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Resumé 

From Recognition to Development – a case study of opportunity identification in 

social enterprises. 

Er socialt iværksætteri løsningen på det danske velfærdssamfunds udfordringer? Tænketanken Mandag 

Morgen synes, at det er en del af løsningen. Men hvad er socialt iværksætteri egentlig, og hvad gør 

virksomheder sociale? To teoretikere indenfor det delvist etableret felt omkring socialt iværksætteri, 

præsenterer to forskellige tilgange til emnet der kort fortalt kan beskrives som: 1) virksomheder med en 

social tilgang til at drive virksomhed og 2) social innovation som fokuserer på at ændre sociale 

samfundsstrukturer. Samtidig foreslår de, at fremtidens teorier skal bygges ud fra en sammenslutning af de 

to tilgange. En noget anden side, men lige så interessant, er hvordan disse sociale iværksættere starter 

deres virksomheder; hvad er det der gør, at en mulighed bliver til en virksomhed, hvor kommer ideen fra og 

kan man gøre forholdende mere gunstige. For at kunne anskue disse spørgsmål er det essentielt at 

undersøge hvilke processer der ligger bag nuværende sociale iværksætteres identifikation af muligheder – 

også refereret til som opportunity identification indenfor det iværksætter-teoretiske felt.  

I denne afhandling præsenteres en teoretisk ramme, hvor fem faser, som en hvilken som helst virksomhed 

kan gennemgå, bliver defineret: fra opdagelse af mulighed til etablering af den færdige forretningsplan. 

Dernæst bliver det, ud fra eksisterende teoretiske tekster, undersøgt hvilke personlige egenskaber – eller 

funktioner – en iværksætter benytter sig af i løbet af de fem faser. Målet er at undersøge udvalgte case-

virksomheders processer igennem de fem faser og iværksætterens indflydelse på faserne.  

En indledende undersøgelse blev iværksat, for at lokalisere relevante cases der kunne give et 

repræsentativt billede af sociale virksomheders opportunity identification. Undersøgelsen blev foretaget 

via en spørgeskemaundersøgelse blandt en lang række eksperter, og endte med at pege på en gruppe 

virksomheder der alle arbejder med ansættelse af persongrupper som historisk set har haft svært ved at 

finde plads på arbejdsmarkedet. De valgte virksomheder blev Grantoftegaard, Specialisterne, 

Telehandelshuset og TV-Glad. Igennem kvalitative interviews med iværksættere og direktører af 

virksomhederne, suppleret med sekundær datamateriale, er hver enkelt virksomheds processer i de fem 

faser blevet analyseret, sammen med en undersøgelse af iværksætternes funktioner til at påvirke faserne.  

Resultater af undersøgelser og analyse mundede ud i fire overordnet observationer: 
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1. Kun nogle processer i sociale virksomheders opportunity identification kan karakteriseres som 

værende ens, bl.a. hvilke af iværksætterens funktioner der er i spil i opdagelsesfasen, hvordan 

virksomhederne matcher ressourcer og markedsbehov og deres tilgang til en bæredygtig 

finansieringsmodel. 

2. Bedre muligheder for finansiering ville forbedre processen omkring tilblivelsen af 

finansieringsmodeller hos sociale virksomheder. 

3. Virksomheder der følger tilgangen om social innovation har højere social gennemslagskraft og er 

mere innovative. 

4. Iværksætterens besiddelse af funktioner er en forudsætning for at etablere en social virksomhed, og 

yderligere er specifikke funktioner påkrævet for at skabe sociale strukturforandringer. 

Til trods for at det ikke kunne fastslås præcist hvilke processer der foregår i opstartsfasen af en social 

virksomhed, er det blevet påvist, at nogle processer er gennemgående for sociale virksomheder. Ydermere 

kan det fastslås, at iværksætterens egenskaber har stor indflydelse på de processer virksomheden 

gennemgår og på virksomheden i sin helhed. 
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1. Introduction 
Is social entrepreneurship the rescue of the Danish welfare system? The think tank Mandag Morgen 

seems to be of that impression1. But what is social entrepreneurship, and how does it benefit the 

welfare system? When reading contemporary publications on the subject created by Danish authors 

such as Tanja Ellis, Palle Simonsen and Anette Kethler, they all state that the field of social 

entrepreneurship can be traced back to prior centuries where entrepreneurs unknowingly formed 

what in the last few decades have become known as social enterprises. The co-operative FDB was 

founded in 1844 promoting sustainable grocery shopping; everyone should have access to groceries, 

and the member shops were encouraged to be run in a socially responsible manner. Over the years 

the co-operative has expanded, and as part of their initiatives they now celebrate the best Danish 

social entrepreneurs at a yearly award ceremony hosted together with The Danish Centre for Social 

Economy (CSØ). CSØ is an independent interest organisation which represents social entrepreneurs 

and socio-economical businesses. Their definition of a social entrepreneur is an enterprise which 1) 

has a social, healthcare or environmental beneficial purpose, 2) sells products or services, 3) 

reinvests profit into enterprise and purpose and 4) is independent from the public sector2.  

It is of general perception that social enterprises often relieve the public sector by overtaking small 

niches and establishing profitable business within these niches to the benefitting; simply explained 

the public sector is relieved of responsibility and wage expenses, the new enterprise is adding to 

public finances through taxes, and in some cases, as in this study, enterprises remove unemployable 

people from welfare payments and put them into employment and taxable income. No one has 

completed the full equation yet, but there is a consensus between institutions and organisations 

affiliated with social entrepreneurship that there is money to be saved in public sector budgets when 

introducing social entrepreneurship. 

2. Problem statement 
There seems to be a common understanding that social entrepreneurship is a concept that is here to 

stay; the Danish translation ‘socialt iværksætteri’ has a Google hit rate of over 150.000 and in 

comparison, the Danish translation of entrepreneurship has 270.000. Admittedly, it would be a 

foolish observation to conclude that 55 % of all entrepreneurship is of a social origin, but the 

                                                           
1
 Morgendagens iværksættere 

2
 http://www.socialokonomi.dk/node/18 
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comparison proves that the field is present. It is difficult to find statements saying that social 

entrepreneurship has anything but a positive influence on social structures. The question also asked 

by others is: how do we expand the scope? In entrepreneurial theory academics have been very 

interested in how the individual entrepreneur recognises the opportunity which subsequently leads 

to development of an enterprise. I believe that the same interest should concern social enterprises.  

The aim of this thesis is to uncover how social enterprises are established and how they develop.  

Research question 

How do processes of opportunity identification present themselves in social 

enterprises and what effects do different processes have? 

Sub-question 

How do different entrepreneurial factors impact on processes of 

opportunity identification?  

 

In order to find processes of opportunity identification it is necessary to look at elements that impact 

opportunity identification. In this thesis opportunity identification includes the subordinated 

categories of opportunity recognition, development and evaluation. My scope is mainly to look at 

recognition and development. These two topics have been given very different attention by 

academics, who have almost exclusively studied opportunity recognition and the entrepreneurial 

functions that lead to this recognition. Opportunity development, which is seen as an automatic 

sequel to recognition in many publications, is a continuation of a process initiated by the recognition 

and, thus, also a reflection of the functions used by the entrepreneur. When referring to processes of 

opportunity identification, I will, in correspondence with theoretic framework, focus on the 

opportunity recognition part and the impacting functions, and then subsequently focus on how this 

reflects the following development of the enterprise. 

3. Methodology 
In this chapter I will present the method used to answer my research question. I will account for the 

choices made in my collection of primary data, secondary data and my choice of theoretical field and 

theoretical framework for my analysis. 
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I have been through a sequel of necessary steps before I could answer the research question. The 

methodology of each step will be explained in detail throughout this chapter. Step 1: Before being 

able to investigate the processes of opportunity identification in social enterprises, I had to find a 

way to identify which processes of opportunity identification exist in social enterprises. The chosen 

solution was to conduct case studies of a group of enterprises and through these studies identify the 

processes present. Step 2: Instead of handpicking enterprises I conducted a preliminary study that 

would give me an overview of possible cases. This segmentation resulted in five relevant cases. Step 

3: Once I started contacting my participants, the five cases quickly became four as the last enterprise 

rejected participation. I interviewed relevant staff from all four enterprises. Step 4: Is where my 

theoretical framework is chosen and, subsequently, the analysis is made. This step is chronologically 

spread over the other steps, but as part of a case study approach I have tried to comply with 

Eisenhardt’s (1989, p. 536) ideal “of no theory under consideration and no hypothesis to test”. 

Admittedly, I do not aim at building a new theory; I aim at using existing theories to establish my own 

framework within which I can answer my research question. Therefore, I have in an inductive 

approach conferred with theoretical texts before commencing the empirical study.  

3.1. Step 1: Getting started 

My initial thoughts were to investigate social enterprises and to find the special factor that made 

social enterprises different from the rest. I wanted to draw comparisons between Danish social 

enterprises and British social enterprises as I, in my preliminary readings, had found that social 

entrepreneurship in the UK was at a more advanced state. At this point I started researching 

different ways to investigate this intercultural match of social entrepreneurs and chose to study 

selected cases, as prescribed by Eisenhardt (1989). Eisenhardt presents an eight step “process of 

building theory from case study research” where extensive data collection of both quantitative and 

qualitative data is recommended. Due to the resources necessary to make this data collection, I 

delimited my study from the UK market and chose to focus on Danish social enterprises. Eisenhardt’s 

(1989) approach to case studies prescribes a mix of grounded theory and theoretical approach. She 

states that, “Case studies can be used to accomplish various aims: to provide description or to 

generate theory”. In this thesis I freely follow her ‘Process of Building Theory from Case Study 

Research’ (pp. 533-534). Furthermore, I aim at drawing conclusions which represent a broader array 

than the cases themselves and use the results to answer on the behalf of social enterprises in 

general.     
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3.2. Step 2: The preliminary study  

I started the process by allying myself with different stakeholders in the field to achieve an overview 

of the field of social entrepreneurship in Denmark. Besides the Center for CSR at CBS where my 

supervisor resides, I contacted Center for Socialøkonomi (CSØ), the Danish think tank, Mandag 

Morgen and Center for Social Innovation at RUC.  

