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for 
governments

for 
individuals

Entrepreneurs (including social 
entrepreneurs) Share ideas and trade 

with new markets

Bring new ideas home 
from other places

Provide 
employment 

options

Solve socioeconomic 
challenges and 

government failures
Create new 

solutions that 
improve lives

for the world

Create technology that 
improves efficiency across 

the economy



Entrepreneurship leads to change…

“Entrepreneurs have the power to 
create the greatest change for their 

own countries” – Kofi Annan, 
former UN Secretary General



• [A]ny private activity conducted in the public interest, 
organized with an entrepreneurial strategy, but whose main 
purpose is not the maximization of profit but the 
attainment of certain economic and social goals, and which 
has the capacity for bringing innovative solutions to the 
problems of social exclusion and unemployment. (OECD)

• A social entrepreneur is an individual group, network, 
organization, or alliance of organizations that seeks 
sustainable, large scale change through pattern-breaking 
ideas in what or how governments, non-profits, and 
businesses do to address significant social problems (Light 
2006)

• Social entrepreneurship as innovative, social value creating 
activity that can occur within or across the nonprofit, 
business, or government sectors (Austin et al 2006)

• Social entrepreneurship encompasses the activities and 
processes undertaken to discover, define, and exploit 
opportunities in order to enhance social wealth by creating 
new ventures or managing existing organizations in an 
innovative manner (Zahra et al 2009)

Social entrepreneurs play the role of change 
agents in the social sector, by:

• Adopting a mission to create and 
sustain social value (not just private 
value),

• Recognizing and relentlessly pursuing 
new opportunities to serve that 
mission,

• Engaging in a process of 
continuous innovation, adaptation, 
and learning,

• Acting boldly without being limited 
by resources currently in hand, and

• Exhibiting heightened accountability 
to the constituencies served and for 
the outcomes created. (Dees)

Defining social entrepreneurship 
(see also: Dacin et al 2010; Terjesen 2017)

Our definition: individuals who are 
starting or currently leading any 
kind of activity, organization or 
initiative that has a particularly 
social, environmental, or 
community objective



https://www.axfoundation.se/en/projects/cses-inkubator
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Spectrum of Social Entrepreneurship



A hybrid enterprise at the intersection



Social entrepreneurship is not charity
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 Social enterprises 
are private 
businesses 
established by 
entrepreneurs with an 
emphasis on human 
values rather than 
just profit.

Source: Russell
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Social entrepreneurship is not greenwashing



Social Entrepreneurship: Environment drivers

• Welfare state retrenchment (Evers, 1990; Hall & Soskice, 2001; Pierson, 
2001; Schröder, 2013; Starke, 2006)

• Market-driven initiative can outperform inefficient state 
and civil society organizations in capitalist welfare 
systems (Austin, Stevenson & Wei-Skillern, 2006; Choi & Majumdar, 2014; Dacin, Dacin 
& Tracey, 2011; Mair, 2010; Peredo & McLean, 2006; OECD, 2011)

• Naturally emerge, but SE success strongly shaped by key 
national constituents’ approval of SEs’ ability to create 
more social benefits than state and civil society 
organizations (Chmelik et al., 2015; DiDomenico, Haugh & Tracey, 2010; Katre & 
Salipante, 2012; Nicholls, 2010a, b).



Social Entrepreneurship: Individual drivers
(1) Identify a stable 
but inherently unjust 
equilibrium.
(2) Identify an 
opportunity in this 
unjust equilibrium, 
developing a social 
value proposition
(3) Forge a new, 
stable equilibrium 
that releases trapped 
potential or alleviates 
the suffering of the 
targeted group

12Social Entrepreneur: Maria Rose Belding & MEANS Database



Social entrepreneurship opportunity across sectors

• Food and agriculture
• Environmental
• Housing
• Health and care
• Information services
• Public services
• Financial services
• Training and business development
• Manufacturing

Source: Russell



Myths about Social Entrepreneurship

Myth: Social entrepreneurs are against business.
Many social entrepreneurs come from business 

and have succeeded in business

Myth: The difference between commercial and social 
entrepreneurship is greed.
Assumes that all commercial entrepreneurs are 

greedy, and that none are philanthropic.

Myth: Social entrepreneurs run nonprofits.
Some do, some don’t – many legal forms support 

SE.

Myth: Social entrepreneurs are born, not made.
Implies no role at all for nurture, that only innate 

traits determine who does what.





Source: click on first link at http://www.socialblueprint.org/

Business Model Canvas Framework



How to measure impact?
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Double bottom line
•Making ends meet (financial easy to 
measure?)

•Maximize social impact (mission hard to 
measure?)

