, and from which it is possible to evaluate the 

opportunities and organizational processes related to social entrepreneurship. 

Moreover, they argue that this approach also provides for social value 

creation within for-profit entities, emphasizing how entrepreneurial entities are 

capable of generating both economic and social wealth in the pursuit of total 

wealth maximization. “Total wealth” also indicates how entrepreneurs 

possibly, and at the expense of social wealth, can reallocate resources in 

order to enhance economic wealth, and vice versa. Others have referred to 

this reallocation of resources as the inherent trade-off, which is argued to be 

central for all organizations. Santos (2012) argues that all organizations need 

to be clear about their main focus in that this choice is central to the 

organizational identity.  Any obscurity of the organization’s position on the 

issue may challenge the identity of the organization, and may jeopardize the 

organization's accountability towards the stakeholders. Whether an 

organization places more emphasis on the social or the economic objective, it 

is undisputedly a fact that social enterprises imply the existence of double 

bottom line, which in turn exposes them to two possible failures; failure in 

economic performance or failure to address social needs (Volkmann et al., 

2012).      

The social change that individual social enterprises aim at inducing is 

fairly easy to detect. However, a frequently asked question is how social 

entrepreneurs distinguish themselves from other approaches, such as pure 

market, public government provision, or the more obvious solution, charitable 

NGOs (Volkmann et al., 2012). The most compelling argument is that social 

entrepreneurs combine the best of two worlds: it is self-sustainable like a 

commercial enterprise, which makes it independent of donations, while it 

seeks to maximize the social impact in line with NGOs (Grameen; Volkmann 

et al., 2012). Nonetheless, it is important to mention that this does not 

implicitly mean that the pursuit of profit makes social enterprises a better 

solution than charitable NGOs, or that its strong social objective makes its 

social impact greater than that of for-profit businesses (ibid). The adequate 
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approach depends on the problem to be solved, the conditions under which it 

takes place, and on other alternative solutions available.  

The following figure is based on Grameen Creative Lab (2010), 

available in Volkmann et al. (2012), page 237. It illustrates the means and 

ends of NGOs, social business, and commercial businesses, and how social 

businesses can be distinguished from the two other approaches.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 

As stated, the nature of the problem to be solved determines which 

approach to be the most effective. Moreover, the overall impact of social 

entrepreneurs in developing countries as well as the future development of 

capitalism can be tricky to assess. Volkmann et al. (2012) provide two 

perspectives in order to capture the impact of social entrepreneurs, a “static” 

and a “dynamic” one. From a static perspective, the impact of social 

entrepreneurship is to deliver a solution, goods and/or services at given point 

to a specific need. From a dynamic one, the impact is a changing character of 

their environment, in which not only the social entrepreneur but the 

surrounding people also take part of the solutions. In that way, static impact is 

about efficiency, and dynamic impact about innovation (Volkman et al., 2012). 

These perspectives serve to explain when social entrepreneurship is an 

effective solution to a given problem. It is argued that social enterprises’ static 

impact is less efficient when it comes to short-term reliefs, as in the case of 
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natural disasters or single events. In these cases, donation-based NGOs 

might be a better solution, as they contain the organizational infrastructure to 

immediate individual altruistic donations for large-scale solidarity. A social 

venture with a complex business model might not achieve the same short-

term relief impact. Social entrepreneurs are often better when a more 

systemic solution is needed for long-term and broad-scale problems. 

However, this tends to be the domain for for-profit entities and governments. 

Ideally, in a perfectly competitive market, for-profit businesses are the best 

solution when it comes to the provision of private goods. Likewise, 

governments are the best solution for providing public goods; however, only if 

these entities are well functioning and efficient. In areas in which the 

government and for-profit business are failing to deliver, social entrepreneurs 

become an important second-best solution (Volkmann et al., 2012). In these 

cases, social ventures tend to have a great dynamic impact on societies.   

        Muhammed Yunus (2007) makes an important contribution to the claim 

that social enterprises make a good alternative to for-profit markets and 

government provision when these fail. He distinguishes between two types of 

business models that social entrepreneurs can adapt to, depending on the 

societal need it wishes to address. Type I provides a product with a specific 

goal, being social, ethical, or environmental. Profits are reinvested in order to 

scale up or improve product delivery. This business model can be interpreted 

as an alternative to fully developed markets. The type II business model does 

not aim to achieve impact directly through its products. Rather, it is a profit-

maximizing business that directs its net profits to social needs in a local 

community. Dividends are not issued; instead they are directed to local 

development activity. An elaboration of the social entrepreneurs’ business 

model is provided further below.             

 

2.1.3. Opportunity recognition  
!
       As indicated, a more in-depth description of opportunity recognition will be 

provided in this section. Ultimately, the nature and scope of the social issue 

influences the choice of enterprise implemented. The first step for social 

entrepreneurs is to recognize a given opportunity. Zahra et al. (2009) identify 
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three types of social entrepreneurs in order to explain this opportunity 

recognition. Building on the work of Hayak (1945), Kirzner (1973) and 

Schumpeter (1934), they have developed a typology identifying three classes 

of social entrepreneurship (Zahra et al., 2012 in Volkmann et al., 2012), 

varying in their definition of opportunities, missions, resource acquisition, and 

how they address social needs as well as their geographical scope (ibid). 

According to Hayek’s theory, Social Bricoleurs focus on addressing social 

needs at a local level. They possess an ability to tap into the scarce resources 

in the local context, and utilize them to overcome social issues in their 

communities. Their actions are controlled by their local and tacit knowledge.  

         Kirzner’s theory claims that Social Constructionists tend to respond to 

market failures, and need to be alert to opportunities within a social context, 

for instance, in the case of government failure. Social Constructionists 

discover entrepreneurial opportunities in gaps that occur in social systems, 

which are not covered or bridged by existing companies, government or not-

for-profit organizations. Finally, Schumpeter’s theory suggests that Social 

Engineers bring about incremental social change due to their ability to 

“recognize systemic problems within existing social structures” (Zahra et al., 

2012 in Volkmann et al., 2012, p 153). They tend to replace out-dated 

systems with newer and better ones. Their activities tend to have high 

dynamic social and economic impact in that they operate on a large scale and 

scope.  

         In accordance with Panum and Hansen (2014), as well as described 

above, it is plausible to conclude that the term social entrepreneurship covers 

a variety of “business hybrids” that are “more or less commercially viable” (p. 

3). 

 

2.1.4. Social entrepreneurial personality 
!

As indicated above, the nature and scope of the social issue, has great 

impact on the enterprise implementation. However, obviously this is not the 

only factor, or necessarily the determining one behind successful social 

enterprises. The personality of social entrepreneurs is a topic frequently 

discussed in the literature. Research illuminates that social entrepreneurial 
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personality involves special traits “unseen in other areas” (Volkmann et al., 

2012, p. 53). The aforementioned Bill Drayton states that “The core is 

personality, a temperament that simply can’t stop”  (Meehan, 2004, p. 11), 

when asked about the determining factors behind social entrepreneurship. 

From a demographic perspective there does not seem to be a clear pattern 

when it comes to social entrepreneurs. The Global Entrepreneurship Monitor 

(GEM) (2009), has performed the largest research on entrepreneurial activity, 

in which they also provide information on who the people behind the 

entrepreneurs are.  The conclusion of the GEM study is that entrepreneurship 

is fostered in all ethnic groups, and including people with very different 

educational backgrounds, spanning from none at all to doctorates.  

Research on the entrepreneurial personality dates back to pioneers 

within entrepreneurial research, such as Kirzner and Schumpeter. In fact 

these scholars placed the importance of the personality “in the heart” of their 

theories (Volkmann et al., 2012, p. 54). Both have contributed to what is 

referred to as “the traits school of personality”, which argues that  “certain 

behaviour is not solely based on learned reactions but on stable traits of the 

acting individual” (p. 54). The traits shape the character behind the acts, and 

determine the inclination to act - this is what makes up the personality.  More 

recent literature on the role of personality focuses on personality aspects that 

motivate entrepreneurs, rather than what entrepreneurs are. Volkmann et al. 

suggest that social entrepreneurial personality is a mixture of entrepreneurial 

personality, and a social oriented personality. Social entrepreneurs share 

personality traits with business entrepreneurs, involving five traits in order to 

capture its complexity; risk-taking propensity, innovativeness, need for 

achievement, need for independence and pro-activeness (Volkmann et al., 

2012).  

The social oriented personality of social entrepreneurs is articulated in 

their   pro-social behaviour, expressed through their commitment to combating 

social injustice. Pro-social personality is defined by Penner and Finkelstein 

(1998) as “an enduring tendency to think about the welfare and the rights of 

other people, to feel concern and empathy for them, and to act in a way that 

benefits them” (p. 526). Researchers have investigated the specific traits of 

social entrepreneurs that constitute the social aspect of these personalities. 
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Various studies verify empathy as an important pro-social character trait. 

Hemingway (2005) argue that social entrepreneurs hold values from an early 

stage, and “show non-egotistical behavior”. Mair and Noboa (2006) attest “the 

feeling of other or namely empathy” as the main factor distinguishing the 

personality of social entrepreneurs from that of business entrepreneurs. Apart 

from empathy, pro-social personality is associated with “helping, social 

responsibility, care orientation, consideration or others, and sympathy” 

(Eisenberg et al., 2002; Volkman et al., 2012, p. 59). Hence, pro-social 

personality is a combination of “stable traits common to prosocial actors, 

uncommon within the rest of the population, which cause them to act the way 

they do” (Volkmann et al., 2012, p. 59).   

 

2.2. Social and economic value creation  
!
      As mentioned in the previous section, the very raison d’être of social 

entrepreneurship is to combine the social and economic spheres in order to 

cause a sustainable social impact in society. One can infer that a dichotomy 

between social and economic value creation underpins many 

conceptualizations of social entrepreneurship – indeed, social enterprises are 

frequently described as being paradoxical in nature, given their intention at 

creating social and economic value simultaneously. Harrison and Wicks 

(2013) argue that too often in the literature the concept of “value” is presumed 

to be purely economic, and that such a narrow conceptualization is 

insufficient. Firms and organizations create more than just economic value to 

their diverse stakeholders, and stakeholders in turn desire more than just 

economic value. When businesses pursue economic and social goals at the 

same time, Emerson describes these as having a “blended value proposition” 

(2003). In his framework, Emerson describes firms as a having a “double 

bottom line”, and argues that the simultaneous pursuit of financial and social 

objectives is indeed possible. This in line with the concept of “shared value”, 

as formulated by Porter and Kramer (2011), who argue that since businesses 

are embedded in a social context, these should not only pursuit financial 

objectives but also aim at creating value for society as a whole. Porter and 
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Kramer (2011) thus point to social enterprises as being exemplary when it 

comes to achieving the balance between social and economic objectives. 

However, diverging perspectives persist on the issue. Analysing 

various social enterprises, Pirson (2012) discusses the notion of social 

enterprises as being “paragons” of shared value creation. Pirson comes to the 

conclusion that the ideas of shared value creation and balance orientation can 

be misleading when understanding this specific business model. Through 

studying different social enterprises, he finds that all the organizations 

ultimately establish primacy to either social or financial value creation, thus 

questioning the relevance of the notion of shared value creation as balance 

orientation for social entrepreneurship (ibid.)  

A similar critique is offered by Crane et al. (2014), who argue that the 

shared value concept “does not provide guidance for the many situations 

where social and economic outcomes will not be aligned for stakeholders” (p. 

136). The argument is that while some situations do exist, where win-win 

outcomes are possible, because economic and social objectives are mutually 

reinforcing, in many other situations, firms must give primacy to one goal. As 

such, it is not always in the economic interest of the company to be socially 

responsible (ibid). 

Similarly, Santos (2012) offers a diverging view when it comes to value 

creation and social entrepreneurship. Proposing a positive theory of social 

entrepreneurship, instead of describing social enterprises as facing trade-offs 

between social and economic value creation, Santos omits the word “social” 

from his definition and suggests that the distinction between commercial and 

social entrepreneurship instead be understood in terms of whether primacy is 

given to “value creation” or “value capture”. Value creation stems from 

activities that increase the overall utility of society (accounting for opportunity 

costs), and is thus to be understood and measured at the societal level. 

Conversely, value capture is the value that the firm captures for itself from 

activities (accounting for opportunity costs), and is thus measured at the 

organizational level (ibid). The central argument of Santos is that social 

enterprises should not be seen as hybrid organizations. He argues instead 

that social enterprises occupy a unique position within the economic system, 

just like traditional for-profit businesses, commercial entrepreneurs and 
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charities. In a perfect market, the economic self-interest and profit-maximizing 

behaviour of actors would lead to the most efficient allocation of resources 

and would be desirable from a societal point of view. Nevertheless, in reality 

markets are not perfect and “economic activity does not happen in an 

institutional vacuum” (Santos, 2012, p. 340). This is where the domain for 

social entrepreneurs emerges, as what characterizes them is “the pursuit of 

neglected problems with positive externalities” (p. 342). As Santos explains, 

these problems and positive externalities tend to affect “a powerless segment 

of the population” - thus the tendency to attribute business activities benefiting 

the poor as “social”, even though this is erroneous, according to Santos. 

Commercial entrepreneurs would be just as social were they to operate in this 

domain, but as they seek opportunities for value capture and not value 

creation, they simply do not enter these markets. 

 Notwithstanding, even organizations with explicitly stated social 

missions, like social enterprises, whose main objective is value creation, must 

at given moments perform value capture in order to ensure their own survival, 

as they need to be financially self-sustaining (Santos, 2012).  

 

2.2.1. Business model 
!

Social enterprises create value to society, which in turn is delivered by 

the enterprise’s business model (Müller, 2012; Volkman et al., 2012). Global 

problems related to poverty, carbon dioxide emissions and so forth, are 

potential “business opportunities” to social enterprises. Whereas commercial 

entrepreneurs search for sustainable competitive advantages, social 

entrepreneurs, conversely, are driven by the search for sustainable solutions 

to social problems. Intellectual property rights are therefore not a priority, nor 

of their interest - often the opposite is the case. They want their ideas to be 

spread geographically or to other target groups (ibid). As indicated, social 

entrepreneurs tend to be embedded in the third sector and social markets, in 

which they provide services and products that benefit society. 

        That value creation constitutes a core element of social entrepreneurs’ 

business model is hard to deny. Panum and Hansen (2014) state that the 

business model is a “system-level, holistic approach to explaining how firms 
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do business and it seeks to explain both value creation and value capture” 

(p.6). Moreover, it is argued that the business model defines the value 

delivered by a company to its customers, and how it lures them to pay for the 

value, and finally convert the payments into profit (ibid).  It is a fact that a 

coherent business model is crucial for a company’s success - nevertheless, 

which components that define the building blocks of such model is widely 

discussed in the literature. Yet three elements tend to be repeated: value 

proposition, value architecture, and the revenue model (Volkmann et al., 

2012). As Panum and Hansen (2014) state, social entrepreneurs need a very 

unique combination of resources and capabilities in order to manage their 

raison d’être, namely the blended value proposition, which is understood 

through an analysis of their business model. Moreover, the distinction 

between social and commercial enterprises is also reflected in the design and 

implementation of the respective business models. Like any other commercial 

enterprise, social entrepreneurs must exhibit clarity about the three 

components mentioned above. Based on Stähler (2001, in Volkmann et al., 

2012, page 115), the following figure provides an overview of what each 

building block must account for, in order to accomplish a coherent business 

model. 
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Unlike commercial entrepreneurs, the value proposition of social 

entrepreneurs is linked to solving a social or environmental problem. 

Volkmann et al. (2012) argue that “successful social entrepreneurs are not 

satisfied with treating the symptoms; they want to eliminate the root cause of 

the problem” (p.116). In addition, social entrepreneurs aim to provide systemic 

solutions for complex social problems, and to induce social change.  

              The elements that constitute the value architecture, ultimately affect 

the outcome of the value proposition, and at which cost the value is 

generated. Regarding the value architecture of social entrepreneurs, 

Volkmann et al. state that this often tends to engage both beneficiaries and 

partners in the product creation, which has two significant purposes. Firstly, 

the engagement of beneficiaries and partners may serve to overcome 
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restrictions as a consequence of resource limitations. Social entrepreneurs 

tend to operate in environments with little governance and oversight (ibid). 

Partnering with local communities hence becomes particularly important when 

an institutional legal framework is absent. Though the entrepreneur’s 

presence is potentially a help to the beneficiaries, he or she might fail if not 

properly anchored in the local community (Robinson, 2006). Moreover, social 

entrepreneurs tend to operate in environments characterized by severe 

resource limitations. Building networks, and uniting commercial and non-

commercial partners, help them overcome this hurdle. Both examples prove 

that innovative resource mobilization strategies are a very important tool for 

social entrepreneurs (Volkmann et al., 2012). Secondly, the participation of 

same actors is perceived to induce a sense of responsibility. Building on the 

principles of co-creation, when beneficiaries form an active part in designing 

and creating a product, the likelihood of the product actually fulfilling the 

needs of the beneficiaries is much higher (ibid).  

         The third building block according to he business model canvas is the 

revenue model, a model that tends to be very complex in the case of social 

entrepreneurs. Though some social entrepreneurs use donations, 

philanthropy, or state money, as part of their total funding, more often they 

prefer a funding strategy that reduces dependency.  Moreover, since the 

primary objective of their business model is to increase social value, profits 

are a means to develop and grow their businesses, rather than to increase the 

shareholder value (Volkmann et al., 2012). Based on the financial model, The 

Schwab Foundation for Social Entrepreneurs distinguishes between three 

types of revenue models within social enterprises: 1)The Leverage Nonprofit, 

in which the entrepreneur provides an innovative solution in order to address 

market or government failures. The enterprise is highly dependant on 

philanthropic donations, albeit supported by partners with an interest in the 

ventures long term existence; 2) The Hybrid Nonprofit, a non-profit approach 

supported by revenues generated by selling goods and services; 3)The Social 

Business, a venture that is self-sustaining, in which profit maximization and 

wealth accumulation are not given primacy. The financial surpluses are 

reinvested in the enterprise, and used to expand the social solutions.    
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2.3. Stakeholders in social enterprises 
!

As outlined in the above, the aim of social enterprises is the 

simultaneous creation of both social and economic value - but for whom? In 

business literature, the concept of stakeholder management has become 

salient. According to this view, in order to perform well, a firm must cater 

efficiently to a range of different stakeholders, broadly defined as those actors 

that can affect or are affected by the activities of an organization (Freeman, 

1984).  Similarly, the field of social enterprises is often studied in relation to 

stakeholder management. Like ordinary companies, social enterprises have 

stakeholders with different interests and expectations vis-à-vis the firm – 

clients, investors, beneficiaries, suppliers, employees, and very importantly 

also society as a whole – in the social entrepreneurship context, the latter 

gains importance given that the key idea of social enterprises is to cause a 

social impact in society.   

When it comes to the studying of stakeholder management a range of 

different approaches exist. The stakeholder salience model as proposed by 

Mitchell et al. (1997) has been empirically tested and regarded as valid by 

many scholars. This model identifies stakeholders based on the variables of 

power, urgency and legitimacy claims by stakeholders on the organization. 

The three spheres can be overlapping and the higher value stakeholders have 

on each of these parameters, the more important they are to the organization. 
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(Stakeholder salience model) 

 

Burga and Rezzania (2016) apply the stakeholder salience model in 

order to understand how it works in the context of a social entrepreneurship. 

Basing their research on a qualitative case study, they aim at demonstrating 

how the perception of stakeholder importance changes during different 

decision points, thus arguing that “stakeholder salience is dynamic” (p. 13). An 

interesting point made by the authors, is that the ideal stakeholder 

constellation for a social enterprise is one in which stakeholders with the 

highest power, legitimacy and urgency claims are the ones whose 

expectations are most aligned with the social mission of the organization. If a 

social enterprises faces a situation in which the most influential stakeholders’ 

expectation of value deviates from the social objectives, the social enterprise 

will face a situation detrimental to their organizational identity and mission 

(ibid). 

An argument can be made, that for social enterprises, the power 

dimension of the stakeholder salience model becomes less important. In 

traditional for-profit enterprises, those with the highest power claims vis-à-vis 

the organization are considered to be the shareholders. Since a social 

enterprise does not pay dividends to shareholders (or this is at least not the 

primary objective), the other claims of urgency and legitimacy are thus more 

essential for how social enterprises perceives and manages their 
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stakeholders. Furthermore, that legitimacy is the most important of the three 

spheres when in comes to social enterprises is empirically tested and 

confirmed in a study by Polzin (2010). Similarly, in the work of many social 

entrepreneurship scholars, legitimacy is highlighted as a key recourse for 

social enterprises in order to survive. (Larner & Mason, 2014; Smith & Woods, 

2015). 

As mentioned, some authors argue for a less dichotomous 

conceptualization of social and economic value. The juxtaposition of 

economic and social value creation is indeed relevant when discussing 

stakeholders and social enterprises. Wilson and Post  (2011) point to how 

social businesses as hybrid organizations go beyond the traditional trade-off 

between social and economic value creation. As mentioned, the various 

stakeholders express different claims vis-à-vis the firm, and within the social 

entrepreneurship context the question then becomes one of how to manage 

potentially conflicting stakeholder expectations. Indeed, often the underlying 

assumption is that stakeholders’ interests will be in conflict with one another in 

terms of the expectations of economic and social value creation. 

Nevertheless, as Harrison and Wicks (2013) discuss, stakeholders 

increasingly want more than just economic returns from the organization. 

Value creation to stakeholders should thus be regarded as a more nuanced 

concept. Interestingly, the authors point to how shared values among 

stakeholders can mitigate conflicting interests: “Part of what holds stakeholder 

cooperation together and generates utility for stakeholders is the presence of 

shared norms that go beyond strict self-interest.”(p. 103).  

        Similarly, Crane and Ruebottom (2012) criticize the tendency to define 

stakeholders based exclusively on their generic economic function - as 

consumers, employees, suppliers, etc. The authors argue for the 

consideration and inclusion of stakeholders’ social identity in order to 

comprehend more holistically their expectations toward the enterprise. 

According to this view, stakeholders are held together by more than just 

economic expectations, a “social glue” binding them together (ibid). Indeed, 

just at it becomes of essence to understand the individual traits characterizing 

social entrepreneurs - which as stated above can be characterized as being 
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“pro-social” - stakeholders of social enterprises might also be assumed to be 

fundamentally different from stakeholders in ordinary for-profit business.  

As such, several authors indicate that perhaps stakeholders of social 

enterprises are more compatible, given the primacy to social value creation 

over economic returns (Harrison & Wicks, 2013). Harrison and Wicks use the 

concept of “generalized exchange” to account for situations in which 

stakeholders accept that the organization performs actions that are more 

beneficial to other stakeholders than to themselves. This indeed points to the 

existence of shared values and a concern for broader social issues between 

stakeholders. This argument is supported by Mort el al. (2003), who consider 

stakeholders of social enterprises to be of “more equal footing”. As Harrison 

and Wicks state: “The fact that they voluntarily come together to participate as 

stakeholders of the firm is powerful evidence that their interests are 

overlapping and reinforcing to a substantial degree” (p. 103, l. 25). There is 

thus a perspective on social enterprises arguing that stakeholders’ 

expectations will not be more conflicting than with a normal firm, but rather the 

opposite – stakeholders of enterprises in this particular spectrum of economic 

activity may have more compatible interests. 