3.2.1. The case selection 

I initially gathered the names on all social enterprises I could find in Denmark using the following 

definition presented by CSØ and also presented in the introduction of this thesis: A social enterprise’s 

characteristic are: 1) it has a social, healthcare or environmental purpose, 2) it sells services or 

products, 3) it reinvests profit into the enterprise and 4) it is independent of the public sector3. The 

complete list was produced by looking at network members at CSØ and consulting people within the 

field and through various networks. Hence, there is a risk that existing enterprises should have made 

the list, but did not. The list amounted to 53 enterprises which then went through the following 

three selection criteria that were added to the already prescribed definition of social enterprises, and 

the list was reduced to 21:  

The enterprise must have...  

� ...existed at least 18 months (defined by the date their registration number was activated) 

� ...a non-member based structure (which ruled out  the larger NGOs)  

� ...a direct contact to the social beneficial subject (no recruitment agencies, consultancy bureaus or 

CSR companies)  

The selection criteria have two functions: 1) to ensure that the enterprises in the survey are indeed 

social enterprises which are in direct contact with the beneficiaries and 2) to qualify the enterprises 

for the remainder of the study; for instance the processes of opportunity identification is very 

difficult to investigate in old well-established NGOs like The Red Cross which is why I, through the 

selection criteria, have chosen to exclude these from the study. 

3.2.2. The expert survey  

This survey was included in the thesis to add a more objective selection of the final case companies. 

In practice it means that I asked a board of experts for their subjective opinion on the 21 enterprises 

                                                           
3
 http://www.socialokonomi.dk/node/18 
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so that I could be more objective and make my selection of cases by analysing the rankings made by 

the experts.  

The board of experts initially consisted of 35 people who all have a link to social entrepreneurship in 

Denmark. Some are advisory board members and coaches at the Minor in Social Entrepreneurship 

and non-for-profit management at CBS, and others are advised through consulting with CSØ. Out of 

the 35 experts asked 28 answered the online survey.  

The survey asked the experts to rank the 21 social enterprises within three superior categories; 

innovation, impact and economy. Each of the categories consisted of two independent statements. 

The respondents were asked to which extent they agreed with the statement on a scale from 1 to 5. 

Before the six questions were answered the respondent had to answer whether the company was 

known or not, and the respondent would only answer the six questions if the company was already 

known, as displayed in figure 1. 

The questions were: 

Innovation: "The concept behind the company is (or was) new." 

“The company's concept has been used by other companies either national or 

international." 

Impact:  ”The company is successful in its social impact.” 

"The company has changed the sector it is working in." 

Economy: "The company earns income and does not solely rely on grants, donations or 

charities." 

"The company is economically successful." 
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Figure 1: P. 2 of the questionnaire answered by the board of experts 

Apart from creating an overview, the purpose of the preliminary study was to find high performers 

and low performers among the selected enterprises, which subsequently could be analysed with the 

function of displaying the differences in processes of opportunity identification between these 

categories of enterprises. The group turned out to be fairly homogenous, and the selection criteria of 

the final cases changed into a more qualitative approach. The results of the preliminary study will be 

presented in chapter 6 once the theoretical framework of the study is established. 

3.3. Step 3: Investigation of cases 

Based on the results of the preliminary survey I chose the following four enterprises: 
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Grantoftegaard is an organic farm located outside of Copenhagen which run numerous projects and 

employ people in all sort of wage benefit jobs to their projects.  

Specialisterne offers IT consulting by people with Autism and other forms of ASD.  

Telehandelshuset employs blind people to their telemarketing bureau. 

TV-Glad has given mentally challenged a voice through various media and initiatives. 

My data collection on the four chosen cases involved qualitative interviews of relevant staff, aimed 

at founder(s), current CEO and/or others involved in the start-up process. This was supplied by 

secondary data represented by educational business cases, live presentations and various books 

portraying the entrepreneurs and other published material, e.g. annual reports and business plans. 

The interviews were the most efficient way to obtain information on the entrepreneurs and their 

enterprises. I have interviewed the following people: 

- CEO and Founder, Marianne Stenkjær, Grantoftegaard 

- Production Manager and Founder, Rune Sørensen, Grantoftegaard 

- CEO, Henrik Thomsen, Specialisterne 

- CEO and Founder, Connie Hasemann, Telehandelshuset 

- Development assistant, Rasmus Duus, Telehandelshuset 

- CEO and Founder, Mikkel Holmbäck, TV-Glad 

- Innovative Director and Founder, Henrik Marentius, TV-Glad  

I was unable to interview the Founder of Specialisterne, Thorkil Sonne, due to a busy schedule, and 

the meeting that was set up was subsequently cancelled because of family relations. 

I conducted the interviews according to Kvale’s and Brinkmann’s (2008) prescriptions. The interviews 

were of a length between 50 and 75 minutes. The interview guide, which can be seen in appendix 1, 

inspired semi-structured, narrative interviews (Kvale and Brinkmann, 2008, p. 173) with a few main 

topics as obligatory. The answers to the main topics guided the rest of the interview. Due to the 

difference between cases, the subordinated questions where formulated in such a way that it gave 

respondents an opportunity to tell the complete story from initial idea to contemporary 

development. Certain questions, however, were repeated for each interview giving a solid reference 

for comparison. I have followed Kvale’s and Brinkmann’s (2008, p.122) “seven phases of an 



  
 
 
 

 

 
12 

 

interview” and additionally, as recommended, prepared the respondents for the interview by 

emailing material on the study prior to the interview. Furthermore, it should be noted that all 

quotations from the interviews have been translated from Danish into English using a direct 

translation approach. 

3.3.1. Making of the interview matrix 

Once the interviews were conducted and transcribed, I started making an interview matrix, also 

called an index of conceptual framework (Richie and Lewis, 2003, p. 220), by listing topics of interest 

and displaying the findings within each topic from each interview; see appendix 1. Having conducted 

semi-structured interviews, the conceptual framework varies from one interview to the next, and I 

therefore had to present a list that would cover all interviews and still create an overview, which did 

not succeed the first time. After having consulted the theoretical framework once more, I finally had 

an organised list covering over 40 topics of relevance to the analysis.  

3.4. Step 4: Theoretic framework 

I use entrepreneurial theory because academics who write about social entrepreneurship (Dees and 

Anderson, 2006; Murphy and Coombs, 2008; Alvord et al., 2004) frequently refer to entrepreneurial 

theorists like Schumpeter, Kirzner, Shane and Venkataraman in their explanations of the field. The 

two fields are closely related, though Dees and Anderson (2006, p. 40) argue that social 

entrepreneurship yet has to develop into an independent field of theory. Murphy and Coombs (2008) 

argue that there is so much more to social entrepreneurship than entrepreneurship. They do, 

however, call for additional research before the ‘more’ can be found. The two schools presented by 

Dees and Anderson (2003) are social enterprise, which is closely related to original entrepreneurial 

framework, and social innovation which can be related to the ‘more’ presented by Murphy and 

Coombs (2008). The entrepreneurial theoretical field has been inspired by several other fields (Low 

and MacMillan, 1988) and can therefore be applied to several genres of analysis, including both 

schools presented by Dees and Anderson.  

As further explained in chapter 5, I will select my own theoretical framework deduced from existing 

material. I have chosen Ardichvili et al.’s (2003) model of opportunity identification as the foundation 

of my study. The elements in the model are revised with the use of relevant theorists resulting in 

minor alterations in the framework which I will apply in my analysis. The process of selection and 

delimitation is further described in the chapter. 
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3.5. Delimitation 

I have found the need to delimit this study from various elements due to a lack of resources and/or 

pages to present the findings on. 

- My initial thought was to make a comparative market study between social entrepreneurs in 

Denmark and the UK; however, I came to find that the differences within the field are too big to 

expect useful results from the conduction of a simple comparative analysis. The UK has developed 

social entrepreneurship as an independent field; the entrepreneurs can establish social enterprises 

under a particular business type that “offers a number of benefits, including significant tax reliefs”4 

and other more advanced initiatives. In Denmark social entrepreneurship has become a more used 

term in public discussions, though political initiatives are still needed to make it comparable to UK 

standards5. Due to the level of difference I found it difficult to make an intercultural comparison of 

social entrepreneurship in the two countries and decided to focus on Denmark. Should this subject 

be uncovered it would require a separate thesis or a larger research project. 

- I have throughout the establishment of my theoretical framework been forced to delimit myself from 

areas within the theoretical field of entrepreneurship. These delimitations are presented in chapter 5 

as the framework is built. 

3.6. Biases 

During my empirical data collection I have observed possible biases which are described here: 

- A complete list of social enterprises in Denmark is yet to be made and when portrayed, the number 

of social enterprises is often unrealistically high because every little organisation is included. Mandag 

Morgen counts 45.000 socio-economic enterprises or organisations6; however, I only found 53 that 

matched the definition given by CSØ. I chose to produce the list of social enterprises used in the 

preliminary study from membership lists at CSØ with their definition and my own selection criteria in 

mind, and subsequently had relevant people adding any enterprises left out. This approach leaves 

room for missed social enterprises; however, as I hand in this thesis I have not found enterprises that 

could be added. 

                                                           
4
 Official UK government description of a social enterprise from 

http://www.businesslink.gov.uk/bdotg/action/layer?topicId=1077475650 
5
 Mandag Morgen: Velfærdens iværksættere 

6
 Ibid. 
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- Questions 2 and 4 in the preliminary study had a noticeable higher number of respondents who 

answered: ”Don’t know”, which can lead to two different assumptions: 1) The question itself was 

vaguely formulated or 2) the knowledge within these two fields is in general low. As I do not include 

the results of the two questions in my analysis, the bias does not have any actual influence. 

