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Introduction

Stakeholder engagement is critical in state-driven social entrepreneurship programs.
This engagement is based on the principle of mutual benefit in partnering through the
parties’ contributions following their respective roles and capacities. This paper explores
stakeholder engagement in social entrepreneurship programs in Indonesia. This program
is a program of the Indonesian government to reduce poverty. The issue of poverty is the
primary concern of the Indonesian government and the international world. The COVID-19
pandemic has impacted increasing poverty because many people have lost their jobs due to
policies limiting activities (Laborde et al., 2021). In addition to the ongoing social protection
program, the Indonesian government is also working to reduce poverty through the Social
Entrepreneurship Program.

Social Entrepreneurship is one of the essential factors in sustainable economic
development (Lateh et al., 2018). Social entrepreneurship is different from entrepreneurship
because it has a social mission and is not only concerned with profit. This program improves
the poor’s economic welfare by combining business and social dimensions. Research in the
South Punjab region of Pakistan shows that empowerment through social entrepreneurship
can significantly reduce poverty (Abrar ul haq et al., 2019).

Some parts of Tehran, Iran, implement empowerment strategies through social
entrepreneurship to lift marginalized people from poverty (Sadabadi and Rahimi Rad,
2021). Social entrepreneurship can contribute to 10% of the gross domestic product in
Kenya (Ngare, 2021). South Korea and Malaysia can increase regional economic growth
by creating jobs (Doh, 2020; Mustaffa et al., 2020). Thus, this literature argues that
poverty can be overcome through social entrepreneurship. Social entrepreneurship leads to
increased innovation, employment opportunities, and access to capital. In the end, social
entrepreneurship will succeed with sustainable development.
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The
entrepreneurship programs in collaboration with non-state

Indonesian ~ government  implements  social
actors. This is what distinguishes between developing countries
and developed countries. Most entrepreneurship in developed
countries is supported by large companies that do not depend on
state funding. This paper explores the involvement of stakeholders
from two groups, namely state, and non-state. Our research also
examines the relationship between state and non-state actors in
negotiating program implementation. We also look at the impact
of involving different stakeholders on the beneficiary communities.

This paper will answer three main hypotheses: first, each
stakeholder group’s role is expected to be a complementary
relationship. Second, programs offered by the state will be
accepted by non-state actors. Third, programs that involve many

stakeholders will have a good impact on beneficiaries.

Theoretical framework

Poverty

Poverty is a condition where the basic needs of a decent
life are not fulfilled, and the facilities and infrastructure are
inadequate (Govender et al., 2007). Bradshaw (2009) defines
poverty as a condition where basic food, shelter, health, and
safety needs are unmet based on human rights values. When
viewed from an economic aspect, poverty refers to the gap
between weak purchasing power and the desire to meet basic
needs (Rini and Sugiharti, 2016). Anthony Hall and James Midgley
(2004) convey the same thing, namely “Conditions of material
and social deprivation where people fall below the minimum
socially acceptable standard of living or where they experience
deprivation relative to other people in society” (Yeates, 2005).
The material and social deprivation that causes the individual
to live below a decent standard of living or conditions in
which individuals experience relative poverty compared to other
individuals in society.

Poverty is conceptually divided into absolute poverty and
relative poverty. Absolute poverty refers to a condition where the
basic needs of a decent life are not met, both food and non-food,
while relative poverty refers to the position of individuals related
to the average state income (FAO, 2021). Poverty is a common
problem that must be taken seriously between the government,
the private sector, and the community. It is hoped that other
people’s concerns and awareness can help reduce poverty, so
it is necessary to involve all stakeholders in poverty alleviation
efforts, starting from planning, implementation, and evaluation,
which are carried out on an ongoing basis (Stroe and Lincaru,
2022).

Social entrepreneurship: From discovery to
exploration

In recent years, social entrepreneurship has grown in popularity
(Tali¢ and Ivanovi¢ Duki¢, 2021). Apart from Indonesia, the
movement has spread to other countries, such as South Africa
and South Africa. To understand social entrepreneurship, we
need to define it as a concept that enables the creation
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of alternative business models that are market-oriented and
provide social good (Terziev et al, 2020). It is crucial to
realize that social entrepreneurship and entrepreneurship are
fundamentally different.

There is no doubt that the social aspect of a business is more
challenging to be accepted in the private sector because “social”
is the opposite of “profit”. The private sector is characterized
by profit-making. The concept of social entrepreneurship
elements

also  contains of entrepreneurship. Commercial

prospective  entrepreneurial behavior theories understand
social entrepreneurship as a multidimensional phenomenon
in which social entrepreneurs, like non-profit organizations,
display innovative behaviors, proactive actions, and risk
management characteristics. However, the main focus lies on
the company’s social mission (Dwivedi and Weerawardena,
2018).