 

2.3.1. Legitimacy in social enterprises 
!

When exploring the relationship between social enterprises and their 

stakeholders, the concept of legitimacy becomes centric. In the literature and 

from empirical studies on social entrepreneurship it is broadly sustained that 

in order for social enterprises to prosper and survive, their stakeholders must 

view them as being legitimate. Stakeholders are ultimately the providers of the 

resources necessary for functioning, and social enterprises must compete for 

these.  

Viewed as a social construction, legitimacy is by Suchman (1995) 

defined is “a generalized perception or assumption that the actions of an entity 

are socially desirable, proper or appropriate within some socially constructed 

system of norms, value, beliefs and definitions” (p. 574). If legitimacy from 

stakeholders is so crucial for social enterprises, which strategies do they then 

employ in order to acquire it? 
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          In order to detect the legitimization strategies of social enterprises 

Sarpong and Davies (2014) study the managerial practises of several UK 

based social enterprises. They find that the social enterprises included in the 

study employ three overall strategies in order to acquire legitimacy from their 

stakeholders. Firstly, “cross-sector partnerships” with business, civil society 

groups, NGOs and other actores lead to legitimacy acquisition through the 

“interplay of symbolic affiliation and ties” (p. 26, l., 30) – social enterprises may 

gain both economic resources and credibility by successful strategic 

management of such relationships. Activities of “strategic co-option” and 

“social networking” are practices with which to achieve this. Secondly, the 

authors point to “community engagement and capacity building” as a way to 

ensure legitimacy – by involving stakeholders and the community in the social 

value creation process itself. And finally, “compassionate enterprise 

narratives” as reflected in they way the social enterprise presents itself and its 

mission, and the stories it tells about itself, are employed as a legitimizing 

strategy. 

         Shedding light on the subject of how to unite stakeholders’ potentially 

conflicting interests, Smith and Woods (2015) perform an in-depth case study 

of a social enterprise and investigate how stakeholders are managed using 

concepts of identity, governance and legitimacy. The authors identify the main 

stakeholders based of the aforementioned values of power, urgency and 

legitimacy. Smith and Woods find that by engaging stakeholders in the social 

mission, a common identity based on shared valued is constructed, uniting 

stakeholders with the organization and with each other, forming dyadic ties. 

Furthermore, legitimacy is necessary to gain stakeholder support. The authors 

find that “social entrepreneurs are legitimate through creating social value 

which is demonstrated through the organization accomplishing mission 

objectives” (p. 202). This might seem tautological but the emphasis here is on 

the actual and effective communication with stakeholders. Similar to the 

“compassionate enterprise narratives”, as described by Sarpong and Davies 

(2014), the social enterprise may use “stories” in order to communicate its 

values and mission to stakeholders, and importantly, provide “proof” that the 

social mission is being achieved, thus demonstrating results. Seelos and Mair 

(2005) also point to how the success of social enterprises depends on 
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effective communication with both internal and external stakeholders. 

According to the authors then, apart from achieving good results, the actual 

communication of these results, plays an important role. Another means to 

obtain legitimacy is through the creation of new opportunities and business 

models, and by finding a niche (Smith & Woods,2015). By differentiating itself 

from other ventures and emphasizing the contrasts with existing structures, 

the social enterprise can obtain legitimacy and consequently acquire scarce 

resources. 

      By performing a qualitative comparative case study, Larner and Mason 

(2014) study stakeholder involvement in social enterprise governance and find 

that social enterprises employ a range of range of different mechanisms in 

order to demonstrate that they are complying with their stated social mission 

and hence for their stakeholders to view them as legitimate. Examples are 

consultations with stakeholders, evaluations, social accounting and asset 

lock. Additionally, their research emphasizes the importance of a “value based 

organizational culture” as well as strong leadership, as features essential for 

the success of social enterprises (ibid). 

Smith and Woods highlight how legitimacy becomes increasingly 

difficult to maintain, as the social enterprise grows. The smaller the social 

enterprise, the easier it is to communicate with stakeholders and manage 

expectations and potential tensions. Rasmus and Vaccaro (2014) explore how 

social accounting and stakeholder management are employed by social 

enterprises in order to mitigate mission drift. Interestingly, the authors 

conclude that while social accounting is insufficient as to countering mission 

drift, it nevertheless reinforces stakeholder engagement, which ultimately is 

found to be “the main mechanism enabling a social enterprise to solve 

mission drift.” (p.308). Stakeholder engagement is thus regarded as 

quintessential to the both the organizational identity and legitimacy of social 

enterprises. 

Rasmus and Vaccaro further find that “measuring and reporting the 

social impact of the venture triggers a sense-making process that helps the 

employees of a social enterprise to rationalize and institutionalize the social 

awareness and maintain their commitment towards the organizational 

mission” p. 319). As employees are important stakeholders of the social 
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enterprise, it is thus fundamental that also they keep viewing the activities of 

the social enterprise as being legitimate.  

Wilson and Post (2011) study the very process by which social 

business is designed and finds that  “clear intentionality around social purpose 

drives the design of these ventures and their associated missions and 

business models, such that they can creatively synthesize competing 

paradigms”. (p. 715). 

              In spite of the disagreement on whether social enterprises actually 

balance social and economic value creation or must give clear primacy to one 

of these objectives, it is ubiquitously emphasized that social enterprises ought 

to have clearly formulated values, which ultimately define the organizational 

identity and the social mission. Defining organizational identity as “the aspects 

which are central, distinctive and enduring about an organization” (p. 198) 

Smith and Woods thus argue that the formulation of “core principles” is 

paramount for constructing a legitimate identity (2015). 

This identity is subsequently communicated to stakeholders through 

the aforementioned communication strategies, and shared values can thus be 

established between the social enterprises and its stakeholders, enhancing 

legitimacy. This importance of clarity in terms of the mission is supported by 

Santos, stating that: “organizations need to clarify if the overarching goal is 

value creation or value capture and be clear and consistent in communicating 

their choice” (p. 338).  

 Summing up, the reviewing of the existing literature on social 

entrepreneurship reveals that many different angles can be applied in order to 

analyse this phenomenon. Focal to social enterprises is naturally the creation 

of value - both social value and economic value. Different conceptualizations 

exist of how social enterprises synthesize these two objectives in their 

business models. Apart from the business model itself, importance is 

assigned to the personality traits of individual social entrepreneurs, as these 

are ultimately the driving force being social enterprises. Another salient theme 

is that of stakeholder management as being crucial for social enterprise 

success - the influence of stakeholders on the social enterprise and vice 

versa. In particular, the concept of legitimacy is highlighted as being a 

quintessential resource to social enterprises. This legitimacy is acquired by 
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employing various managerial strategies, by achieving the organization’s 

mission and communicating this to stakeholders. Finally, social enterprises 

cannot be understood isolated from their contextual situation - both in relation 

to the broader socio-economic and socio-cultural environment and the 

isomorphic pressures exercised by the environment. Ultimately, the literature 

review accounts for a range of suggested external and internal factors, which 

combine to determine the execution of social entrepreneurship.  
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3. Methodology 
 

In order to understand how Auara manages to be coherent in its social 

mission while tackling the difficulties related to being a social enterprise in 

Spain, an exploratory in-depth case study of the enterprise in question is 

conducted. The aim of this thesis is to explore how a social enterprise can be 

successful in a context that does not seem to be supportive of this kind of 

business initiatives. In this section we present the research design, research 

strategy, data collection, and the data analysis method employed in order to 

answer our research question: 

 

How does Auara adhere to its social mission while managing the 
challenges arising from being a social enterprise in Spain? 

 

3.1. Research philosophy  
 

The choice of research philosophy is essential to the notion of the 

research design, in that it affects the way in which the researcher understands 

the world, and how he or she understands and interprets the research 

(Easterby-smith et. al., 2012).  Philosophies of sciences apply different 

theoretical lenses, through which each informs the nature of a phenomenon 

being researched (ontology) and the methods for understanding the given 

phenomenon (epistemology) (Bechara & Van de Ven, 2007). In order to argue 

for our chosen philosophy adopted in this thesis, we find it relevant to present 

some of the main competing branches within philosophy of science, which 

can be distinguished from one another in terms of their ontological and 

epistemological continuums (Bechara and Ven, 2007). 

  Positivism is both ontologically and epistemologically objective, in that 

it implicitly assumes both reality and knowledge to be objective: the 

researcher is independent of the objects being researched, nor is he being 

influenced by them - an objective truth exists. In contrast, relativism is 

ontologically and epistemologically subjective, meaning that the reality is 

socially constructed, denying the objective truth, and acknowledging that the 
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researcher has a subjective perception of the world (Bechara & Ven, 

2007).  In between these two contrasting and outer limits of philosophical 

thoughts we find pragmatism, and realism, both of which manage to combine 

the aforementioned views, but in different manners. Realism takes an 

objective ontology; the reality is out there independent of the human mind 

(Saunders et al, 2009), and takes an objective or subjective epistemology 

(Bechara & Ven, 2007). It is similar to positivism in that it acknowledges a 

scientific approach in developing knowledge (Saunders et al., 2009). Finally, 

pragmatism is adopted by philosophers, who take either objective or 

subjective perspectives of ontology, but are epistemologically subjective, 

emphasizing “the relation between knowledge and action” meaning that 

“knowledge is truthful to the extent that it is successful in guiding action” 

(Bechara & Ven, 2007, p. 40). From a pragmatic perspective it is perfectly 

possible to work with variations of epistemology and ontology, and the most 

determinant factor for which position to adopt, is the research question 

(Saunders et al., 2009). Tashakkori and Tedlie, (1998) in Saunders et al. 

(2009), argue that it is more appropriate for the researcher to consider the 

philosophy adopted as a continuum, rather than an opposition. 

Accordingly, in this thesis we apply a pragmatist philosophy in which 

we take an objective perspective on ontology, acknowledging the reality 

regardless of our external understanding, while adopting a subjective 

epistemology, as this thesis reflects our perception and subjective 

understandings of the social entrepreneurial context in Spain, as well as our 

subjective understandings of Auara as a social enterprise.   

 

3.2. Research design 
 

As stressed by Yin (2009), in social science different research methods 

apply to different needs and situations. In this thesis, we apply a qualitative 

research design, consisting of a single holistic case study design in order to 

address our research question. Our purpose is to obtain insight of a social 

enterprise in Spain.  It is an exploratory study in the sense that we aim to get 

new insight of the emerging activities of social entrepreneurs in Spain. 



! 41 

Saunders et al. (2009) state that these types of studies tend to be very 

valuable in clarifying the understanding of a given problem. Moreover, in line 

with the clarifications of Saunders et al., our research is based on “a search of 

the literature” and on “interviewing ‘experts’ on the subject”. In accordance 

with Yin, our methodological path applied in this paper starts out by a 

thorough review of the literature, followed by a carefully elaborated research 

question. According to Yin (2009), theory development is essential prior to the 

data collection, in that “relevant field contacts depend upon an understanding-

-or theory-of what is being studied” (p. 35). The literature review is stated to 

be a means to an end, and not an end in itself. The purpose is not to 

“determine the answers about what is being known on a topic”. Rather it 

serves “to develop sharper and more insightful questions about the topic” (p. 

14).  

Our research adopts a deductive approach, incorporating an inductive 

approach. According to Saunders et al., (2009), it is perfectly possible to 

combine the two research approaches, and often it is an advantage to do so 

(ibid). We develop a theoretical framework based on the existing academic 

literature and theories, as well as on previous empirical studies conducted 

within the field of social entrepreneurship. The theoretical framework is then 

tested on the data collected. Moreover, the theoretical framework elaborated 

prior to the data collection, serves to design our semi-structured interview with 

the founder of Auara. The advantage of commencing the research from a 

theoretical perspective is that it puts the research “into the existing body of 

knowledge in your subject area, help you to get started and provide you with 

an initial analytical framework” (Saunders et al., 2009, p. 490). However, there 

is a strong argument against the exclusive employment of the deductive 

approach in qualitative analysis. First of all, specification of theory prior to 

data collection may introduce premature closure on the research issue. 

Secondly, there is the possibility of the theoretical constructs “departing 

excessively from the views of participants in a social setting”  (Saunders el al., 

2009, p. 489).  

In line with the arguments against applying a deductive approach 

exclusively, new themes appear during the subsequent reading of the 

interview transcripts, and it has thus been necessary to analyse the data 



! 42 

inductively in order to cope with new topics, not prominent in the deductive 

approach (Saunders et al., 2009). We have thus allowed for some theory 

development, grounded in our data.    

 

3.3. Case study 
!

The number of social enterprises in Spain is limited, therefore, applying 

a single holistic case study method was deemed to be appropriate, as to our 

knowledge, the social enterprise Auara represents a “unique” case  (Yin, 

2009). It is a holistic case study, in which we apply an empirical investigation 

of the social enterprise, Auara. Auara is thus the subject of analysis, from 

which we aim to get an in-depth understanding of the inhibiting as well as the 

supporting elements behind its success in Spain.  Yin (2009) defines the case 

study method as “an empirical inquiry that investigates a contemporary 

phenomenon in depth and its real-life context, especially when the boundaries 

between phenomenon and context are not clearly evident” (p. 18).  

According to Yin (2009) this research strategy implies an empirical 

investigation of a contemporary phenomenon within a real-life context, in 

which the researcher has limited or no control over the events. The strategy is 

particularly advantageous to researchers who “wish to gain a rich 

understanding of the context of the research and the processes being 

enacted” (Saunders et al., 2009, p. 146). 

There is no formula for when to use the case study method, rather it 

depends on the nature of the research question. The primary condition for 

choosing among different research methods is to define the type of research 

question in question. Moreover, the case study strategy is often preferred 

when the researcher wants to examine a contemporary event, “but when the 

relevant behaviours cannot be manipulated” (p.11).  The strategy has a 

significant ability to generate answers to research questions starting with 

‘why’, ‘what’, and ‘how’ (Saunders et al., 2009; Yin, 2009). The more a given 

question aims to explain contemporary circumstances, the more relevant is it 

to apply the case study method. And the more the question demands an in-

depth description of a social phenomenon, the more relevant becomes the 
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method. A case study is the product of our “desire to understand complex 

social phenomena”. Important to mention is that a case study can cover any 

topic, but must include some empirical method, and present empirical data.  

Ghauri (2004) argues that case studies are appropriate to all types of 

research (exploratory, descriptive or explanatory), and that the research 

approach depends on the research question put forward. Furthermore, he 

states that an essential tactic to this strategy is to use and triangulate multiple 

sources of data. By triangulation he refers to the collection of data, using 

different techniques, or different kind of data on the same phenomena. 

According to Ghauri, the main advantage of using triangulation, or mixed-

methods, is that it has the potential to produce a more complete, holistic and 

contextual portrait of the object being studied. It is holistic in the sense that 

each part of the study is interconnected, and is only to be explained by 

reference to the whole. Ultimately, thus means that the research is conducted 

from different viewpoints. This is also in line with the pragmatic research 

philosophy adapted in this thesis. In the pragmatist’s view, mix-methods are 

possible, and highly appropriate, to single case studies (Saunders et al., 

2009).   

 

3.4. Data collection  
!

In this thesis, we have applied multiple qualitative methods of data 

collection, including both primary and secondary data. This in thus in line with 

Yin (2009) and Ghauri (2004), who stress that the case study method calls for 

a triangulation of multiple sources of data, in order to produce a more 

complete and holistic analysis of the object in question. 

Data for this study have been collected over a two-month period. Our 

primary data consist of an interview conducted with one of the founders of 

Auara. The interview was audio-recorded and subsequently transcribed (see 

appendix 2). We combine the primary data with other secondary data sets in 

terms of two more interviews with the co-founder Antonio Espinosa, retrieved 

from the Internet, which has subsequently been transcribed for the analysis 

(see appendix 2). Moreover, we include documentary evidence in terms of 
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webpages, and a public country report (2014) regarding social entrepreneurial 

activity in Spain, as well as several reports from The Global Entrepreneurship 

Monitor (2009, 2016). Finally we draw on published articles in which Auara 

appears, serving as additional rich sources of data. Saunders et al. argue that 

these sources of documentary secondary data can “be important raw data 

sources in their own right” (p. 258). Moreover, we have used these data to 

triangulate our primary data.     

The interview carried out can be categorized as a semi-structured in-

depth and non-standardized interview. Prior to the interview, we as the 

researchers elaborated questions and themes to be covered during the 

interview. However, as stressed by Saunders et al. (2009), the order of the 

questions may be modified during the interview depending on the “flow of the 

conversation” (p. 320), and the formulation of additional relevant questions 

may be required. The list of themes and questions prepared for the interview 

was elaborated in accordance to the literature explored on the field of social 

entrepreneurship (see appendix 1 for interview guide). Based on pre-existing 

theoretical concepts, elaborated in light of the literature review, we are able to 

derive several categories. Though our approach has been predominantly 

deductive, we have allowed for inductive category development. The 

interviews available online have been analysed inductively, and have shed 

light on themes and concepts not accounted for in our own conducted 

interview.  

The first interview retrieved from the Internet, is from the Spanish 

marketing program “Un Cafè con Dani Marote”. Daniel Marote is a Spanish 

public figure. A part from speaking on his own television program, his CV 

covers customer experience, being an international speaker, consultancy in 

user experience and behaviours, creation of differential value propositions 

and storytelling strategies, and being the co-founder of Hydra Digital. Finally 

he is professor at the IE Business School.  

The second interview retrieved from the Internet is conducted by the 

Spanish news feed agency, Seiyu, whose main objective is to find, present, 

and support new talents of Madrid. 
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3.5. Data analysis 
!

Saunders et al. (2009) describe the set of processes related to data 

collection, data analysis, and development and verification of propositions to 

be interrelated and interactive. The analysis already starts in the data 

collection process, and continues thereafter. Initiating the analysis early in the 

process also serves to shape the direction of the data being collected. We 

employ two types of data analysis techniques: an explanation building 

analysis for our interviews, and a document analysis for our secondary data.    

As mentioned previously, we apply a deductively based analytical 

procedure, incorporating an inductive approach. Some categories has been 

derived from concepts used in existing literature and theory, others have 

emerged during our data collection (Saunders et al., 2009). The data has 

subsequently been unitized, and attached to the appropriate categories.  

Part of the analysis is deductive, guided by the theoretical propositions 

and explanations with which we began. We apply Yin’s (2003) explanation 

building approach that is a pattern matching procedure from which we attempt 

to build an explanation “while collecting data and analysing them”(Saunders et 

al., 2009, p. 500). “[E]xplanation building is designed to test a theoretical 

proposition, albeit in an iterative manner” (p. 500). Moreover, this approach is 

highly relevant for exploratory studies equivalent to ours. The explanation 

building approach is thus applied in the initial phase of the analysis, which is 

guided by the deductive category application, based on pre-existing theories 

and concepts- these categories are; Context, balance between social and 
economic value creation, stakeholder management.  

As mentioned, during our data collection we have allowed for inductive 

category development. New themes highly relevant to our research question 

emerged, particularly during a thorough review of the transcriptions we made 

of the interviews not carried out by ourselves. Legitimacy, personality, 
sustainability, and awareness were established as the new categories, 

which we applied in the data analysis.   
In order to analyse our secondary data, consisting of company 

documents and archival data, the enterprise’s own blog, articles, and a 

country report on the social entrepreneurial activity in Spain, we applied 
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document analysis method. Document analysis is a systematic procedure the 

researcher uses to review and evaluate documents (Bowen, 2009). Moreover, 

document analysis is “particularly applicable to qualitative case studies- 

intensive studies producing rich descriptions of a single phenomenon, event, 

organisation or program” (Bowen, 2009, p. 29). The analytic procedure 

constitutes findings, selecting, making sense of, and synthesizing the data 

included in the documents. The data consisting of quotations, excerpts, or 

passages are organized into major themes and categories. Moreover, 

documents include data on context, and serve as supplementary data, useful 

for the verification of findings extracted from other sources of data.  

The categories applied in the explanation building analysis of the 

qualitative data have been applied to this part of the analysis. The categories 

have been used as guidelines to sort through information and documents 

available from Auara’s web page, which has served as a structured method 

for identifying information relevant to our research question. The same has 

been done on public available reports on entrepreneurship in Europe and in 

Spain. In line with Bowen (2009), all documents have thus been skimmed, 

read, and interpreted. We are aware of the importance given the original 

purpose of the secondary documents applied in the analysis. In order to avoid 

bias, and to achieve a broader perception of the context, we used several 

sources from different governmental and non-governmental institutions.   

 

3.6. Reliability and validity 
!

This part discusses the reliability and validity of the thesis. These 

concepts play a significant role, in judging the quality of the research design 

employed in this thesis. Reliability concerns whether the results would have 

been the same, had the study been conducted by alternative researchers 

(Saunders et al., 2009). Validity concerns the truth about the findings, and 

concerns the extent to which the methods accurately measure what they were 

supposed to measure (ibid).    

As to all other research designs, there are pitfalls related to the case 

study method, which need to be taken into consideration during the research. 
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Four tests have been commonly used in order to certify the quality of any 

empirical social research, including case studies; construct validity, internal 

validity, external validity, reliability (Yin, 2009). Each test merits explicit 

attention, and it is argued that in the case of case studies, these tests should 

be applied throughout the subsequent conduct of the study, and not just in the 

initial phase.  

Construct validity is about determining appropriate measures for the 

concepts being studied, and avoiding subjective judgements in the process of 

data collection. We have used theories and concepts from the existing 

academic literature on social entrepreneurship, in order to determine the 

categories used in the guidance of our qualitative data collection. Thereby the 

study benefits from existing theoretical propositions that are used to guide our 

data collection as well as our analysis (Yin, 2009). Our analysis is based on 

multiple sources of evidence, in which the data converge in a triangulation 

fashion to develop a more accurate and holistic portrait of the object being 

studied. In addition, Saunders et al. (2009) argue that the triangulation of data 

ensures “that the data are telling you what you think they are telling you” (p. 

146). As mentioned previously, our data collection includes both interviews 

and written documents. The secondary data gathered from Auara’s webpage 

and through other online sources, support the findings we have detected 

through our primary data collection. The secondary data is also used in order 

to place our findings in a more general context, particularly the investigation of 

the Spanish context. Moreover, we have been particularly careful with 

supporting the quotations from our interview with other supporting evidence in 

order to ensure the quality of our data.   

 The test Internal validity only concerns explanatory or causal studies, 

and will therefore not be elaborated in this thesis. 

External validity concerns whether a generalization of a study’s findings 

is possible. Are the results applicable to another case? Single case studies 

have often been criticized for providing little basis for generalization. It is true 

that case studies are not generalizable to populations or universes; however, 

they are to theoretical propositions, in which their goal is to expand or 

generalize on existing theories (Yin, 2009).  The study conducted in this thesis 

is exploratory and represents an unusual case in the Spanish context, as to 
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our knowledge and research, Auara constitutes a unique example. Hence, the 

purpose of our study is not to generalize about social entrepreneurship, rather 

it is “to observe and analyse a phenomenon that few have considered” 

(Saunders et al. 2009, p. 146).   

A final test is reliability. As mentioned in the first paragraph of this 

section, it concerns the truth about the findings. The objective is to assure that 

the same study, if conducted by an alternative researcher, following the same 

procedures would present the same findings and conclusions (Yin, 2009). 

Therefore, documentation of the procedures followed is an important element 

of any research strategy. The work processes that have taken place during 

this study are documented in the work and consist of an interview guide, 

recording of the interview, and transcriptions of the interview carried out by us, 

as well as other interviewers (see appendices).     
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4. Analysis  
!

From our theoretical outline, we have established the most important 

concepts and theories quintessential to answering our research question. 