- I selected five cases to work with, which were reduced to four. In her theoretical framework 

Eisenhardt (1989) recommends that case studies are made on six representative cases. The bias is 

that the data collected is insufficient to give an, according to Eisenhardt (1989), completely 

representative picture; however, my criteria restricted a higher number of case selections. I chose to 

have fewer cases that all fulfilled the criteria instead of more cases that partially failed to meet the 

criteria.   

- I could have obtained more valid empirical data if I had conducted interviews with sources not 

employed by the enterprises, e.g. former colleagues or broken partnerships. The possibility of 

interviewing these types of people has not presented itself in any of the cases, probably because 

enterprises rarely inform of such relations voluntarily. I have chosen to use my resources on the 

material from already conducted interviews instead of pursuing these relations. The reason for this 

choice is partially because I feel that the respondents provided genuine information about the 

enterprise. In one case I was even asked to switch off the dichtaphone if I wanted information, which 

I did. This adds to the experience that I can convey an earnest presentation of the cases. If I had 

included these types of respondents, another bias may have presented itself in the nature of 

personal relations to an enterprise of which the respondents no longer are affiliated with. 

4. Theoretical framework 
In this chapter I present the theoretic framework used in this study. Initially, I give a brief 

introduction to the field of entrepreneurial opportunities, followed by a more in-depth presentation 

of opportunity identification and the three subordinated steps; opportunity recognition, opportunity 

development and opportunity evaluation. In relation I present the theoretical framework of 

entrepreneurial functions that influence opportunity identification; personal traits, social networks, 

prior knowledge. Finally, I introduce the partially established theoretical field of social 

entrepreneurship and conclude by combining the two fields in relations to the forthcoming analysis 

of the four cases. Because the field of entrepreneurship is influenced by many other theoretical 

fields, such as management, economy, psychology, I will repeatedly delimit myself throughout the 

chapter. Though it may appear I am leaving out important elements to the field, I have been forces to 
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narrowly select the theoretical framework that will be applied in the analysis to answer what 

processes of opportunity identification are present in social enterprises.  

4.1. Entrepreneurial opportunities 

Low and MacMillan (1988) write in their review of the entrepreneurial theoretical framework that 

“Entrepreneurship is a multifaceted phenomenon that cuts across many disciplinary boundaries.” It is 

this multifaceted phenomenon I try to uncover in this chapter. Low and MacMillan continue their 

statement by introducing some of the definitions of entrepreneurship by referring to the two 

Austrians, Schumpeter (1934) and Kirzner (1973) who are both frequently quoted when explaining 

entrepreneurial opportunities; you refer to either the Schumpeterian view or the Kirznerian view. It 

is within these two views that most of the theorists used in this study have their foundation. To 

understand the basic disagreement between the views, I present a short description of them 

referring to the works of Shane and Venkataraman (2000), Shane (2003) and de Jong and Marsili 

(2010). The two different views are described as follows:  

In the Schumpeterian view the entrepreneur is the one who initiates changes in the economy by 

applying opportunities found. These opportunities are created from shifts in technology, politics, 

regulations, macro-economic factors and social trends. The entrepreneur manages to combine the 

resources into new more valuable forms than those already existing and sell the output in the hope 

of generating profit (Schumpeter, 1934; Shane, 2003; de Jong and Marsili, 2010). In the Kirznerian 

view something new is not a condition for an opportunity, rather, the entrepreneur is someone who 

benefits from asymmetries in the market and who can create economical benefits from new 

constellations of resources in existing markets. The opportunity is perceived as being imperfect 

knowledge of market participants, and thus, to perceive an opportunity, it requires different access 

to existing information and the will to optimise the opportunity using this information (Kirzner, 1974; 

Shane, 2003; de Jong and Marsili, 2010). 

De Jong and Marsili (2010) present five contradictory dimensions which display the differences 

between the Schumpeterian view and the Kirznerian view: 1) innovation/arbitrage; 2) 

disequlibrium/equilibrium; 3) creation/discovery; 4) rare/common and 5) requires new 

information/no new information. I will not go into detail on all five, but briefly elaborate on 

dimension 1, 2 and 5 as they are particularly useful in the later analysis. 1) In short, the 

Schumpeterian opportunities are often more innovative and distinguish themselves from existing 
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knowledge, and the Kirznerian opportunities are likely to be arbitrations of existing developments 

and thus, possibly less innovative. 2) The focus on new-to-market concept in the Schumpeterian view 

contains a disequilibrating force, where the Kirznerian focus of maximising output of existing 

developments leads to an equilibration of the given market. 5) In the fifth dimension de Jong and 

Marsili (2010) again refer to Shane’s (2003) observations explaining that Kirznerian opportunities do 

not need new information, only a new access to existing information that induces an opportunity to 

equilibrate a market, e.g. through an arbitration of existing development. As earlier presented, de 

Jong and Marsili (2010) state that the Schumpeterian view of new information is not solely 

technologically advances, but also new information that derives from macro-economic changes etc. 

In the cases later presented all four enterprises employ people who are rarely on the labour market. 

All four cases have used new information to employ these people; however, it has been done in 

different manners. Among their findings de Jong and Marsili present proficiencies more often found 

in the entrepreneurs who (unknowingly) follow the Schumpeterian view according to the five 

dimensions. Here are a few relevant proficiencies found in those so-called Schumpeterian 

enterprises: 1) they are more innovative, 2) they have a higher risk taking propensity, 3) they are 

ambitious to grow fast and 4) they have a strategic focus. 

4.2. Opportunity identification 

Having established the scope of these two respected theorists within the field of entrepreneurship, I 

now advance to more contemporary observations. In their paper from 2000 Shane and 

Venkataraman argue that, “To have entrepreneurship, you must have entrepreneurial opportunities. 

Entrepreneurial opportunities are those situations in which new product or services, raw material 

and organising methods can be introduced and sold at greater than cost of production” (Shane and 

Venkataraman, 2000, p. 218; Casson, 1982). They also present the view that perception of an 

opportunity is a subjective process; the opportunity is always present, but it takes an individual to 

recognise it. Subsequently, they ask, “Why do some people and not other discover particular 

entrepreneurial opportunities?” and answer by pointing towards two functions of influence: 

possession of prior knowledge and the cognitive knowledge necessary to value it. Later, more 

functions have been added, e.g. Ardichvili et al. (2003) present a model that adds personal traits of 

the entrepreneur and social networks, both of which cover more sub-functions relevant to the 

entrepreneur; see figure 2. Shane and Venkataraman (2000) state that not all discovered 

opportunities are exploited, or developed to use the choice of word decided for this study. I will not 
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investigate what the motive for development is, but rather how the opportunity is developed and 

what entrepreneurial functions are used to recognise and develop the opportunity. Finally, Shane 

and Venkataraman (2000) explain that institutional arrangements also influence entrepreneurs, e.g. 

hierarchical position in an existing firm or market dynamics within the field. I will also delimit this 

thesis from the institutional field of theory as all four cases are based on fairly new start-ups and I do 

not investigate market structures, but solely focus on the opportunity identification. 

 

Figur 2: Ardichvili et al.'s (2003) model of opportunity identification 

Ardichvili et al. (2003) cite one of Shane’s (2000) propositions: “People can and will discover 

entrepreneurial opportunities without actively searching for them”, and hereby go against several 

theorists, e.g. Stiglitz (1994) who argues that opportunities come through search, which is also why 

this function is omitted from their model. It is explained that “opportunity, by definition, is unknown 

until discovered; and one cannot search for something that one does not know exists” (Shane, 2000; 

Kaish and Gilad, 1991). Shane (2000) elaborates that opportunities are not found in search, but 

discovered in a process where the entrepreneur recognises the value that new information adds. 

Many others have also given their view on the functions behind opportunity identification. To quote 

Vaghely and Julien (2008, p. 74): “According to Shane (2000) opportunities are discovered; Baron 

(2004; 2006) says they are recognised; they are enacted through retrospective sensemaking 

according to Gardner et al. (2003); socially constructed say Sarason et al. (2005)”. Through their 

studies Vaghely and Julien (2008) find that “entrepreneurs discover and enact opportunities” just as 

Shane (2000) prescribed. The many different approaches and views on opportunity identification are 
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understanding, whereas the others include it in the ‘development of business concept’. The first two 

phases are under the category of opportunity regocnition, and the three later under opportunity 

development. Perception is, as explained by Shane (2000), often something that goes unnoticed and 

can lie dormant for a period of time before the dicovery of an opportunity is made. Between phase 

one and two, Archivili et al. (2003) discribe a transistion that: ”…allows the entrepreneur to move 

away from analysing what is to a discussion of what is possible.” From second to third phase the 

recognition is reacted on, and a juxtaposition of market needs and applied resources are made. Now 

the development of the business model is underway; a development that Ardichvili et al. (2003, p. 

109) compare to the development of a new product. The economical scope of the opportunity is 

developed in phase four, and in phase five a full business plan is operational. In the cases later 

presented I have found that an enterprise can be formed before the completion of phase five; in fact, 

it can happen anywhere between phases three and five, which are categorised as the opportunity 

development. I will not explicate the role of the evaluation further than to categorise it is an ongoing 

process which happens more or less actively in all processes as earlier mentioned. 