Based on the characteristics of the private sector and the
emphasis on social aspects placed on social entrepreneurship,
the public

entrepreneurship. Social entrepreneurship can be applied to the

sector should be more responsive to social
public sector because the government must improve governance
performance. Practicing social entrepreneurship contributes
to social transformation (Cavalcanti, 2021). In Ukraine, for
example, social entrepreneurship has been used by the state in
developing its rural development strategy (Pechenuik, 2021).
Entrepreneurial behavior in African countries continues to be
poorly studied, leading to inappropriate policy actions and

inadequate support (Urban, 2020).

The stakeholder engagement and its
relationship

The above understanding shows that entrepreneurs have
higher self-interest and lower social awareness. Meanwhile,
social entrepreneurship has lower self-interest and higher social
awareness. The social entrepreneurship program involves many
stakeholders. Social purpose organizations pursue multiple
missions and address heterogeneous stakeholders (Siebold, 2021).
Therefore, it is important for social entrepreneurs to network
and communicate effectively with stakeholders. Stakeholder
participation in social entrepreneurship programs is very important
because it has a direct impact on organizational management
(Meyer et al, 2020). An important role as a stakeholder is
to achieve organizational commitment (Rodriguez-Ferndndez
et al, 2021). Through coordination between stakeholders and
communication facilitation, solutions to social problems can be
resolved which lead to systemic changes (Zhao, 2020).

Stakeholder mapping can visualize stakeholder perceptions of
their values and compare them with an ideal map based on social
entrepreneurial missions (Burga and Rezania, 2016). Stakeholder
behavior toward social entrepreneurship will influence product,
service, and program innovation (Newth, 2016). In Poland, it is
seen that the involvement of stakeholders from the institutional
environment is crucial in promoting social entrepreneurship
programs, including both formal and informal institutions (Pacut,
2020). Thus, stakeholder participation in social entrepreneurship
programs is essential (Smith and Woods, 2015).
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Stakeholders
governments, institutions, and foreign investors (Zaid et al., 2020).

who have significant influence include
Institutional interactions occur in four ways: complementary,
substitutive, accommodative, and competitive (Helmke and
Levitsky, 2012). In this article which emphasizes the interaction
of formal and informal institutions, we modify the concept of
institutional interaction by applying it to the interactions between

state and non-state actors.

Methodology

The research objective is to explore the various actors
involved in implementing social entrepreneurship programs in
Indonesia. The various stakeholder actors studied were divided
into two groups: those from government and non-governmental
organizations. Our research seeks to investigate the relationship
between government and non-government actors in negotiating
the form of the program to be implemented. Furthermore,
our research examines whether stakeholder engagement has
contributed to community empowerment. This paper reports the
findings of semi-structured qualitative interviews conducted with
26 informants representing all stakeholders involved in the social
entrepreneurship program. Informants from elements of state
institutions consist of; Ministry of Social Affairs (one person),
Ministry of Industry (one person), Social Service (four people
from four locations) Regional Planning Agency (four people from
four locations). Meanwhile, non-state elements consist of; Social
Facilitators (four people from four locations), Business Incubators
(four people from four locations), Beneficiaries (four people
from four locations), and Local Entrepreneurs (four people from
four locations).

The interview process takes place between September and
December 2022. Interviews range from 60 to 90 min, covering
topics such as the role of the interviewee. At the national level,
the Ministry of Social Affairs discussed the description of the social
entrepreneurship program, and the Ministry of Industry discussed
the role of granting business licenses. At the local government
level, the Social Service discusses the implementation of the
Social Entrepreneurship Program in the regions, and the Business
Incubator discusses the implementation of business assistance. The
social facilitator discusses social assistance for beneficiaries of the
social entrepreneurship program. After that, the beneficiaries talk
about their business trips.

The data collection process includes interviews (Prentice,
2017), observation (Greatorex, 2014), and documentation studies
(Jones and McCoy, 2019). Interviews were conducted to gather
information regarding the following topics: (a) implementation
of social entrepreneurship, (b) the role of stakeholders (c)
coordination between stakeholders. Documentation studies are
carried out by studying reports, books, scientific journals, and
other documents. This study collects data using thematic analysis
(Sundler et al, 2019), presenting the collected data according
to a predetermined theme, specifically stakeholder engagement.
Therefore, all data collected will be aligned with stakeholder
involvement in implementing social entrepreneurship.

This research has several limitations, including being
conducted in four locations: Karawang Regency, Sleman Regency,
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Brebes Regency, and Mojokerto Regency. Thus, the situation
described above does not fully represent the situation in Indonesia
as a whole.