These concepts and theories are summarized in the model below.  
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4.1. Defining Auara as a social enterprise 
 

From the literature review provided in this paper, we have established 

that the activities undertaken by social entrepreneurs can be placed 

somewhere between pure philanthropy and pure business. Phrased by 

Grameen, social entrepreneurs combine the “best of two worlds”, creating 

self-sustaining entities that aim at maximizing their social impact (Volkmann et 

al., 2012).  Auara is a company that generates profits from bottled water, and 

whose dividends are allocated to projects designed to provide clean water to 

disadvantaged communities in need of this vital resource (Auara, 2017). Apart 

from the financial dimension, the founders perceive the enterprise to be 

social, in that its “socialness” is expressed in the long-term difference it makes 

as a result of its social and environmental value creation, prioritized 

throughout the enterprise’s entire value chain (suppliers, customers, 

consumers, partners, ambassadors, and other interest groups involved in the 

company activity). In the following first part of the analysis, Auara as a social 

enterprise will be defined in accordance with the theories and concepts 

elaborated upon in the previous section.  

 

4.1.1 Social Bricoleurs 
!

As it appears in the literature, the nature and scope of the social 

problem ultimately influence the choice of enterprise established. From the 

typology building on the work of Hayek (1945), Kirzner (1973) and 

Schumpeter (1934), Zahra et al. (2009) frame the entrepreneurs’ ability to 

recognize a given opportunity. Previously in this paper it is stated that social 

challenges, seen through the lenses of social entrepreneurs, are equal to 

opportunities. In the case of Auara, Antonio Espinosa, one of the founders 

became aware of the scarcity of drinkable water in some of the least 

developed countries, after a trip to Ethiopia. Espinosa, currently the CEO, was 

particularly affected by the societal issues emanating from the lack of clean 

water, such as starvation, diseases, lack of hygiene, and poor school 

attendance among the children in the village, a direct consequence of the 
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water scarcity (many children had to spend the day walking long distances in 

order to get water). He believed and still believes that access to clean water 

improves the livelihoods significantly within the local communities.  

In line with the Social Bricoleurs (Hayek, 1945; Volkmann et al., 2012), 

who claim that “opportunities can only be discovered and acted upon at a 

local level” (p.108), the idea behind Auara was born during Antonio 

Espinosa’s stay in Ethiopia, where he was volunteering for an NGO, during 

the construction of a hospital. A significant feature of the Social Bricoleurs is 

their ability to use local resources available in order to address “small-scale 

social needs”. The opportunity recognition, or the ability to address a social 

need, is derived from the “connection to the community”, which gives them 

“intimate knowledge” about a given local environment and the local resources 

available. Indeed, Antonio Espinosa was familiar with the local context, given 

his long-term stay from which he had acquired the intrinsic knowledge needed 

to recognize the immediate need for clean water. It is argued that the Social 

Bricoleurs play an important role in society, in that they recognize social 

needs or urgencies often not visible from an outside perspective. Indeed, the 

attempt at identifying needs from outside the community often leads to 

erroneous interpretations (Volkmann et al., 2012). Despite the fact that Auara 

is located in Madrid, the root of the social need is detected at a local level, 

and consequently acted upon in the local communities. Auara collaborates 

with local NGOs - a vital strategy for eradicating the issues related to 

contaminated water (a strategy we will come back to). Moreover, we will 

return to the issue of how the knowledge possessed by local partners is 

essential for complying with the social objective - the social value creation and 

ultimately the potential long-term impact of the enterprise.   

 

4.2. Social and economic value creation  
!

Social entrepreneurs require a unique combination of resources and 

capabilities in order to manage their blended value proposition, best 

understood through an analysis of their business model. All enterprises, social 

or not, manage a range of activities in line with their business model. This 



! 52 

model explains how a firm undertakes business, accounting for both value 

capture and value creation (Panum & Hansen, 2014). Social entrepreneurs 

create business models that serve to solve severe societal problems. They 

create value for society, which in turn is delivered by the enterprise’s business 

model (Volkmann et. al., 2012). As previously stated, on the same terms as 

commercial entrepreneurs, social entrepreneurs need to be clear about their 

value proposition; they need to clarify the creation and delivering of a product 

or service; and they must assure a financially sustainable revenue model. All 

three aspects are important for any business to function effectively. The 

business model is the  “key vehicle for social value creation”, and value 

creation is the subsistence of the social entrepreneurship. Therefore, the 

understanding of the mechanisms underpinning the social entrepreneurs’ 

business model is crucial (Volkmann et al., 2012, p. 107). We apply Stähler’s 

(2001, in Volkmann et al. 2012, p. 115) business canvas in order to analyse 

the infrastructure of Auara. The position Auara takes regarding the three 

elements mentioned above, ultimately serves to define it as a social 

enterprise. 
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4.2.1. The value proposition 
!

Auara simultaneously pursues financial and social returns, which in the 

literature is argued to be the very raison d’être of social enterprises. Pursuing 

both social and economic returns or the “blended value proposition” is 
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according to Emmerson (2003) perfectly possible. The social and economic 

objectives are mutually supportive, albeit challenging, for the survival as well 

as the identity of the enterprise, according to CEO Antonio Espinosa;  

“You need to compete with the commercial enterprises without losing 
your spirit. And due to this spirit, you intend to assure that all parts of your 
value chain receive a decent job, a decent wage. That the raw material is 
extracted from origins that are controlled (...) We sign codes of conducts with 
our suppliers. By doing all this, we do not achieve the cheapest product, but in 
the long term it is the best solution and the most coherent to us” (Interview 1, 
p. 110) 

 
The social value proposition in the case of Auara is twofold in that the 

enterprise serves two markets, and hence two customer segments: one in 

Spain, and another one in underdeveloped communities. From the community 

perspective, the core value proposition of Auara is the provision of access to 

safe drinking water, and through this action the elimination of serious 

diseases related to the contaminated water – ultimately, inducing social 

change (Volkmann et al., 2012). Hence, from this perspective, the consumers 

are the beneficiaries, all the people who suffer from deficient access to clean 

water. From various data sources (web page, interviews, articles), it is evident 

that the efforts behind Auara as an enterprise originate from the ambitions 

about improving the living conditions of poor people, by providing them with 

clean drinking water. Indeed, the beneficiaries constitute the very basis for the 

enterprise’s existence  

“I was working on various projects, I went to Peru, Cambodia, and later 
I was working in Ethiopia, where I was building a hospital for a Spanish NGO. 
I was there for 6 months, and this was where I discovered that people died 
due to the lack of access to clean water. This is where the idea started, this 
was the reason we started the project” (Interview, 1, p. 106).  

 

However, from this perspective, the blended value proposition is not 

prominent in that the social value created in African communities is not 

directly linked to the enterprise’s core activities. The contribution of Auara to 

local communities seems comparable to any other financial contribution of a 

traditional profit-seeking enterprise.  

  The core activities are undertaken in Spain. To comply with the main 

objective - fulfilling the need of the beneficiaries, Auara has to capture, and 

maintain a position within the Spanish market for bottled mineral water. The 
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more water Auara sells, the more money they generate to increase welfare in 

underdeveloped villages.  From this perspective, the customers are any 

person who buys their bottles. The value proposition, or the value created for 

the customers is bottled water, produced to pro-environmental principles, thus 

leading to coherent social value creation.  In this perspective, the point of 

departure for the social value creation is embedded in the entire value chain. 

It does not only create social value to customers (customers supporting the 

development of poor communities, directly through the purchase) - rather it 

benefits the entire society by being pro-environment and by reducing carbon 

dioxide emissions.  

Nevertheless, apart from the social value creation itself, the intriguing 

aspect of social entrepreneurs is their ability to incorporate the social and 

economic objectives in a blended value proposition. The social value created 

is linked to, and determined by, the profits generated by Auara. Equally 

important, Auara is different from traditional enterprises due to its primacy to 

the social objective. The economic and social objectives are mutually 

supportive, reflecting the blended value proposition.     

However, it is also the blended value proposition that becomes the 

major challenge for social entrepreneurs to manage.  Building on Yunus’ 

(2007) distinction between type I and II enterprises, Auara can be determined 

to be a type II business, as it takes form as a traditional business, competing 

on equal terms with for-profit businesses. Nonetheless, profit maximization is 

not the primary objective (at least not in the traditional shareholder - 

interpretation), which is evident in the manufacturing process of the plastic 

bottles. The social and environmental considerations entrenched in the 

manufacturing process of Auara’s bottle ultimately augment the production 

price, and challenges Auara’s competitiveness vis-à-vis commercial 

enterprises. The major challenge thus becomes one of how to convince 

customers to pay for the added social value related to the product. Antonio 

Espinosa explains the rationale behind this decision: 

 

 “When you try to create a strong brand, if you want to do the things 
right, it costs more to start up, but in the long run, if you manage it and if you 
are coherent you will achieve a strong brand, and you will accomplish some 
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values that are more valued by your customers, and that is very we are 
heading at”.  (Interview 1, p. 110)  

 
Auara has developed a marketing campaign to persuade customers 

about the extra social value embedded in the product; “you drink, others drink” 

(Auara, 2017), meaning that when a customer buys a bottle of Auara’s water, 

he or she also directly supports the provision of water to someone in need of 

it. That the environment also benefits from customers choosing Auara over 

alternative water bottles available in the market is equally important for how 

the enterprise presents itself to the public.  

  

4.2.2. The value architecture  
!

In the literature it is established that social entrepreneurs tend to apply 

innovative resource mobilization strategies, in terms of partnerships and 

networks, in order to overcome resource limitations. Moreover, by involving 

beneficiaries in the design and creation of a product or service, it evokes a 

“sense of responsibility”, and hence increases the probability of the project to 

fulfil the social needs, and thereby succeed (Volkmann et al., p. 117). This 

principle of co-creation is often a very valuable resource to social 

entrepreneurs. The integration of the beneficiaries in the project design, 

production or distribution “can be a precondition to guarantee the 

sustainability of the value proposition” (Volkmann et al., p. 120).   

 Similar to the value proposition, the value architecture of Auara 

encompasses a twofold market segment, given the double set of activities - in 

their home country serving the Spanish market, and in local communities 

“serving” the beneficiaries. From the community perspective, and in line with 

the literature regarding the “sense of responsibility”, the engagement of the 

beneficiaries is, according to Espinosa, vital for the projects to succeed. It is a 

precondition that local communities contribute with five per cent of the total 

budget of a given project. Nevertheless, the financial resources of the 

beneficiaries are scarce, making their contribution evident in terms of 

accommodation (offered when the founders of Auara visit the projects), or 

local labour (e.g. in the construction of a well), rather than cash (interview 1).  
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In Spain, Auara is the first water enterprise in Europe to offer 100 per 

cent recycled plastic bottles. Indeed, their core capabilities are intrinsically 

linked to the environmental commitments, evident throughout the entire value 

chain. Espinosa asserts the value related to being a conscious enterprise both 

environmentally and socially, ensuring that all joints in the value chain have 

decent work conditions, and wages, and that the raw material used for the 

production is extracted from controlled origins (Interview 1). Based on this, the 

two founders could be argued to be both pioneers and innovators in the 

Spanish market for bottled water.  

Returning to the European Commission’s demand for “Social 

Innovation”, from our own interpretation of the data applied above, Auara is 

arguably an example of “Innovation that is social, both in its purpose and in its 

process” (COTEC, 2016,p. 170).   

The creation of partnerships is another important element of the value 

architecture of Auara, as these constitute an essential role in the enterprise 

development, as well as in the project execution in local communities. As 

stressed in the literature review, social entrepreneurs tend to be challenged 

by severe resource limitations, which can be solved by building networks. Like 

many start-ups, in the beginning the founders of Auara faced financial 

constraints, which pushed them to search for alternative solutions within their 

respective networks, in the search of external expertise and know-how.  A 

friend of Antonio Espinosa’s family has played a central role in giving 

“business life” to the two young founders’ altruistic ideas – a competent 

person with many years of experience within both development and 

evaluation of businesses, as well as start-ups (Interview 3). This friend 

ultimately provided Auara with essential human capital. Hence, the network 

has served to overcome human and financial resource limitations.   

Within Auara’s network are also to find Spanish development NGOs 

who are very important actors when new projects are to be launched. The 

same can be said about the collaboration with local NGOs - vital for 

discovering social urgencies calling for solution. Moreover, the entire project 

implementation depends on this latter collaboration. “It is fundamental for us 

to have a local partner, someone in the terrain, who knows the necessities, 

that the project does not come from us (..) There has to be a demand from the 
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people there, who know what they really need”  (Interview 2, p. 116). A more 

in-depth analysis of the importance of partnership creation and the utility of 

networks is provided in a subsequent section - these are notably important for 

the enterprise’s legitimacy.  

 

4.2.3. The revenue model 
!

Although social entrepreneurs’ main objective is to create value to 

society, at some point they need to perform value capture in order to ensure 

their survival in terms of financial viability (Santos, 2012). The revenue model 

explains the sources of revenue, and accounts for the cost structure that 

depends on the value architecture. As emphasized previously, this model 

tends to be a rather complex subject to social entrepreneurs. The model 

implemented by a social enterprise ultimately shows how the enterprise 

distinguishes itself from traditional not-for-profit organizations and profit-

seeking enterprises. According to the definitions provided by Schwab 

Foundation for Social Entrepreneurs as elaborated upon in the literature 

review, Auara fits in between the Hybrid Nonprofit model and the Social 

Business model. It is related to the Social Business model, being a venture 

that generates profits, while being financially self-sustaining. Yet it contains 

some Hybrid Nonprofit aspects in that it has received some philanthropy or in-

kind donations (Espinosa, 2017), though it does not directly depend on 

external financial support.  

The above analysis of Auara’s business model indeed raises some 

interesting questions. It brings up Santos’ (2012) warning about the problems 

with the normative conceptualization of the term “social”. For instance, in 

which context is the social value creation most prominent - in the Spanish 

context or in the African community context? Is the ‘real’ social value created 

by the enterprise actually related to the pro-environmental activities, benefiting 

the entire Spanish society? Or is the social value determined by the outcome 

of the social projects financed by the enterprise? Is the level of social value 

determined by the net profits directed social projects, even if the profits are 

generated at the expense of the environment? Would it not compromise the 

enterprise’s identity if the bottles were manufactured at the expense of the 
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environment, even though more money could be addressed social needs in 

African communities and thereby creating more social value?   

 

4.2.4. The impact  
!

Capturing the potential impact of Auara by using Muhammed Yunus’ 

(2007) distinction between type I and type II business models for social 

enterprises is not a simple task, as Auara can be argued to be both type I and 

type II. It is a type II due to the nature of its core business activities, and the 

founders’ intentions of making a lot of money so as to benefit poor people. 

“We have to generate a fortune, we have to make a bunch of money (...) we 

have to sell oceans of water; the money is not for the shareholders, not for us, 

it’s for other people” (Interview 3, p. 121). According to the founders, Auara 

aims at selling as much water as possible through its business activities - 

acting as a profit-maximization business as this is a means to increase its 

social impact through the revenues invested in water projects. In that sense, 

the impact is not achieved directly through its core business activities.  

Conversely, it is a type I enterprise, when analysing the social value 

generated to the Spanish society. From this perspective it is an innovative 

water enterprise “with a specific goal” - the product has to be 100 per cent 

recycled by 2020 (Interview 1), “social” - Auara states that it is social 

throughout its entire value chain, “ethical” - in that they sign codes of conduct 

with all suppliers, and put great emphasis on transparency; and 

“environmental” - throughout the entire value chain (Auara, 2017; Interview 1). 

Moreover, this business model can be “interpreted as a substitute for fully 

developed for-profit markets” (Volkmann et al., 2012, p. 245). Analysing Auara 

in the light of Muhammed Yunus’ social business distinction, it appears that 

the innovative aspect of Auara, and the social value creation related to this is 

more salient in Spain than in local communities. The fact that the enterprise is 

not directly engaged in the local communities through its core activities, raises 

the question of whether their contribution to the water projects is purely 

economic, in spite of core mission of Auara being the involvement in the 

solving of severe water deficiencies in third world countries.   
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Linking Auara’s potential impact to the framework concerning the static 

versus dynamic impact provided by Volkmann et al., in the literature it is 

argued that social entrepreneurs often enter market or government domains 

when these fail to perform, and that the social entrepreneurial approach is 

preferable when a more systemic solution is needed for long-term broad-scale 

problems. 

 In the local community context, Auara is a social enterprise aiming to 

function as a life-changer in villages suffering from water deficiencies. Antonio 

Espinosa states: “I was building a hospital, but the people who came to the 

hospital, came with illnesses related to the water issue. The water is the most 

basic” (Interview 1, p. 1). The underlying intention behind the primary 

objective - the water provision - is to eradicate the issues related to the water 

crisis, and to thus to enhance welfare (Espinosa, 2017). From this 

perspective, the enterprise presents a “systemic solution” to a “long-term 

broad-scale” issue, namely the health issues related to the contaminated 

drinking water.   

Also in Spain, Auara’s activities can be seen as a systemic solution to 

a “long-term broad-scale” issue. “Sustainability” constitutes the second pillar 

of the enterprise and is intrinsic to the entire value chain – the aim is to 

contribute to fighting the negative consequences of climate change (we will 

get back to the sustainability pillar of the enterprise in a subsequent section).  

Measuring the actual impact of Auara’s effort (in both Spain, and in the 

local underdeveloped communities) is beyond the scope of this paper. 

Nonetheless, it is worth mentioning that the objectives and business model of 

Auara make the potential impact dynamic in both cases.   

 

4.3. The Spanish context 
!

The comprehension of the social entrepreneurial activity has to be 

established in relation to the country context, in which the activity takes place. 

In line with Fletcher (2006) who argues that entrepreneurial activity is 

contingent on the context, Social Bricoleurs identify a given opportunity or 

social need to be addressed as a consequence of their intimate knowledge of 
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a given context (Volkmann et al., 2012). This paper has already provided a 

panorama of the political European initiatives established to foster social 

enterprises. The following part of the analysis provides an examination of the 

Spanish context of social entrepreneurship, in relation to which Auara will be 

placed and analysed. The first part examines Social Innovation and the 

entrepreneurial activity taking place in the country, and how both are affected 

by or are results of the macroeconomic conditions. Secondly, it provides a 

socio-cultural examination of the Spanish populations’ attitudes towards 

entrepreneurial activity. The data sets applied in this part of the analysis 

consist of the data collected through interviews combined with several 

documents on social entrepreneurship in Spain, published by the European 

commission, the Global Entrepreneurship Monitor, and COTEC (a Spanish 

organization that aims to enhance the social and economic innovation). Apart 

from placing Auara in the context, this part explores what appear to be the 

primary hurdles related to the social sector, based on the founders’ personal 

experiences of being a social enterprise in Spain. Subsequently, we comment 

on Auara’s contribution to the European 2020 strategy. This part ends with a 

presentation of salient socio-cultural aspects, in which we first comment on 

the Spanish people’s attitudes towards entrepreneurship in general, based on 

secondary data derived from the Global Entrepreneurship Monitor, Spain.    

 

4.3.1. Social Innovation and Social Economy  
!

A scrutiny of the Spanish context reveals a promising attitude towards 

the concept of Social Innovation. The concept has a relatively long tradition, 

dating back to the 19th century, and the number of initiatives has increased 

significantly during the last few decades. According to a study from 2012 

conducted on countries within the Eurozone, Spain is the country with the 

broadest recognition of (he wider concept of  “Social Economy” (Monzón and 

Chavez, 2012). Moreover, the definition of the concept has been provided by 

the law, which has increased the initiatives within “Social Economy”. 

Legislative efforts was already initiated in the late 1970 - the concept has 

been under development, and was finally ratified by the Law on Social 

Economy in 2011.   
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As mentioned, the concepts of Social Economy and Social Innovation 

is widely covered in the Spanish public discourse and policy, and broadly 

covered in the academic field. In contrast, there is no formal definition of the 

concepts “social entrepreneurship” and “social enterprise”, or the correct 

usage of these for that matter (Country report, 2014). These concepts are 

quite unknown in comparison to other European countries, which is further 

reflected in the limited support mechanisms available in the country (Country 

report, 2014). The modest number of observed social entrepreneurial 

initiatives in Spain is partly explained by the fact that the concept is still 

nascent in the Spanish context. From the European Commission ‘s 

documentation included in the literature review, it is possible to infer an effort 

made at informing member states about how to develop a coherent social 

entrepreneurial ecosystem, but also about the importance as well as the 

contribution to society of such systems. Nonetheless, an in-depth study 

carried out by Global Entrepreneurship monitor (2016), detects some 

inhibiting factors for developing a social entrepreneurial ecosystem in Spain. 

At the institutional level, it appears that the country lacks a regulatory 

framework as well as an educational system that fosters and accommodates 

innovation as well as critical thinking (COTEC, 2016). Moreover it is evident 

that an adequate support from the Spanish government is missing (Country 

report, 2014). Other inhibiting factors according to the GEM study (2016) are 

related to the lack of public awareness and recognition of social 

entrepreneurship within the Spanish population. This indeed seems to be a 

salient factor, compromising the proliferation and effectiveness related to 

socially innovative activities in general. Moreover, empirical evidence reveals 

a lack of Social Innovation among entrepreneurs in general within the private 

sector. Moreover, these entrepreneurs are accused of favouring short-term 

economic objectives, rather than long-term innovative social initiatives.  

At the firm level, the current constraints for start-ups who actually 

appear to place strong emphasis on the social outcome are related to limited 

access to finance, lack of public awareness, and lack of creation of strategic 

alliances. These constraints will be explored subsequently. 
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4.3.2. Impact investment  
!

While being the source of obstacles for social entrepreneurs, there are 

also opportunities embedded in the challenged Spanish economic context. As 

previously mentioned, the country is among the European states that have 

suffered most from the economic crisis. On the one hand, the economic crisis, 

followed by subsequent fiscal austerity, has resulted in limited public support 

for the third sector. On the other hand, high unemployment rates and cuts in 

welfare provision have acted as an impulse for social entrepreneurial activity 

(country report, 2014). The Social Innovation Strategy is in this context 

perceived as a potential solution to social, economic and environmental 

issues, aggravated as a consequence of the crisis. What is more, from the 

country report (2014) one can infer that the perceived failure of the existing 

economic models creates favourable conditions for social enterprises’ start-up 

process. It appears that more socially conscious economic structures are 

increasingly able to competitive with traditional capitalistic models.   

In accordance with the above, Antonio Espinosa confirms that the post-

crisis economic landscape creates favourable conditions for those small 

companies who  give primacy to social value creation  

“(...) the crisis has also brought an opportunity in the sense that we 
have been able to find  a production factory at low costs, eager to undertake 
alternative projects, and also  with the need to undertake these alternative 
projects, because the crisis has done a lot of damage. If the companies had 
done very very well, they probably would not have agreed to become involved 
in projects like ours, but their need to open new doors has helped us to find 
partners, and to give life to our project.” (Interview 1, p. 106)     
 

As previously alluded, the immature social capital market diminishes 

the access to finance for social entrepreneurs. However, recent developments 

point to an increased interest in social impact investments (investments with 

social or environmental projects with financial return) as a consequence of the 

current economic situation in Spain. Nonetheless, these types of investments 

are still at an incipient stage of development, on which only little data exist 

(Country report, 2014).  