4.3. Entrepreneurial functions 

The left part of Ardichvili et al.’s model refers to the entrepreneurial functions that influence 

opportunity identification. Most theorist (e.g. Pech and Cameron, 2006; Vaghely and Julien, 2008; 

Mahnke et al., 2007) exclusively connect the functions to the opportunity regocnition in a search to 

uncover what it is that triggers an entrepreneurs recognition of an opportunity. I investigate the 

entrepreneurial functions of social networks, prior knowledge and personal traits, which affect 

opportunity recognition; however, I delimit this thesis from the related fields of information 

processing functions and cognitive psychology and its paradigms, due to limited space in the report 

and resources in the conduction of the empirical study as it would require more of both to include 

these fields. This results in an approach where I investigate how the entrepreneurial functions 

influence the process of opportunity identification, but not the specific cognitive processes that lie 

behind the functions. 

Ardichvili et al. (2003) argue that the three functions mentioned above are what affect 

Entrepreneurial Alertness, a term, first presented by Kirzner (1973), which refers to the propensity 

that an entrepreneur has to recognise an opportunity in any given situation. They further state that, 

“In keeping with several authors, it is claimed that personality characteristics and the environment 

interact to create conditions that foster higher entrepreneurial alertness”. The three functions cover 
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a wide variety of empirical studies and theories on how entrepreneurial alertness is affected, which I 

uncover in the next paragraphs. I will, however, only select sub-functions for each function that have 

been empirically proved and are relevant for the later analysis. 

4.3.1. Prior knowledge 

“Shane (1999) postulates that entrepreneurs will discover opportunities because prior knowledge 

triggers recognition of the value of new information” (Ardichvili et al., 2003). Vaghely and Julien 

(2010) refer to the proximity of information as a prerequisite of acquiring new knowledge, and many 

more have presented their views on how to categorise prior knowledge and its influence on 

opportunity recognition. Ardichvili et al., (2003) refer to Sigrist’s (1999) categorisation of the field. On 

the basis of studies she presents two domains of prior knowledge; Domain 1 is the special interest 

that comes through fascination of a field, which often leads to autodidact learning and a more 

proactive approach and Domain 2 is the knowledge acquired at previous jobs and is often linked with 

a more rational approach to information gathering. Over time it is normal for the two domains to be 

integrated, and this integration often leads to recognition of new opportunities. 

4.3.2. Personal traits 

Shaver and Shane conclude on characteristics of entrepreneurs in their article “Person, Process, 

Choice” (1991) that, “Through the years, more and more personological characteristics have been 

discarded, debunked, or at the very least found to have been measured ineffectively.” Ardichvili et 

al., (2003), however, claim that two personality traits have been proven to relate to successful 

opportunity recognition; optimism and creativity, which are also the two traits I will use in my 

analysis. It is argued that optimism in the sense of higher self-efficacy leads to a higher propensity to 

see opportunities than threats. Ardichvili et al. (2003) note that creativity is perceived by some 

academics as equal to entrepreneurship, and when asked, entrepreneurs deem themselves creative. 

Moreover, they often set aside time to be creative, in the sense of being innovative, and develop on 

ideas or concepts. 

4.3.3. Social network 

According to Ardichvili et al. (2003), the social network of an entrepreneur is where the 

entrepreneur’s prior knowledge and personal traits are linked to entrepreneurial alertness. De 

Koning (1999) presented a framework where the entrepreneur is relying on information gathering, 

thinking through talking and resource assessing, all of three actions happen through interaction with 

a network of people. Granovetter (1973) argues that a network of weak ties is more useful than a 
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network of inner circle relations; i.e. the chances of getting more diverse information from casual 

acquaintances and distant connections is better than if consulting close friends and family. De Koning 

(1999) also presents the influence of partnerships and action sets in start-ups; however, these can be 

seen more as external influences on the entrepreneurship than actual functions of the entrepreneur, 

which is why I, in my analysis, have chosen to focus on the presence of weak ties and inner circle 

network in relation to opportunity recognition. 

4.4. Framework 

In this chapter I have tried to reduce a large theoretical field into a framework that I find relevant to 

the analysis of the four cases. The result has been reached through a combination of various 

theorists, but I have used Ardichvili et al.’s model as a foundation to build my framework from. The 

five phases presented in figure 3 will be used to find which processes of opportunity identification 

are present in the chosen social enterprises. I therefore also delimit myself from investigating 

anything process that is not related to the 5 phases of opportunity identification e.g. market and 

company analysis though they could be used to explain much about the enterprise’s development. 

The entrepreneurial functions and sub-functions that I have chosen to investigate, in relations to 

their impact on opportunity development, are: 

• Prior knowledge 

o Special interest  

o Work related knowledge 

• Personal traits 

o Optimism 

o Creativity 

• Social Networks 

o Weak ties 

o Inner circle 

I will use these functions to analyse the entrepreneurs behind each of the four cases and investigate 

the relationships between functions and processes of opportunity identification. I have thus, 

delimited this study from looking at purposeful search vs. discovery, all forms of personal traits apart 

from optimism and creativity and the psychological cognitive field which have been used to explain 

what happens when an entrepreneur gets an idea and starts to develop that idea. 
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5. Social entrepreneurship  
Murphy and Coombs (2009) describe in their work how social entrepreneurial discovery originates 

from entrepreneurial theory, and they define social entrepreneurship, not as entrepreneurship which 

is, “recognition of an emergence of circumstances allowing potential introduction of new goods, 

services, raw materials, markets, and/or means-ends relations into a market system as an organised 

venture intended to generate economic value” but add social and environmental aspects: “to 

generate social economic, and/or environmental value.“ They further state that, “research and 

theory that explicitly emphasises the distinct aspects of social entrepreneurship will add unique 

heuristic value to the area of entrepreneurial research.” The reality, however, is that “social 

entrepreneurship is still in its infancy” (Dees and Anderson, 2006, p. 39). Dees and Anderson (2006) 

argue that “the best way of framing this new field lies at the intersection of the two dominant 

schools of practice and thought: the Social Enterprise School and the Social Innovation School.” The 

first of the two schools focuses on earning an income and running an enterprise with a social mission 

of any degree. The other one focuses on meeting needs and address social problems in a new and 

better way. 

These differences in approach are examples of the lack of framework around social 

entrepreneurship; the field has not been properly developed which both sets of authors agree on. I 

will not try to uncover the contemporary state of social entrepreneurship, but rather choose 

observations that go in line with the entrepreneurial framework that I have presented above, and 

which can be used to explain processes and functions which may be special to social entrepreneurs. 

Murphy and Coombs (2009, p. 330) argue that, “social purpose or cause is at least as important [to 

the social entrepreneur] as satisfaction of future costumers” and “opportunities often represent and 

involve a large class of people or a community”, unlike traditional entrepreneurships which are only 

formed to enrich a few stakeholders. Alvord et al. (2004) conducted an empirical study on social 

entrepreneurs and have found that they have “the capacity to work with and build bridges among 

very diverse stakeholders.” This can be linked closely to entrepreneurial theory on weak ties in social 

networks and is supported by the above statement on how social entrepreneurs often involve larger 

groups. 

Dees’ and Anderson’s (2006) presentation of the two schools also implies that certain characteristics 

are more predominant in each of the schools. They state that according to the social innovation 

school, “Social entrepreneurs are individuals who reform or revolutionise the patterns of producing 
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social value, shifting resources into areas of higher yield for society” and 

“They innovate new welfare services and new ways of delivering existing 

services” (pp. 44-45). The social enterprise school has two origins: 1) Non-

profits search for new ways of funding and 2) Business executives’ desire to 

address unmet needs in the society, which could be seen as new business 

opportunities. In short, Dees’ and Anderson’s descriptions can be compared 

to Schumpeter’s suggestion of a disequilibrating force that alters the scope 

of the field in question, concerning the social innovation school and 

Kirzner’s arbitrage approach which focuses on the profit-making of the 

enterprise, concerning the social enterprise school. 

6. From theory and empirical data to analysis  
In this chapter I prepare for the following analysis by presenting the results 

of the preliminary study and explain how the cases for the study were 

selected. Furthermore, I give an introduction to the presentations of the 

cases and how the theoretical framework has been applied in the analysis. 

I stated earlier that I wished to conduct a case study of Danish social 

entrepreneurs and use it as a representation for social entrepreneurs at 

large. The 53 enterprises in figure 4 are all referred to as social 

entrepreneurs in some form. The enterprises marked in red are the ones 

that failed to meet the three selection criteria: the enterprise 1) must have 

existed at least 18 months (defined by the date their registration number 

was activated), 2) must have a non-member based structure (which rules 

out the larger NGOs) and 3) must have a direct contact to the social 

beneficial subject (no recruitment agencies, consultancy bureaus or CSR 

companies). The remaining 21 enterprise were all included in the expert 

survey; however, the ones marked in black were only known by less than 

1/3 of the experts, and as a result their ratings from the survey were 

deemed unusable. The results of the remaining 12 enterprises, marked in 

green, have been analysed, and they scored accordingly on a scale from 1 

to 5: 

Alka

Allehånde

Amiiko

Baisikeli

Bangura Bags

BRFkredit

Cre8toU

FDB

Folkekirkens Nødhjælp

Fonden Mariehjemmene

fødevareBanken

Gaia trade nordic

Gallo

Ghetto Gourmet

Givrum.nu

Glad design

Grantoftegaard

Gældskompagniet

Hang Out

Hold Danmark rent

Huset Venture

IBIS

Just Business

KlarKurs

Kringelbakken

Kulturgyngen

Living words

Livsværkstederne

Media-now.dk

Merkur

Muhabet

Muskelsvindfonden / Grøn 

koncert

MyC4

Natteravnene

Oddmanin

Oikos

Omboldt 

Pilot Film

PostArt

Props and pearls

Proremus

Red barnet

Roskilde festivalen

Røde Kors

Sidegadeprojektet

Sjakket

Solibus

Soupanatural

Specialisterne

Telehandelshuset

TV-Glad

VIAid

WorldPerfect

Figur 4: List of social 

entrepreneurs in Denmark 
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I primarily wanted to investigate innovativeness and social impact of the enterprises. The other 

questions were asked to provide additional information in order to find possible noteworthy 

differences, segregations and/or similarities. In the two primary rankings the group of enterprises is 

fairly homogenous, and in the other four categories no significant results are found, which in turn 

means that I have to change my scope of analysing high and low performers. The graph below, which 

displays the two primary interests in the preliminary study, shows that all 12 enterprises, with one 

exception in fødevareBanken, are scoring higher than a grade of 3 in both innovativeness (vertical) 

and social impact (horizontal). Specialisterne, TV-Glad and Baisikeli have separated themselves as the 

top performers; however, the rest have little difference in grading. By changing the scope, I started 

looking at the nature of the enterprises instead of the rankings. 