Broad, imprecise measurements and claims on 
impact, e.g., “we helped millions of individuals”

“our product saves lives”



Social Auditing
• Allows an organization to build on its 

existing monitoring and reporting 
systems, where it: 

• accounts for its social impacts
• reports on its performance and 
• draws up an action plan to 

improve that performance

• Understand its impact by engaging 
with its key stakeholders and 
thereby prove its value and improve 
its performance

Process:
• Clarify what your organization does, 

what it is trying to achieve
• Collect quantitate and qualitative 

information and data which related to 
its overall objective and underlying 
values (also financial status)

Which helps to understand:
• What difference do we want to 

make? 
• How do we know we are making a 

difference?
• What is the difference we are

making?
• Can we prove we are made a 

difference?



Measuring Social Return on Investment (SROI)
• Builds upon the Social Auditing and Accounting approach
• Social Return on Investment (SROI) attempts to quantify both economic 

and social impacts of social enterprises through translating social value into 
“hard” economic indicators, i.e. assign monetary value

• Different methods pioneered by REDF (see Brooks 2009). Uses two 
components of SROI:

• Enterprise value
• Social purpose value

Enterprise value
Financial return on investment

Social purpose value
Costs and savings from serving social mission

Blended value
Economic + socioeconomic value of enterprise



Enterprise and Social Purpose Values
Enterprise Value

• Net revenues (total revenues minus 
total expenses), measured in dollars

• For social enterprises, this is 
typically negative

Social Purpose Value
• Impact of the enterprise on 

people’s lives
• This can be measured in lower 

welfare costs, higher tax revenues, 
or other ways (increase in wages in 
that region, % increase in 
employment, increase in GDP per 
unit)

• Private donations show positive 
social purpose value

• But the costs of obtaining grants 
and gifts are social operating costs

• Enterprise Value • Social Purpose Value
- Value of sales
- Cost of good and 

services sold 
(COGS)

- Operating 
expenses

+ Grants and gifts
- Fundraising and grant 
writing costs
+ Social cost savings
- Social operating costs
+ Increase in tax revenue
- Debt carried by social 
enterprise

= Blended Value

Intangibles



Many important questions…
• How many traditional and social entrepreneurs are 

in your country?
• What are the characteristics of social 

entrepreneurs?
• What can governments do to affect the level of 

social entrepreneurship?
• What can we learn from other countries’ social 

entrepreneurship policies?



To answer these questions… we need to:
• Create a harmonized, cross-national data collection;
• Survey a representative sample of the adult population; and
• Capture traditional and social entrepreneurial activity from initial 

stages

But…
• Vastly different criteria to start ventures around the world; and
• Informal entrepreneurship, particularly at early stages.



Social Entrepreneurship in Global Entrepreneurship 
Monitor (GEM) (2009, 2016)



Other Studies
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GEM: Total Entrepreneurial Activity in 65 countries (2016)
“Are you, alone or with others, 
current trying to start a new 
business or running a business 
(under 42 months old), including 
self-employment or selling any 
goods or services to others?”

~8%



Prevalence of Nascent Social Entrepreneurial Activity, By Country 
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Prevalence of Social Entrepreneurial Activity by Owner-Managers
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Prevalence of Entrepreneurial Activity in the Startup 
Phase: Commercial, Social (broad measure), and Both



Prevalence of Social Entrepreneurial Activity by Phase



Global prevalence rates of female entrepreneurship



Global prevalence rates of highly educated entrepreneurs



Global prevalence rates of high income entrepreneurs



Global prevalence rates by 18-34 year olds within 
entrepreneurs



Funding required for start-up social entrepreneurs



Other sources of social entrepreneurship funding



Social Entrepreneurship Policy
•New business certifications: B-Corps (US, Australia, 48 
other countries): meet certain requirements for “social 
and environmental performance” to stakeholders and 
pay an annual fee to B Lab certifying agency

•Low-profit limited liability company (3LC): 11 states & 
2 Indian reservations: to more easily obtain financing 
from foundations and private investors

•Community Interest Company (UK): firms that 
primarily pursue social objectives and reinvest profits 
into business or into the community 39



SE & Public Policy Implications

• Higher SE levels found in countries with:
(1) higher levels of economic development,
(2) more liberal economies, and 
(3) higher levels of individualism

• There is no “one size fits all” blueprint for SE: countries should 
improve entrepreneurial skills sets, financial capital availability, 
legal and regulatory frameworks

• Other available tools: incubators, growth accelerators, public 
procurement, social impact measurement, special legal status



Further reading





Thank you!
For more information: 

www.gemconsortium.org

Dr. Siri Terjesen
sterjesen@fau.edu