Our findings on impact investment are thus based on Antonio Espinosa 

experiences on behalf of Auara. He can inform that the investors, interested in 

initiatives such as Auara have to be found among those who do not only seek 
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profitability. In that sense, the social investors are distinct from traditional 

investors. The economic returns becomes less important; instead the social 

objective gains influence on the investor’s decision on whether or not to 

undertake a given investment. Investors are willing to forfeit part of the 

economic returns, knowing that the investment is ethically responsible. 

Notwithstanding, according to Antonio Espinosa, it must remain profitable to 

invest in social enterprises; hence the investment combines economic rents 

with social and environmental gains. In addition Espinosa informs that 

encountering investors with sufficient awareness is challenging in itself, 

particularly for start-ups who are strongly associated with economic 

uncertainty and risk. Antonio describes the typical investor profile: 

“The type of investor we look for are what you can call “balanced 
ticket”, people with a lot of money who want to diversify their portfolio, 
investors who have already invested in stock markets, real estate, etc., (...) 
and now aim to do an impact investment”  (Interview 1, p. 111) 
  

Impact investment becomes an important financial tool for social 

entrepreneurs who struggle to compete for traditional private investors or 

public government grants. Though Espinosa paints a general picture of the 

“impact investor”, this type seems to have many deviations, and also 

encompasses private citizens. “It is not a closed profile, in general it is 

generated from growing awareness among people” (Interview 1, p. 111). The 

Global Entrepreneurship Monitor report (2016), stresses the fact that limited 

knowledge exists on the effectiveness of these social impact investments, 

though evaluations on these are made from time to time. Despite the lack of 

knowledge on the effectiveness, it appears that thousands of euros each year 

are invested in order to ameliorate social problems - by governments, private 

sector, as well as citizens (GEM, 2016).  

Another important factor worth mentioning is the high risk aversion 

related to social investments, particularly within public administrations, which 

is stressed by Bill Drayton (2004) to be the very reason why these agencies 

do not invest in social business initiatives. His statement is dated back to 

2004; though it partly still holds true, these years some changes are being 

observed, due which governments find it necessary to undertake such 

investments. Traditional private philanthropy has a long history of investing in 
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social projects, due to high concerns about corporate reputation. This 

tendency is increasing, and risk aversion is dwindling, meaning that the 

private sector dares to invest in social experiments with expected high social 

impact, despite increased risk (COTEC, 2016). But before scaling up 

philanthropic and public investments, it is advocated to solve social problems 

through market-based models such as self-sustainable social businesses 

(COTEC, 2016).   

 

4.3.3. The legal framework 
!

There is no policy framework in Spain encompassing the activities of 

social enterprises, even though it is inferable from the European 

Commission’s (2015) instructions, that such framework plays a central role in 

creating a coherent eco-system for social enterprises. Instead the Spanish 

legislation within the concept Social Economy to a large extent corresponds to 

the conceptualization of social enterprises introduced by the European 

Commission. As explained, the concept of Social Economy is much broader 

than social entrepreneurship. Therefore the legislation about the concept 

includes entities that do not have as primary objective to increase social 

wealth, such as cooperatives and worker-owned companies. In addition, data 

from European member states reveals that the policy framework differs a 

great deal from each country. Moreover, it appears in the report that only 7 

out of 29 European countries have established policies that encourage the 

development of social enterprises (The European Commission, 2015). In the 

same report it appears that “some countries do not consider it necessary to 

introduce targeted policies or preferential treatment for social enterprises over 

other types of enterprises”  (The European Commission, 2015, p. 49). Only a 

limited number of countries have put in place “several of the components” that 

are heralded as creating an enabling policy environment for social 

enterprises. Examples of theses components are: legal recognition, fiscal 

incentives; business support schemes or groups of social businesses; 

facilitation of access to markets, e.g. public sector markets; support of access 

to finance; impact measurement and reporting systems.   
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Antonio Espinosa confirms that the lack of a legal framework 

constitutes a great hurdle to social enterprises in Spain. Logically, he requests 

a model that favours social entrepreneurs, similar to those established for 

NGOs and other not-for-profit organizations. Contrary to social entrepreneurs, 

these enjoy favourable tax treatment. Given that fact that Auara is a social 

enterprise, with a 100 per cent social mission, and whose altruistic intentions 

correspond to those of other social ventures and charity funds, Espinosa 

believes that social enterprises ought to receive a similar treatment. The 

current system seems to punish the social enterprises that actually manage to 

be self-sustainable, and independent of donation and grants. Espinosa also 

criticizes the bureaucracy, and elevated tax rates related to employment - 

stating that recruiting staff becomes a luxury to the firm (Interview 1).    

Another issue related to the lack of legal recognition, is that this inhibits 

an accurate identification of social enterprises in Spain, and maybe more 

importantly, their contribution to the economy, as well as to employment. As 

already described, the interpretation of the concepts social entrepreneurs and 

social enterprises is much broader in the Spanish context and therefore 

accurate data on these is very hard to find and present (country report, 2014). 

However, from the report it does appear that in spite of the lack of clear 

evidence and accurate conceptualizations of social entrepreneurial activity in 

the country, the emergence of social enterprise seem to be a reality.  

Placing Auara within the broader European perspective, and linking 

Auara to the European 2020 strategy, we argue that the enterprise contributes 

to all five pillars. The enterprise creates job positions, albeit only a few, not 

only in Madrid where it is seated, but also in underdeveloped communities, 

when new water projects are commenced, in that human capital is found and 

used within the local context (Interview 1). Auara contributes to research and 

innovation, given the alternative sustainable and innovative solution it 

provides to an already saturated water market. The environmental pillar of 

Auara makes it an integrated part of the immense worldwide battle on climate 

change. The provision of clean water in underdeveloped communities, 

supposedly contributes to increasing school attendance among children - and 

thus augmenting the educational level. Finally, it also contributes to the 

alleviation of poverty, by creating higher living standards 
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4.3.4. The socio-cultural context 
!

Before presenting our own findings on the socio-cultural landscape in 

Spain, we find it important to comment on the general attitude towards 

entrepreneurial activity, as part of the socio-cultural analysis (Fletcher, 

2006).  In the GEM report (2016) It is indicated that the post-crisis economic 

situation have had considerable impact on the population’s attitude toward 

entrepreneurial activity in general. Approximately half of the Spanish 

population is of the opinion that entrepreneurial success fosters high 

economic and social status in the Spanish society. Nevertheless, at the same 

time, the same population shows reluctance toward entrepreneurship, in 

terms of being a valuable professional life-choice (GEM, 2016). More than 

one in three Spaniards strives to work in public administrations, given that this 

option is perceived to be the safest. In the report it appears that between 2015 

and 2016, the percentage of entrepreneurial activity has decreased. In 2016, 

the entrepreneurial activity represented 6.1 per cent of the population, only 

half of the representation in 2012  (12 per cent). Previous history shows that 

the percentage of entrepreneurial activity experiences ups and downs from 

one year to another. However, the latest years’ tendencies manifest that the 

crisis have had a positive impact on the percentage of entrepreneurial 

initiatives, due to people who search for alternative occupations. In line with a 

recovering economy, this number appears to be shrinking (GEM, 2016). 

Responding to government austerity in social programmes, individuals have 

begun to organise themselves as a response to societal issues. Different from 

the past, it is done in a financially self-sustainable way, in which the economic 

activity is essential in order to avoid dependency on public financial support 

(country report, 2014). 

 

4.3.5. Personality of social entrepreneurs 
!

In the literature review, it is outlined how personality plays a role in the 

social entrepreneurial activity. An interesting topic is brought up during the 

interview, in which Daniel Marote is interviewing Antonio Espinosa. Marote 

touches upon the concept of “millennials”, a theme that seems to contradict 
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the literary assumption that social entrepreneurs are notably emphatic and 

“show non-egotistical behavior” (Hemingway, 2005; Volkmann et al., 2012, p. 

59). The millennials in contrast are referred to as “the badly raised generation 

who wants to change the world” (Fernandez, 2012), and by the elder 

generation they have been named “The-Me-Generation” (Ivanoff, 2016). 

”Impatient, egocentric and narcissistic” are other adjectives attributed to them. 

They are accused of having been overly nursed by their parents, who have 

laden them with “trophies just for participating”, leaving them to the illusion 

that there is no such thing as winners or losers (Cbsnews, 2007).  

They are young people born between the year 1981 and 1995, during 

economic prosperity, and many are academically prepared. They come from 

safe and secure families that thrive economically, “all together, [they] have 

their own characteristics, which is to say, they have a personality” 

(Fernandez, 2012). The term millennials (also frequently referred to as 

Generation Y) is invented in the light of a generation that has or will turn into 

grown-ups by the first decades of the millennium.  In Spain, 8.153.428 

persons are born under this label. These young people have spent a great 

part of their lives enjoying the highest levels of well-being, but are now 

experiencing a sudden “wake-up-call” (Fernandez, 2012).  Apart from being a 

generation raised under favourable economic conditions, it is also the 

generation with the highest professional formation but without any jobs 

available corresponding to their qualifications. According to BBC (2017) it is 

“the first generation in recorded history, which is projected to be worse off 

than those, which came before”. 

In interview 3, Daniel Marote states that their eagerness to contribute 

to a larger purpose prevents them from obtaining a “normal profession”. In a 

survey performed by the WHO, based on 32 countries, it appears that the 

millennials’ mentality regarding job positions is rather discrepant with that of 

their parents. Unlike their parents’ generation, the professional life, according 

to them, merits more than economic stable prospects - they need more 

meaning. Antonio Espinosa belongs to this generation and recognizes these 

aspirations: “my generation, people my age, I believe there exists a lot of 

frustration, because people work in company x, and the only reason they do 
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that is to earn a salary. (...) these people say; I need something more from my 

job” (Interview 3, p. 121).     

This prompts the question; are the millennials part of the reason that 

social enterprises are gaining importance over traditional enterprises? Is the 

emergence of social enterprises a symptom of this group of young people’s 

lack of ability to adapt to a “normal position” in a traditional enterprise? Are 

social initiatives embedded in young people’s egocentrism, a remedy to boost 

their ego? Or are their world-changing aspirations what is ultimately needed in 

order to replace the old capitalistic system with a new socially conscious 

economic structure?  

Fortunately, this generation has not only been subject to negative 

publicity - some has praised the properties accompanying this demographic 

cohort. It has been stressed repeatedly that they are the first generation to 

grow up under the umbrella of technology, the Internet and social networks 

(Fernandez, 2012). Media consumption has changed radically during their 

upbringing, “from television, newspaper and video to pure online media”, 

meaning that their experience of the digital world is significantly different from 

that of the elder generations (Ivanoff, 2016). Millennials are argued to possess 

the upper hand at the workplace “(..) because they are tech savvy, with every 

gadget imaginable almost becoming an extension of their bodies. They 

multitask, talk, walk, listen and type” (Cbsnews, 2007). They share everything 

online, which is a symptom of a great sense of community-feeling, rather than 

personal exposure (ibid). The community feeling makes them value 

teamwork; they are happy to share knowledge, even with people they do not 

know. It is argued, that they appreciate both criticism and praise from their 

team (Ivanoff, 2016). They appreciate being evaluated on the actual work they 

perform, rather than solely on the number hours spent at the office. In return, 

they are willing to work anywhere at anytime; they do not draw a claer line 

between work and private life. On the one hand, they are prone to swift 

between jobs. On the other, they are flexible, and adapt easily to new 

challenges, and they do not take no for an answer (Cbsnews, 2007). A stable 

position is not a top priority; instead they are in constant search for interesting 

opportunities, and team possibilities, in which they find room to prove their 

talents. But perhaps most importantly, particularly when discussing Social 
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Economy, Social Innovation, and social entrepreneurship is their demand for 

a clear set of values within the businesses. “They love working for a firm that 

makes a difference to others” (Ivanoff, 2016).  

Returning to the literature reviewed in this paper, in which it is stated 

that social entrepreneurs appear to possess specific personality traits - some 

of the traits are shared with traditional business entrepreneurs, whereas 

others are articulated in their specific pro-social behaviour (Volkmann et. al, 

2012). Interestingly, at first glance, it seems that some of the characteristics of 

the millennials fit some of the personality traits of entrepreneurs portrayed in 

the literature review. The table below provides a summary of the millennials’ 

characteristics as outlined above, and compares them to the business 

entrepreneurs’ personality traits.    

 

Business Entrepreneurs Traits  Millennials  

Risk-taking propensity Opportunity -seeker rather than stable secure 

job  

Innovativeness  Extraordinary technical skills 

Need for achievement Share knowledge, appreciate criticism and 

praise, flexible and easily adaptable to new 

challenges  

Need for independence No fixed timetable  

Pro-activeness They do not take “no” for an answer  

 

Regarding the pro-social personality of social entrepreneurs, millennials may 

not represent complete opposites. Pro-social personality is according to 

Eisenberg et al. (2002) associated with “helping, social responsibility, care 

orientation, consideration of others, and sympathy” (Volkmann et al., 2012, p. 

59). From our data, both Daniel Marote and Antonio Espinosa emphasize the 

millennials’ eagerness to contribute to a larger purpose through their job, 

which may or may not emanate from a feeling of social responsibility or 
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consideration of others. Moreover, the assumption that they “love working for 

a firm that makes a difference to others” could also allude to a certain amount 

of “consideration of others, and sympathy” (ibid). Indeed, in the case of Auara, 

many of the traits outlined in the above can be inferred from especially the 

founder Antonio Espinosa’s behaviour, and supposedly also the employees 

and volunteers in Auara. As discussed in the interview with Daniel Marote, 

Espinosa and co-founder Pablo Urbano both belong to the millennial 

group.  Indeed, the pro-social personality and care for the welfare of others is 

reflected in the very social mission of Auara. Furthermore, the traits of ”risk-

taking propensity, innovativeness, need for achievement, need for 

independence and pro-activeness” can all be argued to be reflected in 

Auara’s business model and activities. Instead of looking for secure jobs in 

traditional opportunities, the founders chose to start up their own company - 

with the added risk of creating a company, hitherto unseen in Spain. The 

focus on social objectives and the innovative aspect of producing a 

sustainable product as well as the need to be financial independent also 

support this argument.   

 To imply that the millennials in fact are to change the world would 

probably be an exaggeration. However, giving the fact that the social 

enterprises are gaining impact during the same years that the millennials are 

entering the working age indeed makes their potential influence on the 

emergence of social enterprises, or broader social economy, an intriguing 

topic for further research.    

Interestingly, the concept of millennials” contradicts the findings from 

the Global Entrepreneurship Monitor Spain (2016), as presented above, in 

which Spanish entrepreneurs are accused of missing Social Innovation, and 

of favouring short-term economic objectives, rather than long-term innovative 

social initiatives.   

 

4.3.6. Awareness of social entrepreneurship 
!

As elaborated upon in the previously, as all other businesses, social 

enterprises operate within a socio-economic and socio-cultural context which 

to a considerable extent influence the activities and strategies of the entity. In 
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the interviews, Espinosa discusses what he regards as being a general 

negative attitude towards both businesses and NGOs: “It is not that the NGOs 

have a bad reputation, it is that Spanish people in general are suspicious” 

(Interview 1, p. 117). Espinosa finds that in Spain people tend to have 

negative attitudes towards both philanthropic and business initiatives - arguing 

that when anyone embarks on a project based on solidarity and with a social 

mission, people often have a hard time believing that there are truly altruistic 

intentions behind. For Espinosa, these attitudes combined with the general 

lack of awareness of what a social enterprise is, constitutes one of the primary 

challenges for the company in terms of being seen as legitimate by the 

population. “We need much more awareness here in Spain - but people 

having trouble getting to the end of the months - they have other 

preoccupations” (Interview 1, p. 112). Espinosa’s perception of the insufficient 

awareness as a primary challenge is supported by the data provided in the 

GEM study (2016), in which it appears that the lack of public awareness and 

recognition of social entrepreneurship within the Spanish population constitute 

a major challenge for social entrepreneurship to prosper.  

         Antonio Espinosa elaborates on how he finds that very little emphasis 

is put on responsible consumer habits in Spain. As he explains, even though 

a lot of ecologic production takes place in the country, consumption has not 

yet followed suit. Arguably, this might be a consequence of the economic 

crisis. Nevertheless, Espinosa does point to a growing awareness of 

environmental problems and a tendency towards choosing ecology, mostly in 

Madrid, however. The lack of focus on responsible consumer habits in Spain 

inevitably poses a challenge for Auara, who has to convince customers of the 

intrinsic social value of their product.  

In the following we analyse how the lack of awareness influences 

Auara’ in terms of their strategy towards stakeholders and their need to 

acquire legitimacy for their business model. 

 

 

 



! 73 

4.4. Auara’s stakeholders 
!

According to the broad definition of Freeman as outlined in the 

literature review, stakeholders are considered to be those who can affect or 

are affected by the activities of an organization. As such, these can be both 

internal and external to the enterprise, and have a contractual relationship 

with the company or not. In the context of social enterprises, stakeholder 

management is particularly challenging as these enterprises operate in an 

institutional environment subjecting social enterprises to logics treating it both 

as a for-profit enterprise as well as a charity with a social purpose. A 

noteworthy question to ask is if stakeholder management is more problematic 

for social enterprises such as Auara than for traditional businesses and NGOs 

who are not subject to this combination of social and financial logics and 

expectations. Given the institutional context in Spain, Auara has to satisfy 

both expectations of them being an ordinary company operating efficiently but 

also of being an organization with a social core. Indeed, the simultaneous 

pursuit of social and economic value creation means that if a social enterprise 

fails on either parameter its very raison d’être is called into question.  

Whereas the socio-economic and socio-cultural institutional context in 

Spain, as outlined in the above, is something Auara cannot directly control 

(although aspire to influence), stakeholders, both internal and external to the 

organization, are actors central to their mission and can and should, 

according to stakeholder theory, to a certain extent be “managed” through 

specific practices. Based on the interviews and on the secondary data 

gathered for this paper, the stakeholders of Auara are outlined in the following 

model: 
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According to Auara itself, the company has the same stakeholders as 

any other business: “from our partners, funders, suppliers, clients, of course 

our community, followers, and ambassadors” (Interview 1, p. 108). However, 

as argued in the literature, one might assume that these stakeholders have 

different expectations and also relative importance compared with 

stakeholders of ordinary for-profit companies (Smith & Woods, 2015).  The 

point is that it is Auara’s own normative judgement and perception of their 

stakeholders, which ultimately determine how these are managed. So how 

does Auara regard its different stakeholders, their importance and their 

expectations? 

According to classic stakeholder theory, the most important 

stakeholders, the primary stakeholders are those contributing with resources 

fundamental for the survival of Auara. Based on their power, urgency and 

legitimacy claims, in the case of Auara these can be said to be the 
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funders/investors, employees/volunteers, customers and suppliers, as these 

provide the most important human, financial and social capital, and given their 

direct relationship with Auara. However, based on the literature it would seem 

that for Auara, being a social enterprise, the power claims are not what 

determines who their primary stakeholders are. 

As Espinosa states in the interview: “(…) And then we have the 

beneficiaries of the projects, who in reality are the shareholders, the dividends 

are for them, they are our bosses, so they are the most important” (Interview 

1, p. 108). In many cases of social entrepreneurship, clients and beneficiaries 

belong to the same group, but for Auara these are completely separate. 

Whereas the clients are the buyers of water bottles in Spain, the beneficiaries 

are the poor people benefitting from the water projects. This distinction 

evident in the value proposition is indeed important. On the one hand, the 

beneficiaries do not have any bargaining power vis-à-vis Auara. On the other 

hand they constitute the very reason why Auara exists, and are thus crucial 

for achieving the social mission, hence providing the organization with the 

core legitimate reason behind all their activities. Their satisfaction is key as it 

measures the social value created. As mentioned, the value proposition of 

Auara means that while financial value is created in Spain through the selling 

of water, social value creation takes place both in developing countries 

through the water projects, as well as in Spain, given the value created to 

society as a result of Auara’s emphasis on sustainability.   

Indeed, as to any social enterprise, society as a whole is argued to be 

a primary stakeholder of Auara (thus differentiating themselves from ordinary 

for-profits) and by creating social value, Auara is thus able to justify its 

existence and activities. As Santos (2012) argues, a social enterprise like 

Auara occupies a specific place in the economic spectrum, by performing 

activities not attractive to traditional commercial entrepreneurship, in that its 

primacy is on value creation, which in turn is measured at the societal level. 

The value created benefits society as a whole (and the beneficiaries in 

specific), through the resulting positive externalities generated by Auara’s 

business activities.    
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While the people in need of water constitutes the central mission of 

Auara, Espinosa explains in interview 1 that the base of clients in Spain is 

very important to Auara: 

“Basically the idea is that we have to transform our clients into our 
community, into people who go to places and sell us, into people who are 
proud of us and tell other about what we do, because in reality we cannot 
make a great effort at the communication and marketing level, or spend a lot 
of money on publicity, television, posters, etc., so we have to take advantage 
of the fact that we can do this naturally by creating a community of 
ambassadors which is a base of clients. We have to involve people in the 
projects (..) and make them feel proud and spread the word about us” 
(Interview 1, p. 108) 
 

As evident in this quotation, Auara attributes great importance to the 

creation and active involvement of a community of stakeholders. By regarding 

their customers as more than just consumers of bottled water, they aim at 

creating shared value for Auara and its clients by engaging them in their 

social mission. As clients are the ones who finance the projects by buying 

bottled water, they are inherently important stakeholders. But besides from 

regarding them as fundamental for the creation of economic value, Auara tries 

to convince clients that by buying their brand, clients obtain more than just the 

intrinsic value of bottled water, but also an added social value. 

         By becoming “ambassadors” of Auara, clients ultimately participate in 

the creation of social value intended by Auara, by spreading the message, 

and educating the community about the scarcity of clean drinking water in 

poor environments, and raise awareness. On their website, under their 

section about ambassadors, Auara states: “As an ambassador of Auara you 

can educate and talk about the global water crisis. Spread awareness through 

art, music, fashion, sports, dancing. We count on you to be an echo through 

the social media” (Auara, 2017). 

Interestingly, the idea behind the “ambassadors” is twofold – on the 

one hand they engage clients in the social mission by informing them about 

Auara and the water crisis. On the other hand, they are indirectly making them 

perform a task, which Auara cannot perform itself due to financial restraints, a 

kind of marketing task. As Espinosa explains, each single water bottle has an 

individual QR code (a type of matrix barcode), which clients can scan in order 

to obtain information about the specific project they are contributing to. This is 
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a way in which Auara engages their clients, and aims at turning the selling of 

water into something more meaningful than just an economic transaction.  

Another key stakeholder is naturally the investor, the funders of Auara 

who inject the company with the necessary financial capital. Espinosa 

emphasises the fact that Auara is not an NGO and that they do not seek 

charitable donations. 

         “Is has to be profitable investing in a social enterprise, it cannot be a 
lost donation, but the person who invests in us must have a different 
profile(…) combining economic with social and environmental profitability. You 
are willing to forfeit some economic rents knowing that your investment is 
ethically responsible”. (Interview 1, p., 110)  

 

Referring to the concept of “generalized exchange” by Harrison and 

Wicks (2013), investors willing to give up economic rents in order to benefit 

others are an example of such phenomena, as they forfeit benefits for the 

wellbeing of other stakeholders (the beneficiaries). Regardless of its primacy 

to the social mission, for Auara it remains crucial to be regarded as a 

financially sustainable company, and not one dependent on charity.  

“We are a social enterprise, and part of that is also being a business; 
you play by the same rules as other companies; we do not want to live off 
charity or favours, we want to demonstrate that a social enterprise can be 
sustainable, competitive” (Interview 3., p. 121). 