1 Specialisterne 4,67

2 TV-Glad 4,50

3 Baisikeli 4,45

4 Allehånde 3,78

5 Grantoftegaard 3,57

6 Merkur 3,55

7 Grøn Koncert 3,48

8 Roskildefestivalen 3,42

9 MyC4 3,24

10 Oikos 3,18

11 Telehandelshuset 3,18

12 fødevareBanken 2,83

Q1: Innovativeness

1 Oikos 4,22

2 Roskildefestivalen 4,20

3 Specialisterne 4,06

4 fødevareBanken 3,86

5 TV-Glad 3,86

6 Grøn Koncert 3,71

7 MyC4 3,67

8 Merkur 3,65

9 Grantoftegaard 3,50

10 Telehandelshuset 3,50

11 Allehånde 3,00

12 Baisikeli 3,00

Q2: Trendsetter

1 TV-Glad 4,56

2 Specialisterne 4,52

3 Baisikeli 4,28

4 fødevareBanken 4,25

5 Oikos 4,14

6 Allehånde 4,06

7 Grantoftegaard 4,00

8 Grøn Koncert 4,00

9 Merkur 3,95

10 Telehandelshuset 3,90

11 Roskildefestivalen 3,83

12 MyC4 3,53

Q3: Social impact

1 Roskildefestivalen 4,00

2 Grøn Koncert 3,74

3 Specialisterne 3,65

4 TV-Glad 3,29

5 fødevareBanken 2,89

6 Merkur 2,81

7 Oikos 2,80

8 MyC4 2,74

9 Baisikeli 2,65

10 Grantoftegaard 2,25

11 Telehandelshuset 2,00

12 Allehånde 1,87

Q4: Sectoral impact

1 Oikos 4,82

2 Merkur 4,73

3 Roskildefestivalen 4,64

4 Baisikeli 4,45

5 Allehånde 4,41

6 Specialisterne 4,32

7 MyC4 4,20

8 Grøn Koncert 4,00

9 Telehandelshuset 3,91

10 TV-Glad 3,64

11 Grantoftegaard 3,25

12 fødevareBanken 1,27

Q5: Earned income

1 Roskildefestivalen 4,43

2 Merkur 4,25

3 Grøn Koncert 4,07

4 TV-Glad 3,82

5 Oikos 3,75

6 Baisikeli 3,60

7 Specialisterne 3,35

8 Allehånde 3,18

9 Grantoftegaard 3,14

10 Telehandelshuset 2,83

11 MyC4 1,94

12 fødevareBanken 1,64

Q6: Economic success

Figur 5: Results of the expert survey 
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is established to give an insight into the context of the initial idea. Secondly, the findings of 

entrepreneurial functions are presented in the unchanging sequel of: prior knowledge, personal 

traits and social networks. Thirdly, the processes of opportunity identification are presented, or, to 

be precise, the timeline of the enterprise is presented in events that will eventually be deduced to 

processes in opportunity identification. 

Once each case and the findings made on the case are presented, I will start my cross analysis. The 

findings will be formulated concisely to fit into tables that will provide an overview of cases, which 

will be done for both findings on processes of opportunity identification and entrepreneurial 

functions. Subsequently, the cross analysis will commence. 

 

 

 

7. Case: Grantoftegaard 
- Eco-farming and much more in close proximity to Copenhagen 

 

The farm is located on the outskirts of Copenhagen, exactly where the closely populated city 

environment is replaced with more rural surroundings. Grantoftegaard is holder of 800 ha of land 

used for a wide variety of purposes. The land is scattered around the area and so are the different 

businesses which are run by this social enterprise. Besides the multi-purpose farming, focus is on 

environment improving initiatives involving different live stock that keeps weeds from taking over 

the scenery. These animals are also focal point of the ‘Ecological farm for everyone’-initiative where 

institutions as well as private persons are welcome to get an insight into the everyday life at a farm. 

The live stock end their days at Grantoftegaard on the shelves in the farm shop or are sold to the 

benefit of care homes in the vicinity. Furthermore, Grantoftegaard runs the local museum 

restaurant. All these initiatives are run by employees in all sorts of wage subsidy jobs supervised by 

professionals. Every time an initiative is started at Grantoftegaard, these job types are always 

thought into the equation; for every three employed, one is a wage subsidy job. Next to the farm 

house a vocational school has been installed prepping students of all ages for different relevant 
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exams. Moreover, the farm offers work experience for relevant educations and is often part of 

additional educational related offers presented in cooperation with 

vocational schools and colleges. 

7.1. The history 

It all started in the late 80’s. The municipality of Ballerup had bought 

all existing land plots inside the city border to secure urban 

development, and as the holding farmer of Grantoftegaard went 

bankrupt, the city council decided to dedicate the farm and its 20 ha 

*to employment initiatives. In 1991 Marianne Stenkjær and Rune 

Sørensen, both working with employment initiatives at city hall, were 

pushing to take over the farm and included it into their programmes 

with the purpose of turning it into an “Old McDonald-farm”, and they 

succeed; however, they do not just take over the 20 ha annexed to 

the farm, but all the plots owned by the city giving a total of 300 ha 

of ecological land covering the whole municipality. The public sector 

owned initiative launched and during the years it expanded. Towards 

the end of the millennium the farm had grown considerably, and 

interest groups started questioning whether it was legal for the 

municipality to run a farm; referring to competitive legislation. There 

was no doubt that the business constellation had to change, but 

how? 

In 2001 the farm was handed over to a privately owned business 

practicing fund with a board that could never hold a majority of 

municipality-appointed seats. Stenkjær was employed as CEO and 

Sørensen as Production Manager, and all assets were given over to the 

new fund. However, these assets were also to be used as start-up 

capital – or the loans that could be taken in them were. The existing 

initiatives kept running, and a few more has been added to the portfolio over the last decade 

together with a considerable amount of land. Grantoftegaard now covers 800 ha and is always on the 

lookout for new possible ways to create more work places for a part of the population that often 

finds it hard to find its feet in society. 

Key figures in DKK 

Revenue ’10:  20.4 m 

Revenue ’09:  20.7 m 

Surplus ’10:  33 k 

Surplus ’09:  62 k 

Equity: 14.0 m 

Company information 

Founded: 2001 

Founder(s): Marianne 

Stenkjær & Rune 

Sørensen (together with 

Ballerup municipality) 

CEO: Marianne Stenkjær 

Location: Ballerup 

Employees: 30 

Wage subsidy jobs: 33 % 

Company form: Foundation 
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Chosen questions: 

1. Can a social enterprise be profitable? 

“You cannot do it without making money. You need to handle it as 

any other business.” 

2. What are the future prospects of Grantoftegaard? 

”I would like it if we got a proper biogas facility. It would result in 

better results on our farming.” 

“I cannot see anything in the socio-political field, though we can 

expand lots of other places, and we always strive to create more 

workplaces.” 

“Delivering food to Københavns Madhus... We are thinking the idea, 

but I think that would require a completely new company...” 

3. Have you started initiatives that have proven to be challenging? 

“The restaurant - we did it after political pressure. It is too small, 

miserable facilities and no capital what so ever. That is hard to turn 

into a success.” 

“The farm shop isn’t running economically. However, there are 

people suffering if it closes...” 

7.2. The case analysis 

In the following chapter I present the findings that are made from 

individual interviews with the two entrepreneurs behind 

Grantoftegaard. The findings are presented in direct correlations to 

the theoretical framework earlier presented. Initially, the type of 

opportunity is presented, followed by entrepreneurial functions that 

influence opportunity identification, and ultimately, findings related 

to processes of opportunity identification are presented. At the end 

of the chapter I will conclude on the different processes of 

1991: 
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is founded by 

Ballerup 

municipality 

1993: Ballerup 
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and 
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first full 
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2003: 

Grantoftegaard 
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opportunity identification that I have found together with the functions influencing opportunity 

identification.  

Findings 

In these first paragraphs, after establishing the type of opportunity in the case, I investigate what has 

lead to activation of the entrepreneurial alertness resulting in a series of events from perception of 

an opportunity to the completion of a business plan.  

The business practicing foundation, Grantoftegaard, is somewhat different from the other cases as it 

derives from a public sector initiative and then later has been turned into a private organisation. I will 

look at both the critical periods: first, the founding of Grantoftegaard as a municipal work placement 

initiative in 1991, and secondly, the founding of the foundation in 2001. The two periods are 

different from each other in an entrepreneurial theoretical framework. As a publicly owned initiative 

the entrepreneurs go through the phases that precede the development of the opportunity; which 

has to do with opportunity recognition. The opportunity development in an entrepreneurial 

understanding does not start until the farm becomes privately owned and a business plan has to be 

developed.  

The type of opportunity that Stenkjær and Sørensen started out with was a value creation capability. 

There were a lot of unused resources that needed activation, both land plots and human capital. The 

market for what was produced and services provided was found as the initiative grew. 

Grantoftegaard is in constant movement; the industry they are in offers no other choice. The actions 

of the two entrepreneurs have several times proven them to be risk adverse and always open to new 

projects that fit into the business plan. Moreover, they are also looking into completely new business 

concepts, or as Stenkjær formulates it, “... then we are looking at a quantum leap and not just 

branching out, but we are thinking the thought.” As for the transition from perception to creation, 

which happened around 1991, I will in the following present proficiencies that have influenced the 

processes. 