Results

Overview of program implementation

The Indonesian Ministry of Social Affairs has eradicated
poverty through social entrepreneurship programs. In 2021,
the government will implement a program to improve
the poor’s economic welfare. Through this program, the
government helps low-income groups of people who receive
This

improve the economy of low-income families and reduce

conditional cash assistance programs. program can

their dependence on government assistance. In addition,
social entrepreneurship can positively influence community
members by increasing access to markets for the poor. A study
of the characteristics of social enterprises has been carried out
in the East African region, resulting in positive changes in
marginalized groups socio-economic and political conditions
(Maseno and Wanyoike, 2020) and triggering social changes

in society.
Social entrepreneurship has the potential to achieve
social impact across multiple fronts, support Sustainable

Development Goals, and rebalance “economic” and “social”
fields (Warnecke, 2018). A study conducted in the Indian
region explored the impact of social entrepreneurship on
(Shepherd et 2021). By applying
social ~entrepreneurship expected to

poverty alleviation al.,

a similar logic, is
accelerate poverty alleviation in Indonesia. This is a national
development priority to reduce the burden on the poor and
increase their income, especially in the bottom 40% of the

population (Bappenas, 2017).
Stakeholders involved
Social entrepreneurship programs will not succeed without

stakeholder The stakeholders are divided into
two groups: state and non-state. Stakeholders in the social

involvement.

entrepreneurship program can be seen in Figure 1.

State actors

State actors can be grouped into two, namely, the
central government and local government. This program
is designed to reduce dependence on cash transfers among

the poor who have received conditional cash transfers.
Program beneficiaries receive capital assistance as part
of the social entrepreneurship program. State elements

involved in the social entrepreneurship program include
the Ministry of Social Affairs, the Ministry of Industry, the
Regional Development Planning Agency, and the Regional
Social Service.

The Ministry of Social Affairs is a leading sector in poverty
alleviation through social entrepreneurship. The Ministry of

frontiersin.org
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State

Non State

Q) Miistry of Social Affairs “QQ  Social Fadiitators
Stakeholder
‘ Ministry of Industry  |«—» engagement in [ »\ Business incubators
the Social
‘ Regional Social Services Entrepreneurship 4—»‘ Beneficiaries
Program

‘ Regional Development —
Planning Agency

FIGURE 1

Stakeholder groups in the social entrepreneurship program, namely state and non-state.

N

Local entrepreneur

Industry plays a role in fostering production and granting business
licenses. The Regional Development Planning Agency’s role is to
include and budget for regional development. The Regional Social
Service plays a role in implementing programs in the regions.
This role will continue to develop according to conditions in
the area.

Countries involved in social entrepreneurship are not
only concerned with economic gains but also with social
goals. So that through social entrepreneurship can solve social
problems (Abdullahi et al, 2020), create solutions (Kickul
et al, 2014), and solve problems (Chalmers, 2021). Thus,
social enterprise is relevant to social work because it aims
to solve social issues (Gray et al, 2003). In this paper, the
problem that is translated through social entrepreneurship
is poverty.

Non-state actors

The Ministry of Social Affairs appointed a non-governmental
organization and a university as the business incubator
for the
such as

Social Institutions
these

small and medium enterprises. Apart from the business

Entrepreneurship ~ Program.

have extensive experience in assisting

incubator, the non-state actors involved are beneficiaries.
This

business success.

program is intended to help beneficiaries achieve

Complementary to this model is the idea that non-state
actors’ existence will help solve problems that are ignored
by state actors, enhancing government policy programs’
effectiveness in achieving the desired outcome. As with
the complementary relationship, the substitute relationship
involves non-state actors participation in achieving goals
that comply with the stipulations. This is evident when state
institutions cannot accomplish their objectives (Yuda et al,
2021).

In the accommodative model, non-state actors create
behaviors or norms that significantly alter formal rules so
that the effects are “not follow the expected results”. The

latter is a competing model, which is deemed to be the
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most problematic. In this model, non-state actors in the
program move in a direction contrary to the objectives of
government policies, resulting in adverse effects. To explain
how state and non-state actors interact and shape social
entrepreneurship programs, we will elaborate on these four
points together.

Relations between state actors and
non-state actors

Government actors and non-government actors have

a dynamic relationship. It is not uncommon for them to

be interdependent when non-governmental actors need

government funding, while governments depend on social

organizations to assist in the implementation process.

Cooperation agreements between governments and non-

state actors allow governments to provide services to

non-state actors. By working with non-state actors, the
state empowers the poor through social entrepreneurship
programs involving non-state actors as program implementers.
The government determines the program, in this
the Ministry of Social Affairs,

the program, it is important to consider the ideas of

case,
but before deciding on

non-state stakeholders.