 
The social profile of investors willing to forfeit economic profits for 

objectives seems quintessential for the survival of a social enterprise like 

Auara. Indeed, knowing how to attract and carefully manage this key 

stakeholder is crucial for Auara’s survival. In general, for social enterprises it 

seems fundamental to attract stakeholders who give primacy to social 

outcomes over economic rents. In Interview 1, Espinosa elaborates on what 

he finds to be an increasing willingness on part of many people to support and 

engage in projects with a social mission - from investors, to employees and 

suppliers, who have been willing to give Auara a favourable production price 

as they saw potential in the project.  

Indeed, it seems that these stakeholders want more from Auara than 

just economic compensation. This is aligned with the argument by Crane and 

Ruebottom (2012), as it shows that stakeholders should be identified also 

based on their social identity, and not solely on their generic economic 
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function vis-à-vis the company. Crucially, as argued by Burga and Rezzania 

(2016), the optimal situation for Auara as a social enterprise one in which key 

stakeholders expect more than just economic value creation from its business 

activities - thus aligning their claims of power, urgency and legitimacy as 

reflected in the stakeholder holder salience model - with the core mission of 

Auara. For Auara it is of great importance that their stakeholders render the 

social mission as superordinate to economic value creation. The more 

alignment along these lines, the lesser the potential for mutually exclusive 

expectations If all stakeholders prioritize social value creation over economic 

value creation, conflicts of interests are less likely to occur.  

This point is also evident when it comes to staff, both employees and 

volunteers. As Espinosa states: “We cannot compete in salaries; we have to 

provide an “emotional” salary”(Interview 3, p. 122). In the interview with Daniel 

Marote, it is discussed how Auara being a social enterprise cannot be 

compared with traditional commercial enterprises in terms of financial 

compensation to staff. Nevertheless, according to Espinosa, due to the social 

mission of Auara, working for the company entails more than just the 

expectation of and economic salary. As mentioned in the above Espinosa 

explains how he thinks that the generation of today, in particular, want more 

from their profession than just a salary. Working for an ethical company with a 

social mission thus provides an additional and non-economic value to 

employees and volunteers.  

“Everybody working with us has had to renounce something; other jobs 
that would pay them better, but they did it for a reason, and a reason which 
we try to make very tangible everyday (...). Sometimes I think that if we did 
not have this mission, I would not we able to be an entrepreneur, because it’s 
very complicated”(Interview 3, p. 122). 
 

In Auara’s ethical code, it is written explicitly that apart from being a 

social enterprise through their external commitment to social issues and the 

environment, Auara also aims at being a social enterprise eternally, 

encouraging and creating a milieu of respect and supporting the personal 

growth of its employees. (Ethical code set, Auara 2017) 

The importance of human capital to any business cannot be sufficiently 

emphasised. And especially for a social enterprise like Auara, the need for 



! 79 

qualified professionals who can contribute with knowledge and resources is 

enormous. Being able to attract talent, skilled people who share the values of 

Auara and seek more than just economic compensation for their work, is 

essential. As mentioned in previous sections, the Spanish institutional 

environment poses specific challenges to Auara. One the one hand, since the 

eruption of the crisis, many people are finding it difficult to make it through to 

the end of the month, given the high unemployment rate and falling wages. 

On the other hand, as a consequence of the crisis, awareness of social issues 

has increased and the social sector has perhaps become more appealing to 

certain workers.  

Having outlined the various stakeholders of Auara the questions 

remain; what are the managerial implications of the particular constellation of 

stakeholders? How does Auara influence and manage its range of different 

stakeholders and which strategic tools do they use in practice? 

  

4.5. Legitimacy 
!

As one can infer from both the primary and secondary data applied in 

this thesis, a considerable part of the activities of Auara are aimed at 

acquiring organizational legitimacy. Especially in the Spanish context, which is 

characterized by a general lack of knowledge about social enterprises within 

the population, the concept of legitimacy becomes relevant. Not only is Auara 

a social enterprise, and thus a new type of business model, but its 

beneficiaries are not Spaniards, but people living far away, in developing 

countries, detached from the selling of water.  As explained in the literature 

review, being regarded as legitimate means that people view the 

organization’s activities as socially desirable, “within a shared system of 

values and norms” (Suchman, 1995, 514. For Auara legitimacy is crucial, as it 

is legitimacy that justifies its very existence. Being regarded as legitimate is 

quintessential for Auara in order to attract the scarce financial and social 

resources necessary for the organization to survive. As mentioned, when 

discussing stakeholder salience in social entrepreneurship, the influence of 

power becomes less important, given that primacy is not given to 
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shareholders. Legitimacy becomes central, as this sphere is considered to be 

of essence vis-à-vis non-economic stakeholders.  

However, achieving legitimacy is not necessarily that straightforward. 

Based on the outline of Auara’s stakeholders, in the following it is analysed 

how Auara employs different managerial strategies and practices in order to 

acquire legitimacy, based on the concepts introduced in the literature review.  

  

4.5.1 Compassionate enterprise narratives 

!
As argued by Sarpong and Davies (2014), compassionate enterprise 

narratives can make stakeholders emphasize with the organization and 

simultaneously strengthen the perception of shared social values between the 

company and its stakeholders. In all three interviews with Auara, a similar 

story is told about the conception of the idea behind Auara.  

 

1)  “I had been cooperating in different development projects, I went to Peru 
and Cambodia, then I went to Ethiopia to build a hospital; I was there for 6 
months” (Interview 1, p. 105).  
 

2)“The project starts at a moment in which I have just returned from a travel. I 
was building a hospital in Ethiopia, for an NGO named “Amigos de Silva”- I 
had been there some months, after some experience within development 
cooperation, and this last experienced marked me, the water 
issue”  (Interview 2, p. 120)  
 

3)“I had been working various months in Ethiopia, I went to volunteer for an 
NGO named Amigos de Silva, I went to build a hospital, an OR of a hospital, in 
the Afara region of Ethiopia. I was there several months, and it affected me a 
lot, I saw up close the issues related to the lack of water, the poverty related to 
the water issue” (interview 3, p. 120) 
 

Indisputably, Auara was born out of Antonio Espinosa and Pablo 

Urbano’s experience with development cooperation and humanitarian work 

and the realisation that the lack of clean water is the fundamental cause of 

many problems in developing countries. Espinosa makes an effort out of 

emphasising that his main desire is to help solve this problem, not to launch a 

business. This stance is ubiquitously emphasised in the interviews as well and 
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in the secondary data applied in this analysis. And as Espinosa writes on the 

website:  

“If I have to be honest, I do not care about selling bottled water. What 
gives purpose to a company like this one, is the social mission it has. The 
bottles are just a means to achieve something greater. Something infinite. So 
we try to sell a lot of bottles, knowing that each one of them contains so much 
more than water, it contains happiness” (From Auara’s blog, 29th November, 
2017). 
 

This is a consistent message being made by the company: That the 

business of selling water is only a means to an end. This is in line with the 

argument made by Santos - Auara’s fundamental desire is not to be a water-

selling company or a social business - the business model ultimately 

implemented is contingent on the social problem to be solved. Auara makes a 

great effort in documenting how the company is achieving its social objectives 

– on their website as well as on the social media they continually post videos 

and photos from the villages in developing countries where the water projects 

are taking place, thus evoking empathy in their followers.  

The narratives about the conception of Auara and the stories told 

ultimately become a part of its identity as an organization and its very reason 

for existing. In all the stories, there is a strong and dominant focus on the 

company’s social mission. As Rasmus and Vaccaro (2014) argue, this 

consistent focus on social outcomes facilitates a “sense-making process” in 

the organization itself, which is crucial for both organizational identity, and 

also for avoiding potential mission drift. By continually and constantly 

providing evidence for the success, the company on the one hand manages 

stakeholders and on the other hand stays on track internally. “Sometimes we 

become very detached from the social mission, because the day-to-day 

business exhausts you - you are dealing with the commercial department, 

with logistics, with numbers “(Interview 3, p. 122) - Espinosa explains what it 

means for the employees when they suddenly receive videos and evidence 

from where the projects are taking place - seeing the impact Auara has on the 

livelihoods of people “It is priceless” (Interview 3, p. 122).  

 Evidently, the compassionate enterprise narratives work as a means 

to acquire legitimacy and garner support for Auara’s activities and as a means 
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to create and sustain shared values between the stakeholders to whom the 

stories are communicated.  

Another salient feature in the stories Auara tells about itself is the 

commitment to the environment. As mentioned, Auara emphasizes the need 

to be coherent, and the belief that the social and sustainable spheres are 

inseparable. By strengthening the narrative of it being a company who values 

the environment, while simultaneously pursuing a social mission can thus be 

seen as a key legitimation strategy.  

  

4.5.2. Cross-sector partnerships 
!

By forming alliances, through both formal and informal relationships 

with other social and economic actors, a social enterprise can, as previously 

stated, on the one hand gain access to necessary resources as well as obtain 

legitimacy through affiliation. If Auara collaborates with actors that are well-

known and regarded as legitimate players in the business and development 

landscape, the company ultimately benefits from these relationships in terms 

of legitimacy acquisition. While stressing its independence as a financially 

viable enterprise, Auara attributes great value to the partnerships with not-for-

profit organizations, in particular in the locations where its water projects take 

place. As stated on their website, the close and consistent monitoring of the 

projects undertaken in collaboration with local NGOs is essential for the 

projects to be successful. Indeed, even though they do not donate money to 

NGOs, Auara collaborates with a range of already established NGOs in the 

sector. As Pablo Urbano explains: “We focus exclusively on selling water, we 

cannot go beyond this, because there are others who know how to do it 

better, and who knows more about the necessities and characteristics of each 

region” (Pablo Urbano ,El País, 2017). By working with these actors in the 

social sector, Auara thus overcome recourse restraints in terms of carrying 

out their development projects, but the legitimacy attributed to development 

actors with many years of experience and experience is somehow also 

indirectly transferred to Auara.  



! 83 

         In Interview 1, Antonio Espinosa explains that even though the product 

functions well in terms of quality and sustainability, “the difficult part is to 

establish B2B channels” (Interview 1, p. 112). Nevertheless, slowly the 

company is establishing collaborations with different businesses. Examples of 

companies participating in the initiatives are the restaurant group Larrumba, 

the clothing brand El Ganso and the Hairdressers Aveda. As mentioned, 

partnerships with the civil sector, government and business provide Auara 

with access to important financial and social resources. But additionally, as 

mentioned by Sarpong and Davies (2014), by employing the practices of 

“strategic co-option” and “social networking”, Auara is able to derive 

legitimacy from these partnerships. 

         Indeed, Auara uses social networking to a considerable degree, 

evident in their presence in the social media such as Facebook, Youtube, 

Twitter, Instagram etc.  Through this activity, Auara is able to reach out to 

potential partners both in the not-for-profit and the for-profit sectors, as well as 

being in close touch with their clients and ambassadors.  Auara’s success on 

social media is reflected by the fact that the company is the water brand with 

the most followers on Instagram in Spain (Sempere, 2017). 

On Auara’s website, they refer to a section called “empresas 

relacionadas” – related companies – which lists a range of established and 

well-known companies. By using the names and logos of these enterprises on 

their website, Auara is able to “co-opt” some of the legitimacy related to these 

companies (Sarpong & Davies, 2014). 

Nevertheless, for Auara it remains of essence that partnerships remain 

ethical. As such, in their ethical code set they include a section specifying that 

they will only collaborate with partners fulfilling certain criteria and never with 

entities that do not respect human rights, who discriminate, who produce 

health-damaging products, who do not comply with environmental legislation 

and so forth (Auara’s ethical code set, 2015) 

A strategy worth mentioning and related to the above, is that of 

community engagement, defined as “the extent to which a social enterprise 

interacts and involves its immediate constituents in activities aimed at creating 

social value” (Sarpong & Davies, 2014 p. 29.) As mentioned, the attempt at 

converting clients into “ambassadors” of Auara, the intention of engaging the 
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broader community and educating them about issues related to the water 

crisis is a concrete example of this. 

As mentioned previously, at the local level in the communities in which 

the water projects take place, Auara ask for the communities to contribute 

with five per cent of the project budget. Apart from using this as a resource, 

Auara aims at engaging the community more in the projects. As Espinosa 

explains, by involving the beneficiaries as much as possible, they become 

more attached to the project. From an outside perspective, this makes the 

actions of Auara appear more legit.  

  

4.5.3. Legitimation strategies: conforming and creating 

!
As touched upon in the literature review, Smiths and Woods (2015) 

argue that “stakeholders support the organization based on legitimacy that is 

gained through creating stakeholder value and by conforming to existing 

social structures as well as creating new operating methods” (p. 186). 

According to the authors then, “conforming” and “creating” are two different, 

yet mutually supportive strategies for achieving legitimacy vis-à-vis 

stakeholders. 

Indeed, Auara does aim at differentiating itself from well-known 

structures and business models. When asked the question of whether he ever 

considered to launch Auara as an NGO, Espinosa replies: “No, because when 

we started the project we said that we were going to be a social enterprise, 

due to the bad state of the NGOs” (Interview 1, p. 117). 

In the interviews conducted with Auara, as well as on the website and 

social media, it is constantly emphasized how Auara being a social 

enterprises is different from both charitable foundations and traditional for-

profit business. The message the company tries to convey is that its business 

model contains the best from both worlds – being financially independent and 

self-sustainable while maintaining a social mission. Espinosa states in the 

interview: “Business is a little bit stigmatized – the business man is seen as 

someone who exploits people “ (Interview 1, p. 108). However, at the same 

time he acknowledges that the firm has a very important social function in 
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society. From the interviews with Antonio Espinosa, a subtle criticism of both 

the NGO world as well as the business scene is inferable, as well as a clear 

awareness of how these entities are viewed by society – hence the need for 

Auara to distinguish itself and present its business model as a novel and 

promising alternative. 

Additionally, as Espinosa elaborates upon in the interviews that the 

market for bottled water in Spain is a very saturated and competitive one. 

Nevertheless, by having a social mission Auara is able to contrast itself with 

the traditional companies dominating this market. Through the added 

emphasis on sustainability and environmental concerns Auara creates a 

specific niche for itself in the market and thus arguably an advantage vis-à-vis 

other companies. 

Interestingly however, where great emphasis is put on what makes 

Auara different, at the same time, the company seeks legitimacy through 

associating itself with existing players in the social entrepreneurship realm. 

This is in line with Smith and Woods’ (2015) argument about social 

enterprises “conforming with existing social structures” as a way to acquire 

legitimacy (p. 211). On their website and in interview 1 Auara attributes great 

value to having obtained the Social Enterprise Mark, the British certification 

confirming that Auara fulfils the specific requirements for being a social 

enterprise. When asked why he regards the Social Enterprise Mark as 

necessary, Espinosa states: “They define what a social enterprise is; they 

state some minimum requirements, because we find that there is a lot of 

misinformation out there – anyone can say, “I have a social enterprise, without 

really knowing what he is doing” (Interview 1, p. 107). Auara thus sees the 

being certificated by the Social Enterprise Mark as a way of being regarded as 

being legitimate within the social enterprise spectrum and through the positive 

affiliation with other, and international, social enterprises.  As stated on the 

website, Auara is the first company in Spain to acquire this label. And indeed, 

especially in the Spanish context, where there is no legal figure for a social 

enterprise such as Auara, the certificate can be argued to provide them with 

legitimacy. As Antonio Espinosa comments, in Spain people tend to have 

negative and suspicious attitude both towards NGOs, who are seen as 
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inefficient and sometimes even corrupt, as well as towards the business 

sector which is regarded as relentless in the pursuit of economic profits. 

One of the requirements for achieving the Social Enterprise Mark is 

that in case the enterprise is dissolved “residual assets be invested in projects 

aiming at fulfilling the social or environmental objectives of the enterprise” 

(Social Enterprise Mark, 2017). This is evidently a means to ensure 

legitimacy, and is stated explicitly in Auara’s social statutes (Auara, 2017) 

Auara has made and published a video explaining exactly what being a social 

enterprise entails. This is a way of communicating directly with stakeholders 

and society, and an attempt to ensure that their business model is seen as 

legitimate.   

  

4.5.4. Communication 

!
As established previously, Auara’s activities are ultimately seen as 

legitimate if they provide value to their various stakeholders. Nevertheless, as 

mentioned in the literature, the actual communication with both internal and 

external stakeholders is fundamental for the social enterprise to be 

successful. Stakeholders want “proof” that the resources with which they 

contribute, are used to create value. Apart from the actual creation of social 

value, it thus becomes crucial to effectively communicate results to 

stakeholders.  

Auara makes a great effort at communicating directly with its 

constituents, and accounting for its results. As mentioned, the company is 

very active on the social media and often gives interviews and appears in 

newspapers, promoting itself and talking about its projects. On Twitter and 

Facebook, Auara continuously publish videos and photos proving that the 

resources invested in Auara are having a direct effect on poor people. 

Furthermore, as Espinosa explains: “We make a big effort at turning the water 

bottle into a communication device” (Interview 2, p.115). Viewing the bottle as 

something that one interacts with on a daily basis, the strategy of the 

company is thus to inform and educate the consumer using the bottle. By 

putting a QR code on each bottle, Auara communicates directly with its clients 
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and inform them about which specific projects they are contributing to. “We 

aim at creating a direct relationship of transparency, so that the clients say, 

“this makes sense, I can see this” (Interview 2, p. 115). 

As argued by Santos, “organizations need to clarify if the overarching 

goal is value creation or value capture and be clear and consistent in 

communicating their chose” (p. 338) - if Auara is not unequivocal about its 

core mission and about its primacy to social value creation, they will ultimately 

lose legitimacy in the eyes of their stakeholders. On Auara’s website, a whole 

section is dedicated to “transparency”. Aiming at being very open about their 

business model and results, one can thus find all the official documents of 

Auara - annual reports, social statues, ethical codes, and so forth. By being 

transparent and prioritizing communication with stakeholders,  

Summing up, as Smith and Woods argue, “a social enterprise’s 

legitimacy is fundamentally linked to social value creation” (2015, p. 202). As 

stakeholders - employees, clients, beneficiaries, society - are the ones 

expecting this social value, legitimacy and stakeholder management are thus 

intimately related. As elaborated upon in the above, Auara applies a range of 

methods in order to acquire legitimacy, and crucially, the communication of 

the social value creation becomes determining for Auara’s success and it 

justifies their existence to the community.   

 

4.6. Sustainability 
!

From the interviews with Auara as well as from the secondary data, it is 

evident that Auara attributes great importance to their company being 

environmentally responsible. As such, apart from their economic and social 

objectives, Auara is also committed to a mission in terms of promoting 

ecology and sustainability. Espinosa explains, that during the start-up phase, 

when developing the business model, “sustainability” emerged as the second 

fundamental pillar, alongside the social.“We made the reflection that (...) we 

cannot generate an ecological problem in Spain in order to solve another 

problem; it does not make sense” (Interview 2, p. 114). 
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Consequently, as Antonio Espinosa explains, the company decided 

that the core business activity of Auara – the selling of water bottles – should 

have as minimal an environmental impact as possible – and that the company 

should aim to be sustainable throughout all its operations. Espinosa 

elaborates on the need to be coherent for the organization’s identity and the 

social mission, and producing without considering potential damage to the 

environment would be socially irresponsible and thus discrepant with the 

company’s core values. As such, in the social statutes available on the 

company’s website, Auara commits to “the creation of an ecologically 

sustainable business in all parts of the value chain” (Auara, 2017). 

As stated in their ethical codes, they consider being good to the planet 

as a corollary to being social. Ultimately then, Auara considers sustainability 

and the social mission to be two sides of the same coin, and these factors 

who must always be united.  

         When discussing the characteristics of the market for bottled water in 

Spain, Espinosa states, rather interestingly, that he is fundamentally against 

the drinking of bottled water in countries where the tap water is potable. As he 

explains: “Perhaps tap water is not the most delicious but it is perfectly 

drinkable, or you can put a filter” (Interview 1, p. 110). Nevertheless, Auara 

chose to enter this market, both due to the symbolic link with the water 

projects in Africa, as well as due to the fact that in Spain the market for bottled 

water is currently one characterized by a negligible emphasis on 

environmental concerns and ecology. Therefore as Espinosa states: “We try 

to improve things from the inside, because you cannot change things from the 

outside by criticising and destroying them” (Interview 1, p. 110). As such, by 

entering this market, Auara attempts to create awareness, and to change 

attitudes and traditions from within, by offering a sustainable alternative to 

clients. Indeed, Auara sees itself as nothing more than an alternative to the 

existing brands, but one differentiating itself due to its emphasis on the social 

and sustainable, an idea they try to convey to potential clients. Espinosa 

regards the water market as being one characterized by very little product 

differentiation, but Auara can offer something novel to clients given its 

commitment to a social mission. This can be argued to be one of the most 
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innovative aspects of Auara, the creating and exploring of a niche, the doing 

news a new way, within an otherwise competitive and saturated market.  

Auara focuses exclusively on the Spanish market, and the company 

has no intention of exporting to other countries, due to the environmental 

damage caused by transportation and carbon dioxide emissions. In order to 

export, production would have to be moved as well. “It does not make sense 

for me to go to Germany and sell water, when they have water there” 

(Interview 2, p. 114.), Espinosa explains. Besides from being made out of 100 

per cent recycled plastic, the bottles are designed so as to occupy as little 

space as possible when transported. 

         According to Antonio Espinosa, this new emphasis of the environment 

is a growing phenomenon in Spain, perhaps to a certain extent born out of the 

crisis. Investors as looking for new and different opportunities, and due to their 

focus on sustainability Auara has been able to attract partners and investors.  

 

4.7. Auara: balancing social and economic value creation?  
!
  Returning to the core dilemma of balancing social and economic 

interests, how is Auara challenged in this aspect? As mentioned, the water 

market in Spain is well established and highly competitive, as well as 

dominated by large brands that have operated in the sector for many years. A 

crucial question is: how can Auara maintain its commitment to the social and 

environmental while incrementing their market share? 

         As Espinosa explains in the interviews, Auara must to a certain extent 

play by the same rules as any other business or economic actor. According to 

classical economic theory, economic actors’ behaviour is based on self-

interest, with the overarching goal of profit-maximization. Auara’s competitors 

who are for-profit businesses indeed play by these rules. “You have to enter 

the market without becoming like the others, maintain your spirit” (Interview 1, 

p. 110), Antonio Espinosa believes. 

  As such, Espinosa confirms that he sees it as a considerable change to 

grow the business without potentially compromising social values. When 

asked whether he fears, that by augmenting the distribution and scaling up 
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the company, the social message will be lost, he confirms, stating: “when we 

have few clients, we can better “pamper” them, and the message gets through 

more easily” (Interview 2, p. 115). Indeed, as already mentioned, this is a 

reason for making the water bottle in itself as communicative and message 

transmitting as possible. As found in the analysis, communication with 

stakeholders seems essential throughout both initial as well as later stages of 

social enterprise development. Internally to the organization, the sense-

making process caused by continuous social accounting is seen as mitigating 

processes of mission drift (Rasmus & Vaccaro, 2014). Discussing the future 

company expansion, Espinosa states: 

“The challenge is to grow without losing our values, growing while maintaining 
our identity, our promises, our commitment to renewable material, to 
innovation, to sustainability, and well, it’s a big challenge because the 
competition is fierce”  (Interview 1, p. 122). 
 

This awareness as espoused through the previously defined 

“compassionate enterprise narratives” can be argued to be a way for a social 

enterprise to emphasize and thus stick to its core social values. 