To understand why they “... are thinking the thought” we have to look at the entrepreneurs; in this 

case the partnership of Stenkjær and Sørensen. When we look at their prior knowledge, they both 

have strong industry knowledge from their background at the municipality. Sørensen shows, as the 

craftsman of the two and his yearlong involvement with different interest groups, elements of a 

special interest towards the topic. Theorists claim that when the two domains are integrated, this is 
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when new opportunities can be discovered (Sigrist, 1999; Ardichvili et al., 2003). This further 

confirms observations made during the interviews where Sørensen constitutes the creative part of 

the duo and Stenkjær the rational and managing part.   

The creativity of Sørensen is quite obvious during the interview where he talks more about new 

solutions to exiting challenges than anything else. Stenkjær describes his personal traits as, 

“politically engaged in everything and always very enterprising”. He explains about the original 

initiative in 1991, “I made a proposal, together with some of the other departments; that I thought it 

a good idea if we established a farm. The city council agreed instantly.” 

When asked about their feelings towards the beneficiaries of 

Grantoftegaard’s social impact, both agree that they are an essential part of 

business. Business and work placement jobs are an integrated part of each 

other. Sørensen, however, comments that, “It is not always trouble-free. It 

would be ten times easier to have a normal functioning educated person 

doing the job.” During the interviews neither responds with personal reasons 

to have engaged in the project. Together with the history of how the 

enterprise was founded, their motives for starting are a bit obscure. 

Regardless of motives, both Sørensen and Stenkjær make use of their social networks and maintain 

their weak ties. Furthermore, everyone employed at the farm is encouraged to do so as well. During 

the founding period of Grantoftegaard action sets were used, among others lawyer Knud Foldshack 

was heard. It was still Stenkjær and Sørensen who were the catalysts behind the project, though they 

agree that the initiatives of both 1991 and 2001 could not have happened without political goodwill 

and the partnerships they made at city hall.   

The functions used to influence processes of opportunity identification were carried by the 

considerable amount of prior knowledge from earlier employment that both entrepreneurs 

possessed and their social networks at city hall. Furthermore, Sørensen’s creativity and interest in 

the topic was probably what led to the opportunity recognition. The opportunity development, 

however, does not begin before 2001, and any existing financial model or business model was 

directly adopted from earlier work placement projects and was not developed until later. Prior to 

2001 the entrepreneurial alertness was influenced by outside pressure, which was also the catalyst 

for a new threshold to be reached. An action set, including both Sørensen and Stenkjær, was trying 

to find a new model for Grantoftegaard, and in 2001 the opportunity development of a 10 year old 

“All companies should be forced 

to pay a permille of wages to a 

fund made to support 

organisations which employ wage 

subsidy jobbers or people on 

incapacity benefit. We could 

create a lot more of those work 

places if we received some extra 

funding.” 

- Rune Sørensen 
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opportunity began; financial models where developed, business models mapped out and a full 

business plan was formulated. Stenkjær notes about the first business plan that, “It was a huge thing. 

The first one was not finished until 2007.” Though Grantoftegaard was a well-established work place 

when becoming independent, they still met the same challenges as other new enterprises. They had 

to accumulate start-up capital (some was given), employ administrative personal and – as everyone 

else – they had to secure profit. When asked about the transition, Stenkjær tells, “It was all here 

from the start, it has just developed into something sustainable; it is the volume that has increased”, 

and Sørensen marks that, “It was nice to have the municipal budget as overdraft facility, but we had 

also managed without.” A typical product development at Grantoftegaard, which is also explanatory 

of the opportunity development that happened after 2001, goes, according to Stenkjær, in “... three 

tempi. 1) External counselling and preparation of new work places, 2) development of reports that 

make it possible to apply for funding and 3) employment of a supervisor that ensures professional 

work and then follows the wage subsidy jobs. We do not really apply for funding anymore – now we 

reinvest our own budget.” 

During the two interviews I have counted 13 comments or references to opportunity evaluation, 

mainly of the steps in the opportunity development, but also of how to recognise new opportunities 

related to the farm; it is for instance said about the transition, “What is possible as a private fund? 

What do we have and how can we use it? ...we still think those thoughts.” The majority of comments 

refer to product development which is essential because so many initiatives are running at 

Grantoftegaard. However, no evaluation of the social impact is mentioned; it is just an integrated 

part of the enterprise. The initiatives are mainly evaluated on economical sustainability. 

7.3. Sub-conclusion 

In the tables in chapter 11 I will present an overview of the above findings to give a summary of the 

processes undergone in the establishment of Grantoftegaard, and how opportunity identification has 

been influenced by the entrepreneurs themselves. 

The two entrepreneurs at Grantoftegaard have some relevant functions that influence the 

opportunity identification, and in having so, this partially proves the theoretical framework useful 

when studying which entrepreneurial functions are present in relation to opportunity identification. 

This course of opportunity identification has run in a different way than prescribed for most 

entrepreneurs because of municipal initiation; however, the sequence of development can easily be 

followed as prescribed in the 5 phases. 
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8. Case: Specialisterne 
- IT consultant bureau where 75 % of the staff consists of people with 

Asperger Syndrome and Autism Spectrum Disorders (ASD). 

 

The award-winning Danish enterprise is now starting to spread its 

wings and travel abroad. What was once started by the parent of a kid 

diagnosed with autism has now grown into a fund with the goal of 

achieving employment for 1 million people with ASD worldwide. When 

visiting their current domicile, located in one of many office blocs in a 

suburb to Copenhagen, you might as well be visiting any other 

company. Nothing – maybe apart from the name – gives away that 33 

consultants, who are diagnosed with a condition that automatically 

offers incapacity benefit from age 18, have their base here. The offices 

hold all three departments of the enterprise; the AEA where the 

aspiring consultants are assessed, the school that offers all courses 

relevant - and if they fall short of one or two courses, they find a way 

to offer it with other exiting institutions - and the business department 

that makes sure the contracts keep coming and that the work of the 

consultants is to the buyers’ satisfaction.  

Specialisterne works under an idea called the Dandelion model which 

is described by Henrik Thomsen, CEO of Specialisterne, as follows, 

”We take this dandelion, which stands in the green garden lawn, so 

now it is not as green as the neighbour’s. We then kill it... No! Instead 

we dig it up, nice and quiet, and move it to the kitchen garden, and 

now we have ourselves one of the best utility plants, which we grow 

Key figures in DKK 

Revenue ’10:  15.8 m 

Revenue ’09:  13.9 m 

Surplus ’10:  163 k 

Surplus ’09:  -2,982 k 

Equity: 2.7 m 

Company information 

Founded: 2004 

Founder(s): Thorkil Sonne 

CEO at Specialist People 

Foundation: Steen 

Thygesen 

CEO at Specialisterne: Henrik 

Thomsen 

Location: Ballerup 

Employees: 51 

Specialist jobs: 75 % 

Company form: Foundation 

(which also runs 

Specialisterne Aps.) 
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into perfection.” Behind this picture is a top professionally driven IT 

consultant bureau. The specialists test computer software, and 

among the costumers are some of the biggest companies in the 

world. The ability to perform repetitive tasks, which requires a high 

level of concentration and no error-making, suits the minds of these 

specialists very well. Thorkil Sonne, the founder, found that these 

very tasks seldom suited the developers behind the software and so 

these chores were often outsourced to countries where wage costs 

were lower, which also affected quality. Specialisterne found their 

niche here7. 

8.1. The history 

The story about Specialisterne is the story about an entrepreneur 

who wanted – and still wants – to change the world for people 

diagnosed with ASD. The initial initiative was started in Aarhus in 

2004 as Thorkil Sonne found people willing to cooperate here. Within 

a year an additional branch opened in Ballerup. Within half a decade 

he sold it all for 1 DKK to the Specialist People Foundation with 

himself as CEO8. In the meantime, both the foundation and the 

offices have undergone severe changes. There has been a series of 

substitutions at managing level; Sonne is a working Chairman of the 

board at the foundation, and capable resources have been found to 

fill out the other seats. The initial branch in Aarhus was cut loose 

from the enterprise and handed over to The Social Development 

Foundation (SUF) by the new CEO of Specialisterne, Henrik Thomsen 

as one of his first tasks in 2009.  

Last year the foundation hosted a world conference with great 

success. Many countries find the concept inspiring, and Thomsen 

explains that, “All the committed people were there. We just need to 

                                                           
7
 Austin, R, Wareham, J & Busquets, J, 2008: Specialisterne: Sense and detail. Harvard Business Case 

8
 Ketler, A & Theisen, C, 2010: pp. 117-125: Drivkraft 
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find the right model to hand over. That is what the foundation is working at right now.” 

Chosen questions: 

1. Can a social enterprise be profitable? 

“Not really. Not by being social. We are forced to have systems to 

work within and I always know exactly where every penny is.” 

2. What are the future prospects of Specialisterne? 

“We do not have a dream of making money. We have a dream of having a foundation that can 

function and communicate the knowledge and communicate the idea to others.” 

3. Have you started initiatives that have proven to be challenging? 

“Financing! If they [politicians] focused on giving us access to financing, we would explode. That is 

how much potential there is.” 

Outside of the interview Thomsen also describes his tough start as CEO where he had to segregate 

the Aarhus branch, an incident also explained by Sonne in a portrait made by Ketler and Theisen9. 

8.2. The case analysis 

In the following chapter I present the findings I have made on the Specialist People Foundation and 

Specialisterne. The findings derive 1) from an interview with CEO of Specialisterne, Henrik Thomsen, 

2) from a presentation made by Thokil Sonne from CSB Responsibility Day in September 2011, 3) 

from a Harvard Case developed by Robert Austin et al. (2008) made in cooperation with Sonne and 4) 

from a portrait made by Ketler and Theisen (2010) in their book, “Drivkraft”. I will use the same 

procedure as in the case of Grantoftegaard. 