Initially, state and non-state actors had a hostile relationship
because of their different visions and missions. Non-state actors
are less satisfied because they have to comply with the rules
imposed by the state. Even though at every opportunity, the state
always accommodates the ideas of non-state actors. Therefore,
state actors gradually began to change in response to input from
non-state actors. One example of non-state dissatisfaction is the
implementation of programs that have been delayed due to the
COVID-19 pandemic so that the implementation time has been
reduced and the targets set have been changed.

Apart from the accommodative nature of the relationship, there
is also a tendency for a substitutionary relationship because non-
state actors are more experienced in empowering communities
through social entrepreneurship programs with limited scope. The
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state has the power to finance in a complete sense. Thus, the
relationship between planning and funding is accommodative.
However, technically the implementation of the program is more
of a substitute.

Social entrepreneurship effects resulting
from stakeholder engagement

The policies taken by the government to limit crowds
during the COVID-19 pandemic certainly had an impact on
MSMEs, including social entrepreneurs. It was noted that turnover
decreased following the implementation of the lockdown and
working-from-home policies. There has been a decrease in the
number of business buyers run by beneficiaries because many fear
contracting the Coronavirus. Food usually bought and consumed
outside has been diverted to be cooked at home by consumers
concerned about the quality of their food.

According to previous research from the Social Welfare
Center, there are three conditions for receiving benefits: profits
before the pandemic, benefits during the pandemic before joining
the program, and benefits after participating in the program
during a pandemic. Before the pandemic, the average profit was
between IDR 50,000 and 99,000, the study found. During the
pandemic, the average profit fell below IDR 50,000. They increased
their earnings to between IDR 50,000 and 99,000 through the
Social Entrepreneurship Program. Because of this, the new social
entrepreneurship program has proven capable of returning to pre-
pandemic conditions (Setiawan et al., 2021).

Discussion

Social entrepreneurship programs cannot run effectively
without stakeholder The state’s
is the driving force for all stakeholders
budgeting, mentoring, and monitoring. Social entrepreneurship

involvement. involvement

in planning,

incubators originating from non-state actors are executors of
technical programs from state programs. Initially, the social
entrepreneurship program initiated by the central government
was rejected by regional stakeholders because it was considered
competition. However, through an informal discussion process,
each stakeholder realized that there were similarities that became
strengths during the discussion process. This meeting point
is so that social entrepreneurship programs from anywhere,
including from the central government, can be included in the
program scheme designed by the regional government and even be
developed further in the future.

Furthermore, we found that the governments concept of
empowerment still mixes well with the idea of social assistance.
Beneficiaries should receive social assistance in an emergency or
if they are in a position where they cannot survive on their
own. If these conditions are not met, empowerment programs
will not be effective since they are concerned with fulfilling their
basic needs. Empowerment programs are most appropriate for
those whose basic needs have already been met, even if they are
being met by social assistance. When persons whose basic needs
have not been met are provided with empowerment, they tend
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to have little motivation to participate in a program. There is an
alternative strategy to encourage friendship networks to internalize
social risk since the replacement of welfare regimes from products
has not been completed (Yuda, 2018, 2021; Yuda et al, 2021).
These arrangements reflect the prevailing welfare regime in the
Global South, where informal relationships interact with statutory
provisions and are often conditioned to provide social welfare.

The Social Entrepreneurship Program combines two concepts
in the Ministry of Social Affairs: empowerment and social
protection. Capital assistance is considered to be a type of social
protection program. Some evidence suggests that beneficiaries
are motivated to participate in the program due to the service
provided. However, social entrepreneurship programs can
lead to dependency on capital assistance. A key component
of strengthening the social entrepreneurship program without
increasing dependence is contributing substantially to the
beneficiaries. The mentoring beneficiaries will receive guidance in

running their businesses through good planning.

Conclusion

In Indonesia, social entrepreneurship programs tend to be
driven by the state because the paradigm of social entrepreneurship
has not been widespread among the private sector or other
non-state actors. In contrast, in developed countries view social
entrepreneurship as a moral obligation. It is important to note
that social entrepreneurship programs in developing countries
are not just empowerment programs, even though they involve
stakeholders, because capital assistance is still provided. These
programs may have arisen as a result of beneficiary dependence
on aid.

Beneficiaries who participate in programs launched by the
government may receive services not because they are struggling
to get out of poverty. Empowerment is defined as a strategy
through effective planning so that beneficiaries do not depend
on government assistance. Scientifically, the transformation from
social assistance to empowerment is not easy to do. It takes a
long time in the empowerment process so that beneficiaries can
be empowered. this is the limitation of this research because the
program is implemented in one fiscal year, so the impact of the
program is not yet clearly visible. Interesting future research to
study is the meaning of beneficiaries of the empowerment program.
If the meaning is still like social assistance then the purpose of
empowerment will not be achieved.

Nomenclature

-Resource Identification Initiative
-Life Science Identifiers
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