The aim of this thesis is not to speculate about the future of Auara, 

neither to hypothesise about probable events to come. Nevertheless, when 

juxtaposing empirical studies conducted on the common challenges to social 

enterprises when scaling up, especially in terms of mission drift, with our data 

on Auara, interesting questions emerge. As such, in their research on 

successful social enterprises in the African context, Hansen and Schaumburg-

Müller (2010) ask the fundamental theoretical question of whether scaling up 

activities by social enterprises are not inherently antisocial – to scale up, one 

must give primacy to economic variables, but doing so, is the social mission 

not inevitably compromised? How can Auara maintain its legitimacy and avoid 

mission drift as the organization grows?  

As mentioned, even to a social enterprise like Auara, whose explicit 

primacy is on social value creation, sometimes critical trade-offs do emerge 

where the company might feel obligated to perform acts of value capture in 

order to ensure its own survival. As touched upon in the analysis, Auara 

obtains legitimacy and thus resources and support for its actions, by satisfying 

the claims and expectations of stakeholders. Whereas in many situations, 
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economic and social value creation are indeed compatible goals and mutually 

reinforcing, in other situations organizations must give primacy to one. An 

example for Auara is that of sustainability. By choosing to give primacy to 

environmental concerns, Auara produces at higher economic costs than many 

of its competitors. 

This is a clear example of a trade-off between value capture and value 

creation, or social value creation and economic creation. As Espinosa 

explains in the interviews, he is well aware of these choices. In the short term, 

it is more profitable to be incoherent and take socially and environmentally 

irresponsible decisions in terms of the value chain; Auara believes that being 

coherent is necessary for their long-term survival.          

As reviewed in the previous section, many social entrepreneurship 

scholars find that it is necessary for the long-term survival and success of 

social enterprises to be clear about their company’s core mission. Empirical 

studies confirm that in the long term most firms ultimately choose to maximize 

on the social aspect over the economic or vice versa. (Pirson, 2012). 

Furthermore, it is emphasised throughout the literature that there is a need for 

“clear intentionality” around the primary goal of the organization, for instance 

by Wilson and Post (2011) who find that this is fundamental for the 

organizational identity of a social enterprise. In the case of Auara, and evident 

in their stakeholder management practises, the social mission is clearly 

defined as well as the values that define the organizational identity. Antonio 

Espinosa states: “We are not here to get rich, we are here to get rich 

spiritually” (Interview 1, p. 17).  

Espinosa believes that this is a characteristic of his generation - that 

they seek job opportunities that are “meaningful” and provide them with an 

emotional salary, as discussed previously in the analysis. As mentioned, the 

company makes a great effort at expressing that the objective of Auara is 

social and not generating profits. When asked whether this will always be the 

case, Antonio replies: “Yes, always. I’m not interested in selling water bottles. 

I want to sell them as a means to an end” (Interview 1, p. 113). As Santos 

argues, it is necessary to stick to this conviction, as any discrepant behaviour 

would be in conflict with the expectations of stakeholders, who share the 

values and identify with Auara. Indeed, as Espinosa explains, although the 
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company’s core business activity in Spain is the generation of revenues, the 

company is deeply committed and involved in the projects ultimately 

undertaken in Africa. For the Auara, is it quintessential not just to donate 

funds, but that not just the business activities but also the development 

projects activities be under the same roof. Indeed, this insistence adds to the 

legitimacy of Auara, a way to ensure that stakeholders get the value they 

expect. 

The approach to stakeholder management employed by Auara is 

aligned with the aforementioned argument by Santos regarding the 

fundamental trade-off between value capture and value creation, he argues: 

“This choice is so central to the organization’s identity, that any perceived shift 

or ambiguity causes upheaval of stakeholders and may lead to a loss of 

legitimacy” (p.339).  As such, great importance can be attributed not only to 

managing of external stakeholder but also to internal aspects of the 

organization. It seems that for social enterprises it is of utmost importance to 

have a strong organizational identity, especially in order to avoid mission drift. 

This is confirmed by Smith and Woods who stress the importance of strong 

leadership of the organization as well as the presence of a fierce 

entrepreneurial spirit. This once again points to the influence of the 

personality of the social entrepreneur as analysed in the above. Ultimately, 

the social entrepreneur affects organizational identity through leadership and 

formulation and dissemination of values.   

Indeed, in the case of Auara, no room for ambiguity is left in the 

enterprise’s stated goals, mission and values. The primacy to social value 

creation is a salient feature in all the data available on Auara, especially 

expressed through the co-founder Antonio Espinosa. Auara is an organization 

based on clearly stated and unequivocal social values - forming an identity 

which the enterprise aims at transmitting to all their stakeholders, thus 

creating the basis of a common identity of shared values, based on more than 

economic self-interests on the actors involved.  
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5. Concluding remarks  
 

As stated initially, the purpose of this thesis is to obtain a holistic in-depth 

understanding of the social enterprise Auara, in particular by investigating how the 

organization tackles the difficulties of being a social enterprise within the Spanish 

socio-economic and socio-cultural context. The reviewing of existing literature and 

empirical studies on the social entrepreneurship combines with the analysis of 

primary and secondary data to provide the basis for the answer to our research 

question, as summarized in the following. 

From our investigation of the entrepreneurial landscape in Spain, we can infer 

that social enterprises face both inhibiting as well as supportive factors embedded in 

the context. As already mentioned several times, entrepreneurial activity is a 

consequence of the context in which it is located. (Fletcher, 2006).  Indeed, Spain is 

still recovering from the economic crisis, and consequently financial means are not 

abundant. Social entrepreneurs on equal terms as traditional entrepreneurs often 

struggle to attract cash flows, particularly in the start-up phase. From our study it 

appears that a clear social mission is an effective means to raise interest among 

potential investors. Moreover, the Spanish post-crisis economic landscape seems to 

spur an increased interest for social impact investments, benefiting social enterprises 

like Auara. In Spain, before the eruption of the crisis, these types of investments 

were mainly evident within corporate philanthropy, being used as a means to boost 

corporate reputation. The observed change is a private sector that dares to invest in 

social projects with higher social impact and less economic returns. Apart from the 

social investors, our study reveals how Auara has turned the crisis’ adverse impact 

on the macroeconomic environment into a market opportunity, in which they have 

been able to negotiate economic favourable agreements with suppliers in their value 

chain. 

Our analysis of the secondary data applied in this research reveals how the 

country’s lack of a clear formal definition of the concepts social entrepreneurship and 

social enterprise is reflected in the lack of awareness, both within government 

agencies, as well as within the general public, meaning that enterprises like Auara 

need to place more emphasis on acquiring legitimacy vis-à-vis stakeholders. 

Moreover, the unclear definition of the concepts also seems to negatively affect the 

identification of social enterprises in Spain, as well as their contribution to the 

economy. Yet, government austerity in social programmes as a consequence of the 
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crisis appears to provide the impetus for social initiatives on behalf of private citizens 

as a response to societal issues. 

 Finally, from our analysis of Auara’s business model, we have found that this 

social enterprise’s activities are aligned with the European 2020 strategy, as Auara 

integrates all five pillars throughout its coherently social strategy. 

      Auara's approach to its stakeholders is of crucial importance when it comes to 

explaining the enterprise’s success. Stakeholders are ultimately the ones providing 

the financial, human and social resources upon which Auara’s survival depends. In 

turn, these stakeholders hold varying - and potentially conflicting - interests and 

expectations vis-à-vis is Auara - and Auara can mitigate these through stakeholder 

management. In light of its blended value position Auara has to achieve both 

economic and social value creation - and effectively demonstrate this - in order to 

satisfy stakeholders and thus ensure future support. 

In our analysis of Auara’s stakeholders we found a ubiquitous theme to be 

that of legitimacy. As such, legitimacy can be regarded as a key resource for Auara 

as a social enterprise, as this is what ensures stakeholder support. Especially in the 

Spanish context, where a general lack of public awareness and knowledge about 

social enterprises poses a challenge, moral legitimacy is all the more necessary. As 

Auara does not have “shareholders” in the traditional sense, who are often regarded 

as “primary stakeholders” with power claims over the company, its constellation of 

stakeholders can be argued to be rather different from that of traditional 

businesses.  Indeed, this is evident in many of the activities detected in the analysis, 

in particular the managerial strategies and practices aiming at the acquisition of 

legitimacy. Salient features are those of story telling and compassionate narratives, 

underpinning the social spirit of Auara and visible in especially the use of social 

media. Indeed, more than the actual achievement of social results, strategic 

communication with stakeholders is key to obtaining legitimacy and support from 

stakeholders, as these want proof that the resources they provide are being used to 

create value. Additionally, by forming partnership with others in the social sector as 

well as with businesses, Auara aims at being regarded as a legitimate alternative to 

existing structures. 

A point repeated throughout the literature is that of the importance for social 

enterprises of developing a strong organizational identity. Indeed, for Auara it seems 

that the legitimizing activities it performs in terms of storytelling and repeatedly 

stating their commitment towards their social mission, ultimately strengthens 

organizational identity, through a process of sense-making. As employees and 

volunteers are also stakeholders themselves, stakeholder management is thus also 
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an internal project, and very important, as the attracting of qualified personal is 

crucial to any organization’s success. 

Subject to debate is the question of whether the stakeholders of Auara are 

more compatible given the absence of traditional shareholders. The primary 

challenge for social enterprises is frequently described as the balancing between the 

conflicting expectations of stakeholders in terms of social and economic value 

creation. But for Auara, which is 100 per cent a social enterprise - as reflected in the 

fact that 100 per cent of dividends is assigned to projects - one might ask the 

question of whether all stakeholders of Auara - from social investors to employees, - 

give primacy to social value creation. If the stakeholder constellation is contingent on 

the business model, an argument could be established that in Auara’s case, this 

holds true. 

In our investigation of Auara and its business model, we found sustainability 

to be of considerable importance. Along with the social pillar, concern for the 

environment and the commitment to be sustainable and ecological throughout its 

value chain becomes the second pillar of Auara’s social project. This has several 

implications. One the one hand, sustainability can be argued to explain part of 

Auara’s success in acquiring a market share in the market for bottled mineral water, 

as it is a key feature differentiating the company from alternative brands. The social 

mission combines with this commitment to sustainability to create a niche for Auara, 

something of great value in a competitive market where differentiating oneself can be 

a challenge. On the other hand, producing ecologically entails higher production 

costs thus compromising Auara’s competitiveness in terms of price. As mentioned, 

Auara’s business model as reflected in the value proposition means that social value 

creation takes place both in Africa in terms of providing access to water for its 

beneficiaries, and in Spain in terms of creating a product which through its focus of 

sustainability is of value to its clients and broader society. It can thus be argued that 

Auara in certain situations faces a trade-off between creating social value in Spain 

and in Africa - the more profits earned from their core business activity, the more 

profits the company generates for its water projects - but by prioritizing the creation 

of social value in Spain as reflected in the commitment to ecology, the price of the 

product increases, potentially with a negative effect on profits.  

Based on the literature, a central assumption of ours when initiating our 

research, was that of Auara as balancing social and economic value creation. In the 

academic field of social enterprises, it is often sustained that social enterprises are 

hybrid models between traditional profit-maximizing companies and charitable 

organizations with a social mission. These two goals are often regarded as 
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constituting a source of tension for the social enterprise, hence the idea of trade-offs 

as something central for any social enterprise. How does the idea of balance apply to 

Auara? Are social and economic value creation mutually exclusive or mutually 

supportive? 

Being a social enterprise in Spain means that Auara has to tackle many 

difficulties arising from the institutional context, as outlined in the above. 

Nevertheless, since for Auara economic value creation determines social value 

creation (profits = means for water in Africa), in this aspect, it can be argued that for 

Auara social and economic value creation are indeed mutually supportive. Applying 

the distinction of value capture and value creation, Auara’s clearly expressed 

primacy is on the latter, as evident throughout its business activities. Nevertheless, a 

certain extent of value capture is necessary to retain profitability and 

competitiveness, as Auara’s survival is dependent on functioning well as a business.  

In terms of the core social mission of Auara, what can be said to be the 

advantages of being a social enterprise? 

In our analysis, and drawing on the literature, we can establish that for Auara, 

being a social enterprise, serves as a means to an end. For the founders of Auara, 

the most feasible and viable way to help the beneficiaries in Africa was through the 

founding of a self-sustaining profit-generating business. The added emphasis of 

sustainability came latter, even though it can be argued to be just as important, and 

also the truly innovative aspect of Auara. 

Summing up, Auara adheres to its social mission by having created a 

business model with an unequivocal primacy to its social mission (and with as few 

tensions between economic and social value creation as possible), which is 

paramount for organizational identity. By being coherent and managing stakeholder 

expectations through legitimacy seeking activities and effective communication and 

social accounting and the dissemination of shared values, Auara is thus able to 

mitigate the potentially adverse conditions offered by the Spanish context. So far 

Auara has been successful, but the future may pose new challenges as the 

organization expands. 
  

5.1. Limitations and further research 
  

As established in our analysis of Auara, ultimately the business model 

implemented is contingent on the nature and the scope of social problem to be 

solved. In the case of Auara this is evident in a business model with a double value 
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proposition, and with the social mission not directly related to the business activity. If 

the social enterprise business model is thus born out of the specific requirements of 

the social issue to be attended and furthermore contingent on the idiosyncrasies of 

the socio-economic and socio-cultural context in which it operates (as evident in the 

Auara case), then every individual social enterprise can thus be assumed to adopt a 

unique business model. 

The “positive theory of social entrepreneurship” as offered by Santos has 

been a very insightful tool for our research on Auara, due to its discrepancies with 

many of the general theoretical assumptions underlying standard conceptualizations 

of social enterprises. Crucially, the criticism of the word “social” has been useful. 

Supposedly, the very raison d’être of social enterprises is the simultaneous pursuit of 

social and economic value creation - yet the juxtaposition of these two variables can 

seem problematic, given that the word social is a normative construct. The definition 

of what is social is inherently subjective and context-dependent. 

Nor does a universally agreed upon definition of value exist. Yet social and 

economic value creation is seen as dichotomous and therefore social enterprises as 

paradoxical. As such, these unclear concepts constitute a hurdle when conducting 

research. 

A potential limitation of this thesis is related to the inherent pitfalls when 

employing the case study method, in that these do arguably not provide substantial 

basis for generalization.  Yet some of our findings may be transferred to other cases, 

or serve as a source of inspiration for other Social enterprise-start-ups. Auara’s 

current success in implementing a sustainable business model with a social mission 

could possibly set an example, both for newcomers in the Spanish and European 

markets for water and soft drinks, as well as for others with the desire to create a 

social enterprise.   

Our initial premise was to conduct a multiple case study, in order to test 

theories and concepts on various cases, and to generate multiple organizational 

perspectives, thereby providing more evidence on social enterprises in Spain. 

However, given our study program being business and developing studies, as well as 

our own personal interest in the underdeveloped and disadvantaged communities, 

we were exclusively interested in social enterprises with activities in developing 

country settings. However, this type of enterprise appears to be seldom in Spain. To 

our knowledge, Auara is the only enterprise in Spain that matches this specific 

profile. Consequently, establishing contact to the enterprise became paramount to 

our research. Indeed, it would have been valuable to compare Auara to other similar 

cases. Though our data is based on one single case, we put forward the notion that 
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these has been triangulated with other sources of secondary data, thus increasing 

the validity of our own data generated for this thesis. 

We explain part of Auara’s success by its capacity to manage its entire set of 

stakeholders. These findings are based on excerpts from the interview with the 

founder, as well as on the existing literature, and stakeholder theories. The 

stakeholders’ perspective vis-à-vis Auara was not prioritized in this study. However, 

since Auara’s survival ultimately depends on its stakeholders, future research could 

include a qualitative study on stakeholders’ individual perception in order to clarify 

stakeholder expectations and investigate the dyadic relation between a social 

enterprise and its stakeholders, a subject highly relevant to other social enterprises 

than just Auara.    

Some results are exclusively based on the founders’ experience, thus 

decreasing the validity of these results. For instance, the section regarding the 

impact investors’ profile is solely based on the founders’ experiences. From other 

datasets we have found that social impact investment is gaining more prominence 

these years, yet we have not been able to find any indications that these investors 

constitutes a particular profile, thus providing basis for further research. 

The final idea for future research is related to the millennials who will soon 

dominate the labour force. It would indeed be interesting to make a study on the 

personality features of this cohort, and investigate the impact that these may have on 

the proliferation of social enterprises. 
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7. Appendices 

7.1. Appendix 1   
 
Questions for interviews with Auara 
 
 

• What are the specific challenges of being a social enterprise in Spain? 
• ¿Cuáles son los desafíos específicos de ser una empresa social en 

España? 
 

• Why is the Social Enterprise Mark certification important to Auara.  
• ¿Por qué es importante la Social Enterprise Mark certificación para 

Auara?  
  

• What challenges and problems did you experience in the start-up 
process and how did you come around these? 

• ¿Qué desafíos y problemas encontrasteis en el proceso de start-up y 
que habéis hecho para  solucionarlos?  

 
• Who are your most important stakeholders? 
• ¿Cuales son vuestros grupos de interés más importantes?  

 
• What are their expectations? (Do you see any conflicting interests?) (If 

yes, how do you manage these?) 
• ¿Cuales son las expectativas de los grupos de interés? (¿ves algún 

conflicto de interés?) (en caso afirmativo,¿ Cómo lo gestionáis?    
 

• Have you ever rejected an offer that you regarded as compromising 
your social mission? 

• ¿Alguna vez habéis rechazado una oferta por no ser compatible con 
vuestra objetivo social?   
 

• In relation to your expansion of Auara’s activities, what do you see as 
potential future challenges? 

• ¿En relación con la expansión de las actividades de Auara, ¿Cuáles 
serían los posibles retos del futuro? 
 

• Do you have any concern that mission drift may become a threat to the 
enterprise? What is your strategy in terms of avoiding mission drift? 

•  
• ¿ Os preocupa que una posible desviación de vuestra misión (mission 

drift) pueda convertirse una amenaza para la empresa? ¿Cuál sería 
vuestra estrategia para evitar que se convierta una amenaza?  
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7.2. Appendix 2  
 
Interview with Auara founder Antonio Espinosa 
 
¿Cómo ha surgido la idea de Auara? 
 

Estuve trabajando en varios proyectos de cooperación, me fui a Perú, 
Camboya, y luego estuve trabajando en Etiopía en la construcción de un de 
una ONG española y estuve 6 meses, en Etiopía, y allí descubrí que la gente 
se moría porque no tenía agua. Y fue por eso un poco que la idea, con la que 
empezamos el proyecto. Estaba construyendo el hospital pero la gente venía 
al hospital por los problemas que tenían por relación con el  agua. El agua es 
lo más básico.  
 
¿Cuáles son los desafíos de ser una empresa social en España?  
 

1) El primer desafío nuestro ha sido explicarlo, qué es una empresa 
social. Porque, cada vez más, pero sobre todo hace un par de años o tres, la 
gente no sabía lo que era y no tenía concepto, y a veces preguntaban, eres 
una empresa o eres una ONG, qué es esto, la gente no acababa de 
comprender que puedes intentar montar una empresa que sea rentable, pero 
sin ánimo de lucro. Y bueno, pues la primera fase fue muy pedagógica, 
explicar que somos esto, hacemos esto, había mucho, al principio la falta de 
entenderlo también genera como sospechas, a ver esta gente porque, pues 
todo el mundo al principio hablan de los ONGs, sospechan un poco  a veces, 
pero poco a poco eso lo vemos mejor, yo creo que cada vez la gente va 
entendiendo mejor lo que es una empresa social, cada vez hay más apertura 
en este sentido y luego más retos. 

2) La financiación de una empresa social, no ha sido nada fácil, 
también hacer entender a toda la cadena de valor, a los distribuidores a las 
tiendas, a los clientes, que no se trata de un charity, que no somos un charity. 
Tienen que tener dinero para esto, tiene que mantener su .. sostenible, 
porque si no, no  va a durar a lo largo plazo para ellos, a veces llegas y la 
gente piensas que estás haciendo un favor y no acaban de entender que en 
el fondo esto tiene que ser una alternativa a otra marca. Y qué más... 

3) Los propios de cualquier start-up, la dificultad de los costes 
elevados que hay para contratar, la falta de ayudas al principio, mmm no sé, 
las normales, están las dificultades de cualquier empresa, y añadidas las de 
la empresa social. 

4) La situación económica de España, también es un problema, cada 
vez menos yo creo, se nota que la cosa va mejor, pero sí sí desde luego, yo 
creo que, este año es verdad que nuestro sector ha crecido un 6 por ciento, 
después de varios años de la crisis, ha sido muy duro para el sector, y 
también ha sido una oportunidad en el sentido de que hemos sido capaces 
de encontrar una fábrica de infraestructuras productivas a buenos precios con 
ganas de hacer proyectos distintos y necesidades en el fondo de hacer 
proyectos nuevos porque la crisis se ha hecho mucho daño. Si les hubiera ido 
muy muy bien, igual no se hubieran planteado meterse en estas cosas pero 
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también la necesidad de abrir nuevos campos nos ha ayudado a encontrar 
socios del proyecto.  

 
 
¿Y en ningún momento pensaste en ser un ONG?  
 

No, porque de hecho cuando empezamos el proyecto dijimos que iba a 
ser una empresa social por lo mal que estaban las ONGs, las ONGs estaban 
despidiendo a sus equipos, terminando proyectos a mitad, porque no había 
subvenciones, y eso nos hacía reflexionar, oye, que falta un motor de 
ingresos recurrentes a lo largo plazo que no dependa de subvenciones 
puntuales, y que no sea tan imprevisible, el tema de las subvenciones es que 
igual este año tienes una subvención de un millón de euros, pero el año que 
viene, no la tienes. Si trabajas en un mercado te puedes caer un 4-5-10 por 
ciento, pero no se te va todo al trasto. Entonces un poco este sostenibilidad 
nos parecía importante. 
 
¿La mala reputación de las ONGs?   
 

No es que las ONGs tengas mala reputación, es que la gente en 
España en general sospecha mucho, los españoles sospechan de todo, de 
las ONGs pero de las empresas sociales y de todo que suena a que alguien, 
pues está intentando de ser solidario, al principio la gente no te cree, en 
España es así.  
 
¿Por qué es importante la Social Enterprise Mark certificación para 
Auara?   
 

Es muy inglesa, es muy UK. Porque allí básicamente encontramos dos 
opciones de certificación de nuestra labor social. Esta y B-corp. Lo que pasa 
es que B-corp es menos exigente en cuanto a tu modelo de negocio social, 
pero es más exigente en cuestiones que tiene a ver con tu política interna, y 
nosotros no podemos ser b-corp básicamente porque yo no cobro un sueldo. 
Entonces B-corp se preocupa mucho de que la gente de las empresas cobren 
sueldos dignos y cosas de este tipo. Entonces ahora mismo vamos a ser B-
corp el año que viene, pero hasta ahora no hemos podido serlo. Y nos 
parecía que Social Enterprise Mark era muy exigente, ellos define lo que es 
una empresa social, ponen unos mínimos porque nosotros encontramos que 
hay como mucha desinformación, como cualquiera puede decir; yo tengo una 
empresa social, sin tener muy definido lo que hace, ni porque es una 
empresa social, y sí ellos sí que lo hacen, ellos te dicen que una empresa 
social tiene que ingresar un mínimo 50 por ciento a través de ventas, que 50 
por ciento de los dividendos tiene que tener fines sociales, se meten en tus 
estatutos. Son muy intensivos en cuanto a tu modelo de negocio, y para 
nosotros es importante porque nosotros hemos sido muy exigentes con 
nosotros mismos y nuestro modelo de negocio y tener una forma de 
certificarlo nos parecía muy interesante. 
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¿La falta de una figura legal, lo veis como un problema?   
 