Findings  

The type of opportunity perceived by Sonne was a value creation capability. As described in the 

Harvard Case (p. 3): “This remarkable child had reproduced the entire numbering scheme from 

memory, without a single error.” He perceived a unique resource that was not found in other human 

minds. In a strong contrast to the case of Grantoftegaard, Sonne had to rely on his own personal 

                                                           
9
 Ketler, A & Theisen, C, 2010: pp. 117-125: Drivkraft 
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traits, prior knowledge, motivation and social network to be sufficient to influence the process of 

opportunity identification in a positive manner. 

Thomsen explains how Sonne back in 1999, after he had to rethink his life due to the diagnosis of his 

third child, “... read a hell of an amount of books to find out what to do. However, he only found 

what he could not do.” Special interest in the topic is self-explanatory in Sonne’s case; he strived to 

find a future for his son. He also had knowledge from his work at a large telecommunications 

company, and in the Harvard case (p. 3) it is described, “that Sonne recognised many useful 

capabilities in this [his son’s] simple action... And they mapped well to the skills Sonne, in his 

personal life, looked for in certain employees, especially software and system testers.” The prior 

knowledge within the two domains put together made a perfect foundation to build upon. 

The findings in the data present a man whose biggest personal trait 

is his indefatigable optimism. To use a paragraph from the Harvard 

case: “He quit his job, gave up the career in which he had invested 

so much and instead turned to improving the lives of his son and 

others with autism...”, and it continues, ”The house was 

remortgaged to find start-up capital for the company.” Or as noted 

by the current CEO, Henrik Thomsen, “All the impossibilities were 

right there in front of him - that is not really Thorkil’s way of 

thinking.” The optimism is still present in the running of the 

enterprise where believing in each other’s capabilities is a cornerstone, and believing in continuous 

growth is a mean to help more people diagnosed with ASD. Earlier I described the interest in the 

topic as self-explanatory, so was the motivation for Sonne to start the company. The “hell of amount 

of books” which told him what could not be done and the prospect of his son having to receive 

incapacity benefit was enough to spark indignation towards the user system that exists in Denmark. 

Sonne himself explains: “To us, the future did not appear very promising for our child.”10 

Many types of social networks have been activated by Sonne for him to stand where he does now. 

He was chairman at the local Centre for Autism for a few years, and through weak ties here he found 

a partner that helped him start up in Aarhus. His first costumer was his old employer who trusted 

Sonne and the initiative, and once the business plan developed into something that could go abroad, 

Lars Henriksen, a retired Accenture Senior Partner, was recruited for the Specialisterne board of 

                                                           
10

 Ketler, A & Theisen, C, 2010: pp. 117-125: Drivkraft 

“Because of his experience we 

hired Johnny to run the school the 
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bigger” he said.”  

- Henrik Thomsen 
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directors. Currently, an ambassador corps is affiliated with Specialisterne counting several prominent 

personas, and in the words of Thomsen, “Network is 100% important. Many of us have been in the 

business in many years, we know everyone and try and act on every possibility.” 

Thorkil Sonne displays a wide array of the prescribed functions that lead to an enhanced chance for 

entrepreneurial alertness to exceed a threshold recognising a given opportunity. The initial 

perception of what is and what does this field contain was rummaging Sonne’s head when his son 

was diagnosed. As he discovered what was possible and found that a lot could be done, a creation of 

a concept was under way. This process lasts from when the diagnosis is given in 1999 and until he 

prior to 2004 finds a business partner. It is described by Ketler and Theisen (2010) how Sonne already 

in 2003 had a business model ready, “...unfortunately, he did not succeed in finding prospects that 

he could train and employ in the new enterprise.” However, once started, the activity accelerated 

possibly because Sonne has developed the opportunity prior to his breakthrough. With the legally 

enforced work assessment procedure (AEA), which pays assessor for each assessment, as economic 

foundation, he had already formulated how Specialisterne could find and educate the right prospects 

to do the job. He had buyers for the service and an extra income for doing the AEA. Moreover, the 

basic business plan was already formulated. Thomsen explains the simplistic way Sonne handled it at 

the very beginning of the development, “He simply made a business model and employed some 

people with autism.” This might be a slight exaggeration, but it shows that he was well prepared for 

the launch. Furthermore, it is described in the Harvard case how he, because of prior knowledge, 

knew, “...that testing was an area ripe for sub-contracting. He would propose to companies involved 

in development that they should sub-contract the aspects of testing that developers would be bad 

at.” Though Sonne was well prepared, many of the initial ideas had to be altered during the early 

stages of the enterprise. A pedagogic consultant and a teacher worked the assessments of the AEA 

department, and staffs were employed to handle the business aspect.  

Thomsen describes the development of the company as: “A common development. You have an 

entrepreneur, he gets a successor, and things are evaluated. You are once and again very innovative, 

and there are substitutions in the board; more capable people enter, and a new strategy is written, 

but you still do not really have a solid base.” The base Thomsen refers to is the economy of the 

enterprise, and that does not solidify before the Aarhus branch is segregated from the rest in 2009. 

The opportunity evaluation here presents a choice made by Specialisterne; to close one part and 

expand business elsewhere. At Specialisterne these choices have become more dominant since the 

employment of Thomsen who, in his own words, “...has analyses for everything.” At the foundation 
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choices of where to focus are constantly made on the back of evaluations of where the possibilities 

are most opportune.  

8.3. Sub-conclusion 

Thorkil Sonne is a true entrepreneur, who has been on a journey where his entrepreneurial functions 

have been tested and perhaps also provoked into existence. The course of development has run as 

prescribed by the applied theorists. He developed the opportunity in advance, and models were 

operational already before the launch of the enterprise. Over the seven years Specialisterne has 

displayed a good eye for development, mainly because of a thorough and analytic approach to 

evaluations of the organisation. 

 

9. Case: Telehandelshuset 
-On the phone blinds are more than adequate, which makes them the perfect phoners. 

 

The facilities of this telemarketing bureau are located right next to the local train station; it has to be 

easy to find if you are blind or partially sighted. The office facilities look like any other office; 

however, special software has been developed for the employees of this bureau to work their daily 

routines. Telehandelshuset is a living proof that you do not have to limit yourself just because you 

are blind or partially sighted. During the interview Connie Hasemann, CEO, boosts, “We have the only 

blind expert level user of Microsoft Office in Denmark. Imagine if you had to use Power Point 

blindfolded...” The software installed on the computers is necessary for the employees and is at this 

stage so developed that the result is often just as good as with normal users. Where the blind and 

partially sighted often out-skill the sighted is in their interaction over the phone. Their disadvantage 

is suddenly gone, and Hasemann describes how their interaction is often more focused and 

empathic; “...once they get on their headset, there are no distractions.” Telehandelshuset work in an 

industry with heavy competition and have as a result hereof been forced to position themselves in 

relations to the competitors. They have positioned themselves as a top of the market company with 

a clear-cut portfolio. Having worked in the industry for decades, Hasemann knows what a 

telemarketing bureau needs to offer and at what price: “A working hour is a working hour for which 

we take a fixed price. We do not provide ‘no cure - no pay’ offers or the like.” Among their costumers 
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Telehandelshuset can display several patients associations and other organisations, among which is 

second largest Danish political party, Socialdemokraterne. 

9.1. The history 

The enterprise was started in 1995 as a cooperative thought between 

Cooperative Idea Centre and Institute for the Blind and Partially 

Sighted, in the latter Connie Hasemann had her daily life. Initially, it 

started as a project offering blind people education, and the company 

was then used to take students into work experience. The first couple 

of years the enterprise consisted of nothing more than a registration 

number; no activity at all. The first employee was hired in 1997, and as 

the cooperative behind the enterprise was involved in different EU 

projects, the activity in Telehandelshuset also grew, though at a very 

low rate. In 2008 a large EU project was finished, and by then the 

enterprise had grown considerably due to the involvement in the 

project, and it was decided to continue the work in a professional 

manner. The lease of the building was overtaken, and more employees 

were hired. Both the educational branch of the enterprise and the 

telemarketing branch still exist as two separate entities of the 

company, though they have switched purpose. Development assistant, 

Rasmus Duus, formulates it like so: “In the beginning the education 

was in focus and the bureau was used to supplement it, now the 

bureau is in focus and the education is used as a supplement.”  

Chosen questions: 

1. Can a social enterprise be profitable? 

“Well... We can.” 

2. What are the future prospects of Telehandelshuset? 

”We are always thinking development; however, I do not want to reveal too much at the moment as 

we are currently working on something but no one knows yet.”  

Company information 

Founded: 1995 

Founder(s): Connie 

Hasemann (together with 

Co-operative Idea Centre 

and Institute for the Blind 

and Partially Sighted) 

CEO: Connie Hasemann 

Location: Høje Taastrup 

Employees: 14 

Blind or partially sighted in 

jobs: 65 %  

Company form: S.m.b.a. 

Key figures in DKK 

Revenue ’10:  3,0 m 

Revenue ’09:  3,4 m 

Surplus ’10:  -60 k 

Surplus ’09:  353 k 

Equity: 2,3 m 
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“You could see a third branch [besides education and bureau] as long as it 

relates to our field of expertise.” 

3. Have you started initiatives that have proven to be challenging? 

“Not really. However, sometimes there is a lack of economical 

understanding – meaning the importance of earning money. You have to 

measure everything and be effective.” 

9.2. The case analysis 

In the following chapter I will present the findings I have made on 

Telehandelshuset. The findings derive from interviews with CEO and 

Founder of Telehandelshuset, Connie Hasemann and Communication and 

Development Assistant, Rasmus Duus. I will use the same procedure as in 

the previous cases. 