Yo creo que una figura legal distinta, primero; te define como una 
empresa diferente de alguna manera nosotros somos una SL no tenemos 
ninguna particularidad en cuando a fiscalidad o facilidad ni nada, con 
respecto a una empresa normal, cuando en el fondo somos un non-profit 
quizás debería haber una figura entre la fundación y  la sociedad porque en 
realidad tampoco podemos ser una fundación, sólo por la ley de las 
fundaciones, para cumplir con los supuestos que te permiten tener esta 
fiscalidad especial,  tienes que cumplir que más de 60 por ciento de 
tus  ingresos tienen que venir a través de donaciones, y por lo tanto no 
podemos estar allí entonces faltaría esta figura intermedia, no, de empresa 
social.  
 
¿Y por qué no la hay? Como todo el tema de economía social está muy 
desarrollado?  
 

Si pero, con la economía social desde el punto de vista tradicional es 
donación. No hay ningún ecosistema de empresas sociales no hay cultura de 
empresas sociales en España, porque todavía hay como mucho reparo, a 
que hay una actividad empresarial  detrás de algo social en España. Las 
empresas están un poco estigmatizadas, parece que el empresario es un 
explotador de la gente, entonces me parece que falta cambiar el chip y darse 
cuenta que la empresa tiene una función social importante y no hay interés 
porque no hay crítica suficiente, no hay suficiente demanda para que los 
políticos se ponga a trabajar en algo así… es mi opinión.  
 
¿Cuáles son vuestros grupos de interés más importantes? 
 

Tenemos los de cualquier empresa, desde nuestros socios, 
financiadores, proveedores, clientes, luego tenemos los de nuestra 
comunidad, seguidores, embajadores, también queremos que los clientes 
sean embajadores, y luego tenemos los beneficiarios de los proyectos, que 
son en realidad los accionistas en el fondo, los dividendos son para ellos, son 
nuestros jefes, entonces ellos son los más importantes,  
 
¿Lo de los embajadores, lo puedes explicar un poco?    
 

Si, básicamente la idea es, tenemos que convertir a que la gente que 
nos compra, a nuestra comunidad, en personas que vayan a sitios y vendan 
a nosotros,  que están orgullosos y que cuenten lo que hacemos, porque al 
final en realidad nosotros no podemos hacer un esfuerzo  a nivel de 
comunicación muy grande o en marketing o gastarnos mucho dinero en 
publicidad, televisión, carteles, etc entonces tenemos que aprovechar que 
podemos hacerlo de forma orgánica y generar una comunidad de 
embajadores que es un base de clientes, hay que involucrar mucho a la 
gente en los proyectos con el fin que tiene la empresa y que la gente se 
sienta orgullosa y cuenta lo que hacemos, y eso lo intentamos hacer entre los 
redes sociales, mmm no se con newsletter, campañas, intentar ser muy 
activos en ese sentido, aprovechar que eso es gratis. 
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¿Cuál es el plan del futuro? 
 

El plan es este, (una botella de otro formato),el plan básicamente es, 
estamos con un distribuidor para llevar a nivel nacional porque ahora solo 
estamos en Madrid y haciendo cositas pero muy puntuales por allí, y 
queremos empezar a vender a nivel nacional. Tenemos que comunicar a 
nivel nacional, lanzaros este formato (2 litro), un formato de 1 litro también, 
tenemos medio litro solo, y estamos también trabajando en productos 
nuevos, no es un secreto pero todavía no está definido. Está definida la línea 
estratégica, pero no tenemos todavía una receta o fórmula. Sabemos que va 
a ser sin azúcar, sin mmm, alejado del mundo de refresco, va a ser productos 
naturales, pero no está definido lo que va a ser. Lo que sí que vamos a hacer 
es aprovechar las cosas buenas que ya hemos aprendido con este producto, 
sobre todo las redes de distribución que hemos abierto, pero también 
solucionar, o mejorar las dificultades que hemos encontrado con este. Pues 
que es un producto, el agua es un mercado muy maduro, competido, con 
muchas exclusividades, con mucha dificultad a entrar la venta, y bueno todo 
esto, lo vamos a evitarlo con el producto nuevo. Enfocándolo en ese 
aprendizaje. Pero bueno, aprovechando la red de distribución que ya 
estamos abriendo.  
 
¿No piensas vender fuera de España?       
 

No, por ese mismo motivo. Porque transportar el agua es poco 
sostenible. El CO2 que genera el agua ,transportándola desde España hasta 
Dinamarca, no tiene mucho sentido. Nosotros hemos apostado en materiales 
100 por 100 reciclados de la botella, para el futuro también una de las planes 
que tenemos es, para el 2020 tenemos que eliminar el plástico de packaging, 
trabajar con materiales de origen orgánico, pero el tema de exportación es 
complicado por eso, así podemos ir a Dinamarca si contratamos a una 
embotelladora en donde fabricarlo. Pero si no, mmm la verdad es que todavía 
queda mucho mercado nacional para explotar, y antes de exportar preferimos 
distribuir nuevos productos a nivel nacional.  
 
¿Y la botella es cara? Tiene pinta de costar más que otras botellas de 
agua  
 

Si es más cara, nosotros somos una marca más cara también, no 
somos la marca más barata del mercado, tampoco somos muy cara eh, 
dentro de la línea de los precios estamos colgado en medio, no estamos con 
las marcas muy premium, tenemos unos precios bastante accesibles. 
Estamos en la categoría media-alta dentro del consumo.  

En restaurantes nos han vendido hasta los 8 euros, pero lo normal en 
un restaurante son 2 euros, en el supermercado, que también es el precio 
que más controlamos, estamos a 57 céntimos. El envase es 100 por ciento 
reciclado, la etiqueta y el tapón todavía no. Es una barbaridad la cantidad de 
botellas que se produce.  

La verdad es que en Europa, los que más agua de botella consumen 
son los alemanes per cápita. Luego los italianos, los franceses, y luego los 
españoles. Nosotros consumimos bastante. Pero en general se consume 
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demasiada agua de botella, una barbaridad. Vale, es verdad que el agua de 
grifo puede que no sea lo más rica, pero se puede beber perfectamente, es 
potable, o ponlo un filtro. Yo muy rara vez bebo agua de botella y soy muy 
partidario del agua de grifo porque es lo más sostenible que hay, pero es 
verdad que hay un mercado grande creciente en España que crece con 6 por 
ciento pero a nivel internacional crece más que 10 por ciento , digamos es un 
mercado que para nosotros, que tiene unas contradicciones irregulares, no es 
muy sostenible no es muy ecológico, no sé, pero hemos intentado mejorar las 
cosas desde dentro, las condiciones no se mejoran desde fuera criticándolas 
y destruyéndolas, sino entrando y cambiándolas, y eso es un poco lo que 
intentamos, no solo concienciar a través de la  sostenibilidad de materiales, 
sino también haciendo la comunicación sobre el consumo responsable igual 
que a los alcoholes les obligan a  hablar del consumo responsable, nosotros 
también tenemos un deber en hablar del consumo responsable en estas 
cosas y no conformar un consumo exagerado y ser un poco coherente un 
poco con las cosas que decimos.  
 
¿Es difícil mantener el equilibrio entre ser una empresa social y 
empresa normal?  
 

Si que es difícil, al final entrar en un mercado que tiene unas reglas, 
unas lógicas, y la lógica del mercado es competir. Y por lo menos el mercado 
que tenemos y la realidad es que cuando nosotros entramos el mercado el 
resto de las marcas, intentan competir con nosotros aunque somos muy 
pequeños pero bueno las marcas grande van un poco.. Mmm.. Tienen todo 
perfectamente estudiado y cualquier cosita pequeña que salga, van a por ella 
entonces entramos en esta dinámica, y al final pues, tienes que entrar un 
poco en este juego porque si no, no eres capaz de distribuir como ellos, de 
competir en precios con ellos, es súper difícil, no sólo la parte productiva de 
economía escala a precios y ajuste de márgenes, sino también la 
distribución, la distribución está ocupada por grande empresas y entrar a 
estas circunstancias es muy difícil, entonces tienes que entrar allí sin acabar 
como ellos, mantener el espíritu. Y en el espíritu intentas que todas las partes 
de la cadena de valor tengan un trabajo digno, un salario digno, no sé, por 
ejemplo la material prima, intentamos que venga de sitios controlados, que 
aseguramos que hacen las cosas bien, con nuestros proveedores firmamos 
un código de conducta. Y eso.. igual no consigues el producto más barato, 
pero a lo largo plazo para nosotros es bueno porque es coherente. Yo creo 
que es lo mismo cuando intentas construir la marca más fuerte del mercado, 
si haces las cosas bien, cuesta más empezar pero a largo plazo, si aguantas 
y si eres constante consigues generar una marca fuerte y consigues tener 
unos valores que tus clientes valoran, y bueno, estamos en eso.  
 
¿Los inversores, son diferentes? 
 

Sí, el tipo de persona que buscamos es alguien que no sólo busca 
rentabilidad. Sí, hay que haber rentabilidad económica, es importante, que 
invertir en una empresa social sea rentable, que no sea una donación al 
fondo perdido, pero la persona que invierte en nosotros tiene que tener un 
perfil de inversionista distinta, la renta económica no es el único fin, ni es el 
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fin máximo, la idea es que cuando invierte en Auara.. es lo que es la inversión 
impacto, combinar rentabilidad económica con rentabilidad social  y 
medioambiental, entonces tú estás dispuesto a rescindir de cierta rentabilidad 
económica con tal sabiendo que tu inversión es éticamente responsable. 
Cada vez se ve este tipo de inversores. Pero no es fácil eh, no es tan fácil 
como un start-up que puede buscar una rentabilidad, esto tiene riesgo como 
un start-up, pero no tiene rentabilidad entonces es difícil encontrar una 
inversor que tenga conciencia suficiente para renunciar esta rentabilidad y 
buscar otras cosas, pero la realidad es que encontramos inversores digamos 
de “tiquet saldos”, gente con mucho dinero que quieren diversificar un poco 
su portfolio, por ejemplo, y que ya ha invertido en bolsa, en inmobiliario,  en 
venta capital, lo que sea, y ahora quiero dentro de mis inversiones 4-5-6 por 
ciento diversificarlo y hacer una inversión de impacto y hacer algo con mis 
inversiones también. Pero luego también, particulares, gente que, nosotros 
hicimos una ronda de crowdfunding desde 500 euros, cualquier persona casi 
de la calle puede invertir en impacto y también hemos tenido muy buen 
resultado, así que no sólo es un perfil muy determinado, en general es una 
sensibilidad que yo creo que tiene cada vez más la gente. Y además hoy en 
día vas al banco, y el banco te da un… algo de rentabilidad así que la gente 
está diversificando sus inversiones hacia sectores menos tradicionales, a 
PYMES hacia porque la rentabilidad del sector bancaria.. Ehh y eso nos 
viene bien.  
 
¿Y las empresas hacen este tipo de inversiones como parte de su RSC? 
 
Sí, también.  
 
¿Colaboráis con ONGs?  
 

Si, cuando hacemos proyectos los hacemos siempre en la mano de un 
socio local. Siempre tenemos que tener a alguien en terreno que se 
responsabilice de ...sobre todo nosotros, hay algunas cosas que son 
innegociables, por ejemplo un seguimiento de 5 años, involucrar a la gente de 
la comunidad local, de los comunidades nosotros pedimos que financien un 5 
por ciento del proyecto, que pongan un valor de 5 ciento del proyecto. 
Muchas veces no en dinero sino en mano de obra, porque no tienen dinero. 
Si dan dinero no comen. entonces , es mano de obra, alojamiento, material 
de construcción ehh, lo que ellos pueden poner. Pero es muy importante 
tanto tener alguien local, que conoce la comunidad, que lleva tiempo, que es 
parte de la comunidad. 

Y luego, muchas veces utilizamos ONGs aquí en España como 
paraguas, como transito del dinero porque como al final, a nivel fiscal, si lo 
hacemos directo.. Y a través de una ONG local aquí en España tenemos un 
extensión de 40 % de la donación entonces siempre trabajamos con socios 
que no nos cobran costes de gestión ni nada, simplemente es una forma de 
que llegue el dinero a terreno de forma eficiente.  
 
 
 
 



! 111 

¿Cuál es el desafío más grande del futuro?  
 

Hay tantos, eeeh yo creo que es crecer. Nosotros estamos en un 
mercado de mucho volumen. El agua, si vendes por un millón de euros, no 
eres sostenible. Estamos en un sector, que no es como montar un bar. Es un 
sector de escala, entonces para ser competitivo, y para ser rentable tenemos 
que vender de orden 7-8 millones de litros (al año), 3 millones de euros para 
empezar a ser una empresa con potencia real y que soporta una estructura 
suficiente. Entonces el reto es crecer sin perder los valores. Así, crecer 
manteniendo nuestra identidad, nuestros compromisos, nuestra apuesta por 
materiales renovables, por innovaciones, por sostenibilidad, y bueno es un 
reto grande, porque la competencia es muy dura. Esta competencia, no son 
marcas locales, son Danone, Nestlé, Coca Cola, son gigantescos.  

Desde el punto de vista del cliente final, tenemos claro que la marca 
funciona muy bien, de hecho somos la marca que tiene más seguidores en 
Instagram, a nivel nacional,  somos los que más crece en Facebook. Así 
funciona muy bien. Lo difícil es abrir los canales B2B,, con los clientes 
empresas distribuidores, pero lo vamos a conseguir. 
 
¿Se está poniendo de moda en España el apoyo a productores 
pequeños como vosotros? 
 

En España es una tendencia, pero no es algo generalizado. En el 
mundo que vivimos, en nuestra pequeña burbuja, en la que estamos, si que 
lo parece que hay una tendencia, pero la verdad es que el 90 por ciento de la 
gente en España no se preocupa si Coca Cola es una empresa responsable, 
no se lo plantean. Hace falta mucha más cultura todavía en cuanto a los 
hábitos de consumo, el impacto de lo que compras, es una tendencia y yo 
creo que esta mejorando pero, y las grandes marcas lo saben, y tienen miedo 
de hecho, pero falta mucho por hacer. Quizás en Dinamarca la gente esté 
más concienciada. Falta mucha conciencia aquí en España, la gente que le 
cuesta llegar al fin de mes tiene otras preocupaciones.  

Sí que hay ecología, no, de hecho en Madrid hay muchas iniciativas 
como car-sharing, tenemos Uber, coches eléctricos, sí que hay una tendencia 
muy fuerte pero todavía falta que llegue a la gran parte de la población. Igual 
que la producción ecológica está en España, pero no se consume aquí.  
 
¿En Dinamarca hay ecología en todos los supermercados, aquí no?   
 

Aquí poco a poco. Es verdad que por ejemplo Carrefour está abriendo 
unos supermercados ecológicos, en Cataluña hay más tradición de 
supermercados ecológicos. LIDL y ALDI que son alemanes, han empezado a 
tener mucho producto ecológico en España también, pero bueno, poco a 
poco.  
 
¿Crecer como empresa económicamente y mantener los valores, es 
difícil?    
 

Sí es difícil, la realidad es que al corto plazo en general es más fácil 
tomar decisiones que no son responsables, así cuando tu vas a un 
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proveedor, es como con la ropa. Si vas a comprar una camiseta de 4 euros, 
algo va mal. Si tu compras una camiseta de 4 euros, alguien en la cadena de 
valor no está ganando como debería. Porque una camiseta no puede costar 
eso, con algodón extraído de Burkina Faso producido en Bangladesh, 
transportado en barco, no puede ser, es imposible, si las condiciones son 
dignas en toda la cadena de valor, que ocurre,  esta camiseta te va a durar 6 
meses. Si te pones una camiseta de 25 euros, pues allí las cosas empiezan a 
funcionar, pero tienes que hacer un esfuerzo mucho mayor al principio. Es 
verdad que la camiseta te va a durar 2 o 3 años , pero es un poco el mismo 
símil, es más fácil comprar y funcionar de forma no coherente con tus 
valores, pero al largo plazo yo creo que funciona mucho mejor, ser coherente.  
 
¿También vendéis camisetas, nos puede contar un poco sobre eso?  
 

Sí, vendemos por la web camisetas. Son de algodón orgánico, y de 
comercio justo. En todos los certificados. Pero el textil es más de campaña, 
no es un producto core business, esto es un mercado que nosotros vamos 
conociendo poco a poco, y los mercados son tan tan complicados, y 
especializados que tienes que ser especialista. Y si nos diversificamos será 
en un mercado similar a él del agua. No sabemos nada de textil, no tenemos 
ni idea. Son chulas las camisetas, pero nosotros no sabemos cómo 
venderlos. Tampoco sabemos vender bebidas, vamos aprendiendo poco a 
poco. Algo sabemos, y tenemos que aprovechar. Si intentamos aprender algo 
de camisetas, vamos a hacer un lío.  
 
¿También es vender un idea?  
 

Yo creo que tienes que tener el enfoque muy claro, al final el mundo es 
tan competitivo, y es tan difícil hacer cualquier cosa, que o te centras en una 
línea que sabes hacer y qué aprendes a hacer en el fondo por lo menos al 
principio, si vendes camisetas por allí bebidas por allí, yo que sé jamones por 
allá, es un poco complicado. 
 
¿Vuestro objetivo siempre va a ser social?    
 

Sí, siempre. Tampoco me interesa vender botellas de agua. Me da 
igual, no tengo ningún interés en vender botellas. Lo que quiero es venderlas 
como medio para un fin. Pero hace tres años, nunca me había planteado 
vender botellas de agua, no me gustaba especialmente. Ahora sí les he 
cogido cariño pero… El agua es un producto con muy poco diferenciación, no 
es como productos que tiene una receta especial, un valor añadido. El agua 
es agua. Aunque te cuenten que uno lleva más  minerales que el otro.. es 
agua, no te compliques, es agua. Cuando introduces valores distintos, sí que 
los valores llaman mucho la atención y son muy diferenciales. 

En UK hay empresas similares y en Australia hay un par de marcas 
fuertes que hacen cosas así. En Alemania hay una también pero es más 
pequeñita, es como nosotros. arrancando.    
Interview 2: AGUA – el agua responsable 
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El proyecto empieza en un momento en que justo yo había vuelto de 
un viaje. Estuve construyendo un hospital en Etiopia, con una ONG que se 
llama ”Amigos de Silva”  - había estado unos meses allí después de algunas 
experiencias de cooperación y esta última experiencia me había marcado 
mucho con el tema del agua, porque estábamos construyendo un hospital 
pero veíamos que muchas veces los problemas de la gente están muy 
relacionados con el agua, venía gente, niños con la tripa hinchada, porque 
habían bebido agua sucia, venían niños desnutridos porque no había llovido y 
entonces no había cultivos, venía gente con heridas que no tenía agua para 
lavárselas, de repente veías el agua detrás de un montón de cosas 

Entonces un poco con esta idea volví a Madrid y me encontré con 
Pablo Urbano que es un amigo mío del cole de toda la vida, y tomando unas 
cervezas, y él estaba aquí de voluntario con una empresa social, y entonces 
de repente mezclamos un concepto de empresa social y el concepto de hacer 
algo con el agua, proyectos de agua, de llevar agua potable a estos sitios, y 
decidimos montar una empresa social que se dedicará a llevar agua potable 
a lugares en los que la gente no la tiene, y dándole una vuelta dijimos, si 
queremos hacer proyectos de agua y queremos montar una empresa que nos 
financie, vamos a vender agua también, o sea vender agua aquí para llevar 
agua allí, una idea muy directa. Muy ingenua también, al principio, porque no 
teníamos ni idea de lo que era vender agua, ni de lo que eran las botellas, 
pero surgió todo un poco de esa idea primera. Hemos empezado a vender en 
septiembre de este año, han sido dos años y pico de maduración del 
proyecto, en los que hemos hecho de todo, hemos hecho plan de negocio, 
análisis de mercado, conseguir financiación para un proyecto social y luego 
también todo el diseño de la marca que para nosotros era muy importante y 
de repente en todo ese proceso cogió como un segundo pilar fundamental la 
sostenibilidad. 

Nosotros de repente hicimos la reflexión de que vale, vamos a intentar 
solucionar el problema que es el problema del agua en el mundo, pero no 
podemos generar un problema ecológico en España para solucionar otro 
problema, no tenía sentido, entonces nos planteamos que nuestras botellas, 
que es nuestra actividad empresarial, tenía que tener el menor impacto 
medioambiental posible, empezamos a investigar y al día de hoy eso se ha 
traducido en que somos la primera marca de Europa que fabrica con un 
100% de material reciclado sus botellas y esos son un poco los pilares de la 
marca,  el pilar social y el pilar medioambiental. 
  
Os habéis planteado vender fuera de España? 
  

No está planteado, en principio por una cuestión y es que nosotros no 
queremos mover demasiado, una de las cosas que más impacto 
medioambiental tiene es el transporte y la logística del producto, entonces la 
reflexión que nos hacemos es, no tiene mucho sentido que yo me vaya a 
Alemania a vender agua que tienen en Alemania, y que pueden sacar mucho 
más cerca con un impacto medioambiental mucho menor, sí que es verdad 
que surgen oportunidades en otros lugares en los que sí hace falta agua, en 
un país como México por ejemplo, que sí tienen una escasez importante, 
países como Arabia Saudí, no tienen agua, entonces estamos en el punto de 
plantearnos que quizá sí tiene sentido exportar a algunos países por la 
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situación que tienen allí, pero en general no creemos que tenga mucho 
sentido el llevar agua a sitios en los que no hay una necesidad real. 

Es verdad que hay muchos sitios en España en los que la gente no 
quiere beber agua del grifo porque la calidad del agua del grifo no es buena, 
no es que no sea potable, porque había que ver el agua que beben en otros 
países, que es terrible, pero es verdad que hay una demanda, hay un 
mercado que existe y nosotros lo que dijimos fue, vamos a entrar en este 
mercado y vamos a hacer las cosas de una manera en la que creemos dentro 
de este mercado, y que el que quiera comprar una botella de agua, al 
comprarla puede hacer un acto bueno, un acto positivo. 
  
Distribución 
  

Tenemos distribución para hostelería en algunas provincias, 
trabajamos en Madrid con un distribuidor que se llama Delgado selección, 
trabajamos en Barcelona con un distribuidor que se llama Tasta, trabajamos, 
bueno estamos abriendo distribuidores en distintas provincias, distribuimos a 
través de El Corte Inglés al nivel nacional pero poco a poco estamos 
intentando entrar sobre todo en empresas de gran distribución, en grupos de 
supermercado que son los que dan gran volumen y los que te permiten llegar 
a toda España, pero es verdad que muchas veces nos escriben y nos 
mandan emails y dicen, ”oye, donde puedo conseguir agua en Valladolid”, 
donde puedo conseguir agua en sitios en los que realmente no tenemos 
mucha presencia y pues ojalá a lo largo de 2017 consigamos entrar en estos 
grupos que nos permiten expansión nacional 
  
Tenéis miedo de que al aumentar la distribución, el mensaje se pierda? 
  

Sí, es algo que nos hemos planteado, porque cuando tenemos pocos 
clientes y podemos mimarlos, pues el mensaje llega mejor, pero también 
hacemos un esfuerzo grande en que la propia botella sea un elemento de 
transmisión, nos hemos dado cuenta de que al final la botella de agua, es 
algo con que uno interactúa prácticamente a diario, en el trabajo, en el coche, 
haciendo deporte, y también es una herramienta de comunicación muy 
valiosa, entonces si esa herramienta puede comunicar cosas positivas y que 
cuando la persona que compra la botella esté viendo pues que tiene un fin 
social, que además lo puede comprobar porque una de las cosas que hemos 
hecho es poner un código QR en la etiqueta, que tu desde tu móvil puedes 
saber a qué proyecto estás colaborando con tu botella, entonces intentamos 
que haya esa relación directa de transparencia y que el consumidor o el que 
la compra o el al que le llega diga oye, esto tiene sentido, lo puedo ver. 

  
Referentes 
  

La verdad es que el mundo de la empresa social en España tiene poco 
desarrollo todavía, está empezando cada vez más, pero en el mundo 
anglosajón hemos encontrado otras empresas que hacen cosas parecidas, 
una empresa como Toms que venden zapatillas, en origen era para llevar 
zapatillas o calzado a personas que viven en países en vías de desarrollo, 
hoy en día hacen de todo, hacen oftalmología, hacen acceso a agua, son una 



! 115 

multinacional de la ayuda social, pero ellos son un ejemplo muy bueno, 
hemos encontrado incluso otras empresas de agua que están haciendo 
cosas parecidas en otros lugares del mundo, no tanto por la parte 
medioambiental sino por la parte social, y hemos encontrado buenos 
referentes, nosotros lo hemos hecho de otra forma, lo hemos intentado 
adaptar al mercado español, y sobre todo a nuestra concepción de que 
nosotros no sólo vendemos agua sino que hacemos los proyectos porque 
hemos encontrado muchas empresas que dicen que destinan sus beneficios 
y se los dan a una ONG por ejemplo, para nosotros era muy importante que 
las dos cosas estuvieran bajo el mismo paraguas, porque al final nos 
molestamos mucho en desarrollar sus proyectos, somos muy exigentes 
porque nos cuesta mucho ganar el dinero, y como nos cuesta mucho que 
entre nos cuesta mucho que salga y creemos que las dos cosas estén juntas 
es muy valioso, además nos permite una trazabilidad, nos permite hoy decirle 
al consumidor, no que se está donando a una ONG sino que ese éste es el 
proyecto que está en este sitio, que es para estas personas, y que tiene este 
impacto, y eso es muy valioso, y luego aquí en España si que hay muchos 
referentes, tenemos la Unión, las empresas de la ONCE, que es un modelo 
espectacular, yo creo que es más desconocido de lo que debería, pero es 
una empresa grandísima, una gran empresa social, como un gran ”holding” 
de empresas sociales bajo la cual hay empresas de seguridad, empresas de 
retail, hay hoteles, hay de todo, es impresionante y es una empresa social 
que da trabajo a personas con ceguera o con otras discapacidades, está 
dicho, hemos estado viendo la fundación Carmen  Pardo Valcarce que da 
trabajo a personas con discapacidad y además hacen cosas espectaculares, 
son competitivos en precios en temas de papelería o sea, poco a poco ves 
empresas, ves lo que antes eran fundaciones y vivían más de la subvención 
o de la donación, y ahora poco a poco hay una transición hacia el auto-
sostenibilidad económica a través de prestar un servicio, vender un producto, 
y yo creo que cada vez más se va a ver el tema este de la empresa social, 
porque lo demanda la gente, no, 
  
Qué seguimiento hacéis de los proyectos? 

  
El seguimiento de los proyectos empieza desde el principio, o sea, 

desde el ver con quién trabajamos, dónde trabajamos, cómo trabajamos, 
nosotros tenemos un poco una serie de criterios para seleccionar primero las 
organizaciones con las que trabajamos, siempre para nosotros es 
fundamental que haya alguien local, que haya un socio local, que haya 
alguien que esté en terreno, que conozca las necesidades, o sea, que el 
proyecto no venga de nosotros, que nosotros no lleguemos a un sitio y 
digamos, aquí hace falta esto sino que sea una demanda de la gente allí que 
sabe lo que realmente necesita, entonces trabajamos con ONGs locales, 
hemos hecho ahora, por ejemplo, un proyecto con una asociación de padres 
de alumnos del colegio, o sea siempre tiene que haber esa infraestructura 
local que te permita tener un tejido social en el sitio, ahora ha sido una 
maravilla porque hemos ido a visitar el proyecto de Benin del cole, y hemos 
dormido en casa de una de la familias de la asociación de padres en su 
chabolita y nos han cogido fenomenal y ha sido increíble. Pero primero 
seleccionamos a los socios,  hay unos criterios de transparencia, pedimos 
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cuentas anuales, pedimos memorias de proyectos, saber qué han hecho 
antes, temas de agua por ejemplo, que tienen experiencia en proyectos de 
agua, eso es fundamental y luego vamos proyecto por proyecto, diseñamos 
un contrato de ejecución con ellos y luego diseñamos también el seguimiento 
a dos, para cada proyecto, buscamos saber qué métricas de seguimiento 
tiene más sentido, por ejemplo en el caso del pozo que hemos hecho en el 
cole, las listas de asistencia a clase de los niños son un dato súper bueno, 
porque cuando los niños tienen que ir a por agua, no pueden ir al cole, 
entonces eso se nota claramente en las listas de asistencia, si hay un pozo 
en el cole eso mitiga totalmente el absintismo escolar. En el caso del 
proyecto que tenemos ahora en Camboya que hemos hecho baños para 
familias con VIH, nos basamos en los datos del centro de salud local. En 
cada sitio buscamos la forma de medir el impacto. Y luego, nuestra idea es 
que, en esos contratos de ejecución, comprometamos al socio local a que 
nos dé un seguimiento de cinco años. Esto a veces nos cuesta mucho, 
porque, oye, pues, estar encima de las cosas es muy difícil. Para nosotros es 
muy importante que, sobre todo si has hecho un esfuerzo, si has hecho una 
inversión, muchas veces el gran drama es que luego queda eso así, y se 
estropea una pieza y pasa lo que sea, y por una pequeña reparación que 
costaría muy poco, la infraestructura está sin usar. A veces esos proyectos, 
pues haces una inversión importante, haces un proyecto espectacular, pero si 
no hay un seguimiento detrás, y si no eres capaz de reportar y por lo menos, 
no sé, no se trata de un seguimiento muy intenso, pero por lo menos que una 
vez al año seamos conscientes de lo que hay allí, de lo que ha ocurrido, de si 
está funcionando, como está funcionando, como está impactando, y oye, 
pues si hay un problema poner los medios para solucionarlo, porque nos 
hemos encontrado esa realidad, nos hemos encontrado por ejemplo un 
montón de pozos estropeados, pozos a los que hace falta inversiones de 
1000-1500 euros sobre inversiones iniciales pues igual de 10000-15000 euro, 
y es una pena porque son proyectos que no son cosas que están paradas.  
  
Trabas 
          

Sobre todo nos encontramos con que la gente no entiende lo que es 
una empresa social en España, entonces la gente te dice, pero bueno, tu 
eres una empresa, eres una ONG, esto qué es, no? Luego también nos 
encontramos con el clásico perfil de ”bueno, eso de las ONGs, es todo un 
robo y ese perfil ”hater”, que yo creo que hace mucho daño, y oye, aunque ha 
habido muchos escándalos y creo que es importante que se ponga el ojo 
sobre las cosas, hay gente intentando hacer cosas buenas, y es una pena 
meter a todo el mundo en el mismo saco, y luego, trabas, pues me imagino 
que las mismas que se encuentran otras empresas, a veces las burocracias 
son bastante duras, también por ejemplo el ser una pequeña empresa y 
plantearte contratar, pues es difícil, porque creo que los impuestos a la 
contratación son elevadísimos, sobre todo para empresas pequeñas como 
nosotros, que contratar es un lujo que a veces cuesta permitirse, pero me 
imagino que las mismas trabas que se encuentran otras empresas. También 
a veces lo que nosotros nos planteamos es que ojalá hubiera un trato a las 
empresas sociales un poco distinto, igual que a las fundaciones tiene una 
fiscalidad distinta y tiene un trato fiscal favorable, que pues que una empresa 
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social que al final tiene un fin 100% social, que nosotros al final somos como 
una ONG, como una fundación, con la diferencia de que, en vez que recibir 
donaciones o subvenciones, ingresamos el dinero a través de la venta de un 
producto, pero pagamos o pagaremos algún día buenos sueldos, como paga 
cualquier fundación, tenemos nuestra pequeña oficina como tiene cualquier 
organización social, pero todos los beneficios los invertimos en un fin social, y 
sin embargo somos una sociedad limitada porque no hay una figura legal que 
pueda servirnos como empresa social, entonces actualizarnos de alguna 
forma y permitirnos tener una fiscalidad más favorable y un trato en ese 
sentido mejor es una demanda, que ojalá... Nosotros no podemos ser una 
fundación pura porque la ley de fundaciones no te permite ingresar más de 
40 por ciento a través de la venta de un producto o servicio. La ley de 
fundaciones, tienes que ingresar a través de donaciones o subvenciones, un 
mínimo de 60 por ciento de tus ingresos. Nuestro modelo no es ese, nuestro 
modelo es que el 100 ciento de los ingresos prácticamente venga de la venta 
de un producto, no podemos ser una fundación. 
  
Donaciones 
  

Sí, sí hay gente que a veces te dice, oye, yo te puedo dar un dinero. 
Todo esto ha surgido en un momento a final de la crisis. Quizá hace un par 
de años era más fácil que alguien te dijera, pues, venga, me encanta tu 
proyecto, y yo te doy un montón de dinero para que lo desarrolles. Nosotros, 
así a nivel de donaciones, no. Hemos trabajado con una financiación de 
particulares, que nos han prestado para poder arrancar el proyecto. Lo que sí 
hemos conseguido son unas condiciones muy buenas para que nos dejen el 
dinero. Si hubiéramos ido al banco a pedir un préstamo, pues los intereses 
hubiesen sido altísimos, y lo que hemos hecho es diseñar unas bandas de 
inversión de impacto, que lo llamamos, y es que tú prestas dinero, lo vas a 
recibir de vuelta, incluso vas a cobrar un interés, pues es un interés friendy, 
pero tu dinero, además de aportarte de devolver ese dinero, va a tener un 
impacto social y medioambiental, que vas a ver, y por el cual apuestas 
también, porque al final financiar algo siempre es una apuesta. 
  
Próximos pasos 
  

Estamos muy centrados en el agua, y lo que queremos es demostrar, 
con este formato que tenemos ahora que es el medio litro, que esto es 
posible, no, que esto es viable, y que se puede hacer una empresa 100 por 
ciento social, ser competitivo, hacerte tu lugar en el mercado, competir con 
empresas gigantescas como las de nuestro sector, y salir bien parado. Sí que 
ya estamos en proceso de diseño para un formato más grande, de litro y 
medio, y la verdad es que a futuro tenemos miles de ideas de formatos, de 
productos, incluso formas nuestras de hacer las cosas. 

Ser cada día más sociales, que para nosotros es muy importante, que 
nuestra cadena de valor sea cada día más social, sea más comprometida, 
tenemos mucho interés sobre todo por desarrollar la parte de la 
sostenibilidad, estamos investigando en productos de origen orgánico, en 
productos bio-descargables, en mitigar la huella carbónica lo más posible, en 
toda esa parte que para nosotros es fundamental porque al final son dos 
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caras de la misma moneda, no, lo social y lo medioambiental tienen que 
seguir siempre de la mano, sí, que tenemos que ser cada día más sociales, 
cada día más responsables desde el punto de la vista medioambiental, eso 
tiene que ir siempre junto. 
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Interview 3: Interview with Daniel  Marote (CEO HYDRA) 
  
DM:  Cómo surge Auara? 
  

Pues, yo creo que surge de una forma muy extraña para ser una 
empresa. No surge como, vamos a hacer una empresa. Pues, esto hace ya 
tres años, había estado trabajando varios meses en Etiopía, me había ido 
como voluntario con una ONG, que se llama Amigos de Silva, y me había ido 
a construir un hospital, un quirófano de un hospital, en la región de Afara, en 
la región ésta de Etiopia. Y, pues yo estuve allí varios meses trabajando y me 
chocó mucho, vi muy de cerca el tema de la falta del agua, la pobreza 
relacionada con el agua, porque estábamos construyendo en el hospital, y 
venía gente al hospital, niños con la tripa hinchada porque bebían agua sucia, 
venía gente desnutrida porque no había llovido y entonces no había 
alimentos, venía gente con gangrena porque no se podía lavar una herida 
tonta que se había hecho en el campo y se le había complicado, y nos dimos 
cuenta de que la falta de agua potable estaba detrás de un montón de 
pobrezas,  era la base de muchas pobrezas que encontrábamos allí, luego 
descubrimos que había niños que no iban al cole porque tenían que ir a por 
agua a seis kilómetros de casa, con lo cuál no les daba tiempo ir al cole, el 
agua estaba detrás de muchísimos problemas, no, entonces, volví a Madrid, 
y tomando unas cervezas con unos amigos, pues me junté con un amigo de 
toda la vida, con Pablo Urbano, él estaba aquí de voluntario en una empresa 
social, entonces juntamos las dos ideas, vamos a hacer algo de agua, y 
vamos a hacer algo en el mundo de la empresa social, y nos lanzamos a 
montar una empresa social de agua, y es lo que somos, es el germen a lo 
que somos al día de hoy. 
  
DM: Quién te ha ayudado? Cómo lo has levantado? ? Cómo te 
conviertes un player? 
  

No fui yo, ha sido la unión de muchos factores que se han ido dando y 
que han permitido que esto tenga sentido, empezamos Pablo y yo y 
enseguida nos vimos con un amigo de mi padre que se llama Luis, ahora es 
más amigo mío que de mi padre, él se dedicaba a valoración de empresas, a 
planes de negocios, start-ups, le contamos la idea y se enamoró también , se 
puso a trabajar con nosotros y darle un poco sentido empresarial a esas 
ideas de dos chavales de 23 años, que podría o no tener ni pies o cabeza, 
empezamos un viaje muy largo en el cual nos hemos chocado con muchos 
muros, con muchas puertas cerradas, sobre todo al principio cuando 
buscábamos, oye de qué manera financiamos esto, esto es un proyecto que 
al principio nos creíamos que, oye vamos a vender unas botellas de agua y 
vamos a construir unos pozos en África, y oye, que vender botellas es 
complicado, es un sector muy competitivo, de volúmenes altísimos, de escala 
amplísima, y eso de vender agua, resulta que es mucho más complicado de 
lo que parecía, pero bueno, seguimos, seguimos, poco a poco fuimos 
montando lo que es la marca, 
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DM: Quién ha puesto el dinero? Cuándo fuiste a pedir ese dinero, que el 
100% del beneficio que se saca, es para hacer proyectos. Qué te dicen 
los inversores? 
  

Al principio no sabíamos a donde ir, nos presentamos a unos cuantos 
concursos, buscamos financiación así un poco más caída del cielo, fue 
imposible, entonces dijimos, vamos a trabajarnos bien este proyecto para 
presentarlo a los inversores, y que tenga un sentido también económico, al 
final somos una empresa social, y dentro de que eres una empresa social, 
eres también una empresa, con lo cual tienes que jugar con las leyes del 
mercado y con las reglas con las que juegan otras empresas, no queremos 
vivir de la caridad ni de los favores, queremos demostrar que una empresa 
social pueda ser sostenible, competitiva, y oye que también se pueda 
financiar como una empresa tradicional, un poco distinto, pero sí siendo 
competitiva, y que la persona que invierta va a recibir un retorno por su.. 
Empezamos con una ronda de inversión en equity, entre family y friends, la 
gente cercana nos apoyó para empezar, y luego hicimos una ronda con 
préstamos participativos, con una eafi que se llama 360cora, y los inversores 
que tienen, y que se volcaron con nosotros, y hicieron realidad que una 
empresa social se pueda financiar a través de préstamos participativos, con 
todas las facilidades, bueno, también han sido exigentes, como hay que ser 
con el modelo financiero y demás,  pero bueno, montamos un modelo que 
permitía que nuestra empresa se financiera, y pues que los inversores no 
pusieran su dinero en una botella en la mar, sino que esperen un retorno, un 
retorno de alguna forma social, van a tener un retorno económico con un 
interés capado, no es el interés del mercado que podríamos encontrar que 
sería elevadísimo para una empresa como la nuestra, pero aparte del retorno 
económico y el pequeño interés que van a tener hay un retorno social, es una 
inversión que tu has hecho, y aparte de ser rentable, tiene que ser un impacto 
social y medioambiental, medible.  Es inversor con sensibilidad, es un perfil 
de inversor que tiene sensibilidad . 
  
DM:  Atípico en España, no? 
  

Bueno, atípico, pero cada día menos, la verdad es que yo creo que 
hace un año y pico.. La cosa está cambiando mucho, en estos meses, en 
estos dos últimos años, creo que la gente empieza a entenderlo, y cada día 
pues vemos más iniciativas de este perfil, en estos sectores, y yo creo que la 
gente se va dando cuenta que en esta vida no estamos solo para ganar 
dinero, hay que hacer algo más con ese dinero. 
  
DM: Los milennials tienen muchas ganas de contribuir, por eso les 
cuesta tanto estar en un trabajo normal, tiene que haber un propósito… 
Por qué alguien como tú, inteligente, bien formado.. Qué pasa por tu 
cabeza? 
  

Nosotros tenemos que generar mucha riqueza, tenemos que forrarnos, 
o sea, estas empresas tienen que forrar, tienen que vender mucho agua, el 
dinero no es para los accionistas, para nosotros, el dinero es para otras 
personas. Nosotros, algún día, si Dios quiere, espero que sí, tendremos un 
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sueldo que pondremos en la web, somos transparentes no, y no vamos a 
cobrar una millonada, no estamos aquí para hacernos ricos, estamos aquí 
para hacernos ricos de espíritu, yo creo que, yo lo veo mucho, la gente un 
poco de mi generación, de mi edad, creo que hay mucha frustración, porque 
la gente está en empresas, que a lo único que vas a ir es a ganar un sueldo. 
Y hay mucha gente, y tenemos la suerte de ser un pueblo atractivo para esa 
gente que viene buscando algo más, y nos dice, oye, necesito algo más de 
mi trabajo, porque al final, tú dedicas 8-12 horas de tu día a trabajar, y 
tendrás que hacer algo bueno que te llene con ese tiempo, porque si no, es 
muy complicado, yo he tenido la suerte de empezar con esto y conozco poco 
el otro mundo laboral y yo entiendo que para el millenial por así decirlo, 
necesita un sentido en el trabajo, necesita un porque, una misión, un motivo 
que transcienda él, que no sea llevarme un sueldo a casa a final de mes. 
  
DM: Ya estáis contratando gente? 
  
Sí, ya tenemos gente contratada. 
  
DM: Y  cómo ha sido el proceso, porque me imagino que el tener esto te 
ha permitido acceder a un talento que no solamente está esperando un 
retorno económico, sino que tiene un salario emocional, que eso existe, 
toda la vida el salario emocional, eso no es algo nuevo de los jóvenes, 
pero que no se hablaba nunca, el salario emocional, en un proyecto 
como este, el salario emocional es lo que más retorno da. 
  

Sí, la verdad es que yo creo que es lo que podemos dar, como no 
podemos competir en salarios con otras empresas grandes, tenemos que dar 
ese salario emocional, que además nosotros lo tenemos muy fácil, porque 
estás trabajando y, a veces nos desligamos mucho de este fin social que 
tenemos, porque el día a día te come, estás con la logística, con la parte 
comercial, con los números, pero de repente te llega un video, o ahora que 
hemos ido a Benín, que hemos estado grabando, enseñar a esos niños que 
tienen agua limpia por la primera vez, y que están encantados, y a una 
comunidad entera que le estás cambiando la vida, pues es que eso no tiene 
precio, no hay salario que lo pague, entonces, tenemos la suerte de tener a 
personas grandísimas trabajando con nosotros, que han entendido que ellos 
quieren ese salario emocional, que compensan otros salarios monetarios que 
no podemos dar, pero yo tengo claro que todos los que están trabajando con 
nosotros han renunciado a algo, o a otro trabajo que les pagaría mejor o a lo 
que sea, pero lo han hecho por algo, por un motivo que intentamos además 
que sea muy tangible a diario, porque es la gasolina que tenemos, al final , si 
yo me olvido de porqué estoy en esto, porqué estamos en esto, se nos 
agotan las pillas, porque es muy complicado, es un camino duro. A veces 
pienso, si el fin no fuese este, no podría emprender, si no estuviéramos allí 
por lo que estamos, las dificultades son tan grandes, que yo me hubiera 
rendido hace tiempo, y no nos hemos rendido, porque tenemos una misión. 
Yo creo que es importante que las empresas tengan esa misión para que la 
gente tenga esa gasolina. 
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DM: Qué reacción tienen las empresas hacía vosotros? 
  

Bueno, hay de todo. La verdad es que en general, las empresas a las 
que nos acercamos, que tienen un perfil social más desarrollado, que tiene 
una cultura corporativa más desarrollada, esto lo cogen muy bien , porque al 
final, de alguna forma, es simplemente una marca de agua distinta, pero te 
está aportando un impacto social medible, tangible, claro, está aportando 
además un impacto medioambiental, esta botella es la primera botella 
fabricada en Europa con material 100% reciclado. Para nosotros el fin social 
y la parte medioambiental son dos caras de la misma moneda, como marca 
tienen que ir siempre unidas, y la empresa le aportamos eso, un impacto 
social y medioambiental, simplemente por cambiar de marca de agua, no hay 
más que eso, y lo valoran mucho, un cliente nos ha dicho “es una buena 
forma de romper el hielo en reuniones complicadas”, pero más allá de eso 
creo que estás trasmitiendo una cultura empresarial de una forma muy fácil y 
muy visual también, porque la botella de agua, la coges, la tienes en una 
mesa, es visual. 
  
DM: Cuáles han sido las claves para poder levantar esto? 
  

Primero, paciencia, yo creo. Nosotros somos una generación 
acostumbrada a lo instantáneo, a los mensajes que llegan al momento, a las 
noticias que llegan al momento, y la paciencia es importante. Hay que tener 
mucha paciencia porque las cosas cuestan el mundo real. Cuando tienes que 
hacer una botella que parece una cosa tan sencilla y ya un proceso industrial 
tan complejo atrás y ya no me quiero imaginar un coche, una televisión, 
primero paciencia y luego, que la persona que emprenda tenga un porqué , 
que tenga una razón más allá de si mismo y de una cuestión de dinero. Si no 
tienes algo que te apasione, no emprendas, o emprende, pero no creo que 
vayas a tener esa fuerza, sobre todo cuando hay dificultad porque en general 
yo creo que la mayoría de start-ups o empresas afrontan dificultades grandes 
para salir adelante, de hecho las estadísticas están allí, la mayoría de las 
empresas que arrancan no sobreviven más de tres años, para seguir yo creo 
que o tienes un motivo, o tienes un razón, un porque. 
  

7.3. Appendix 3 
!
Links to online interviews: 
 
Interview 2: AGUA – “El Agua Responsable” 
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=LZAWrTqmLII 
!
Interview 3: Un Cafe con Dani Marote -”Descubre cómo se crea una marca 
socialmente responsable desde cero” (2017) 
 https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Dqkn-PO4F9w&t=254s 
 
     
    