Findings 

The type of opportunity found by Connie Hasemann, The Institute of the 

Blind and Partially Sighted and Cooperative Idea Centre was a value 

creation capability. They were aware that this minority had difficulties 

fitting into normal workplaces, but that they at the same time had many 

of the same prerequisites to possess positions held by seeing people. 

During her work at the institute Connie came to discover something 

about blind people that she explains, “On the phone they are strong; they 

listen better, they are present, they love to talk to people and they 

cannot run around the office and get distracted. I compare us a bit to 

Specialisterne; they also turn a disadvantage to an advantage.” 

There is no doubt that Hasemann’s prior knowledge is what has made 

this project possible. Earlier she managed a telemarketing bureau, and 

before starting Telehandelshuset, she worked as a consultant at The 

Institute for the Blind and Partially Sighted teaching in telemarketing. At 

the institute she was involved in developing the education for blind and 

partially sighted making her well informed about the telemarketing 
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industry and how to educate and work with blind people. In her own words, she has, ”Worked in the 

industry for 20 years and knows a lot about it... My understanding of it all is what has made me 

succeed.” During the interview Hasemann does not express any prior knowledge obtained through a 

significant special interest apart from mentioning, “...that it is nice to help people with a disability 

into employment”. 

Telehandelshuset is in no rush to grow. They know that what they 

have works, and “...if you flush out all the water at once, you do not 

have anything left and have to start all over.” Duus supplements this 

comment by stating, “We cannot develop too rapidly. If we do, 

people are not following, and we need that for this to be a success.” 

The lacking optimism about expanding can be seen as a symptom of 

a relatively young enterprise’s need to consolidate itself. The 

creativity of the entrepreneur is limited, and the personal traits of 

Hasemann are, in a classical theoretical way of thinking about entrepreneurial traits, just adequate. 

However, this more performance focused way of approaching entrepreneurship, which can be 

compared to the way Henrik Thomsen runs Specialisterne, has lead to a healthy enterprise. 

Duus explains, “...it is surprisingly rare that we refer to ourselves as a social enterprise – we just refer 

to ourselves as an enterprise”, and Hasemann states, “We are just proud to be able to run a 

business.” The motivation behind this enterprise can in the light of these comments be interpreted 

as eagerness to run a business and not a greater vision of changing the employability of blind and 

partially sighted. The enterprise is a way to comply with an existing need to educate the target group, 

and the creation of a platform that could be used to enter in different programs of both national and 

international character. The partnership between Cooperative Idea Centre and The Institute of the 

Blind and Partially Sighted is definitely what made the project possible, enforced by the weak ties of 

Hasemann’s social networks. 

The opportunity recognition that led to Telehandelshuset has been perceived and developed as part 

of the work done by Institute of the Blind and Partially Sighted a long time prior to the thought of the 

enterprise. The creation of a concept that could offer value started as an educational offer to blind 

people. After the education was completed, the value that the person had was then utilised by other 

companies where he or she was employed. Hasemann explains: “Everything starts with a thought 

and then an idea, and if anyone starts to blow at the fire it grows, and it developed into what it is 

“If you come by any given 

evening, you might see a blind 

person supervise a group of six 

seeing people – and it is the blind 

person who closes down and draw 

statistics for the day. How cool is 

that?!” 

- Connie Hasemann 
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today.” The moment that the fire is blown upon is the moment the dormant enterprise gets its first 

contract. This is where the value created by the initiatives is juxtaposed with a market need. The 

further development of the enterprise is driven by the projects that Telehandelshuset participate in. 

They get funded as part of their involvement in the projects and the structure of the enterprise is 

developed over the years in accordance with the projects they are involved in. The complete 

development from opportunity into a business happens in 2008 when the initiative built up around 

the projects continues as a business. It was at that point the business model that was formed over 

the last decade needed to prove its worth. Hasemann explains: “The decision to continue on private 

initiative was made to maintain the workplaces for the people already employed.” The financial part 

of the model is probably why it took so long for the enterprise to start independently instead of 

continuingly participating in funded projects. Hasemann states: “We wanted to start a business. If we 

could earn money, it could grow accordingly. In the beginning all there was to Telehandelshuset was 

a few VAT numbers.” The enterprise has found a foundation where the business model secures a 

sustainable economy in both branches. Duus also explained that they had been extremely busy over 

the last period of time which had made it difficult to look ahead, and now that the intensity has 

settled, it would be time to develop strategies for the future. 

The evaluation of the opportunity has to some extend been an integrated part of the projects the 

enterprise has participated in; however, since the last project finished in 2008 neither of the 

interviewees comment on specific strategies for evaluating development in the company. The reason 

for this could be lead back to Duus’ previous explanation about being too busy to focus on other 

things apart from the current contract.  

9.3. Sub-conclusion 

Telehandelshuset was founded because of very strong prior knowledge combined with a partnership 

with the organisations from where this knowledge originated. Telehandelshuset is still a young 

enterprise if you only look at the years after 2008 where they finished the last project and developed 

a sustainable economy. The motivation behind is to run a healthy business that offers blind and 

partially sighted people an opportunity to educate themselves and find employment. Expansion then 

comes at the rate it is economically defensible. 

 

 



  
 
 
 

 

 
42 

 

 

 

 

10. Case: TV-Glad 
- Gives the weakest groups in society a voice and ensures them their human right to freedom of 

speech. 

 

When entering the main entrance in a backyard in one of Copenhagen’s 

more rundown neighbourhoods, I am greeted by Morten Dyremose, 

who himself has a disability and has been at TV-Glad for four years now. 

He is working the reception and is currently taking design classes at 

Glad Fagskole (vocational school) as well. The interior decoration is 

obviously homemade, and bright colours in many designs fill the 

reception, adjacent to which the canteen, run by Glad Køkken (kitchen), 

and the administrative office are located. After my interview with CEO, 

Mikkel Holmbäck, and as we approach the reception again, he 

spontaneously asks if I want a tour in the facilities. Morten is more or 

less voluntarily appointed as my guide, and together journey out 

through the many divisions that hide behind TV-Glad.  

We begin the tour in the kitchen which was founded as the number of 

staff grew and a canteen was needed. Celebrity chef Søren Gericke was 

in on the idea, and as we go through the kitchen he can be heard in the 

back giving out directions for a catering job that needs to be finished. 

During the next hour I get to see the vocational school, which has been 

an integrated part of TV-Glad since 2004, followed by the facilities in 

which Glad-design works; both drawing office and digital design room. 

At Radio-Glad they are preparing interviews with some of the artists 

that are visiting Copenhagen Jazz Festival, and at Glad-Teater (theatre) 

they are currently working; however, I am told that their production of 

Company information 

Founded: 1999 

Founder(s): Mikkel Holmbäck 

and Henrik Marentius 

CEO: Mikkel Holmbäck 

Location: Copenhagen 

Employees: 140 

Mentally challenged in jobs: 

50 % 

Company form: Foundation  

Key figures in DKK 

Revenue ’10:  27.2 m 

Revenue ’09:  21.4 m 

Surplus ’10:  -421 k 

Surplus ’09:  1,076 k 

Equity: 0.5 m 
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the Snow Queen should have been immaculate. Finally, we go 

through the rooms that house the core idea behind TV-Glad, the 

production in which raw film is turned into viewable material ready 

for broadcasting. As I once again make my way back to the reception, 

a crew is filming in the courtyard, and it all looks very professional. 

The products from each division are made on contract and each 

division aims at economical sustainability; TV-Glad sells productions, 

Glad-Køkken runs a catering/canteen business, Glad-design is 

designing for business clients etc. 

TV-Glad has due to their success found it opportune to expand to 

other regions of the country and now has departments in four cities 

and, according to Innovative Director, Henrik Marentius, the 

possibilities of a Nordic collaboration is in the making. 

10.1. The history 

Prior to 1999 both Henrik Marentius and Mikkel Holmbäck, who are 

the founders of TV-Glad, worked at Vesterbro Videoværksted, a 

public funded activation facility for some of the more maladjusted 

people in the area, focusing on media weak groups and how to 

educate within the field. They were both in and out of the project; 

they worked other places and came back and sat at the board and 

worked on various different activities. Marentius, who has a mentally 

challenged sister, produced films on that subject, and these 

experiences combined should later lead to the founding of TV-Glad.  

The purpose of TV-Glad was, and still is, to give the weakest of all 

groups an opportunity to tell their story. Both of the entrepreneurs 

express indignation towards a user mentality within the field and the 

way experts are always asked on the behalf of the subject what they 

think. “No one has ever taken time out to ask the mentally challenged 

what they mean” says Marentius and continues sarcastically, “But 

then again you cannot expect anything of a user, can you? He is just a 

user.” In 1999 Marentius and Holmbäck started a small initiative 

1999: Holmbäck 

and Marentius 

founds TV-Glad 

2001: TV-Glad 

moves to a 3rd 

floor corner of 

the facility they 

now posses 

completely  

2011: TV-Glad is 

currently 

working in 

international 

networks to 

spread the 

model to other 

parts of the 

world 

2008: Glad 

Køkken is 

founded 

2001: TV-Glad 

gets 11,7 m 

from sats-

puljen over a 

three year span 

2005-6: TV-Glad 

is temporarily 

forced to close 

Glad 

Productions, 

due to 

economical 

reasons, which 

opens again 

years later 

2009: Glad 

Teater is 

founded 

2004: Glad 

Fagskole is 

founded 
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independently from Vesterbro Videoværksted. It was set up in cooperation with the target group 

itself and the organisation LEV (organisation for mentally challenged). “We equipped them with a 

microphone and started a conversation. We aimed at 10 productions that we could make show cases 

out of” explains Marentius. 

In the beginning TV-Glad survived on volunteer commitment and had to apply for funding from one 

production to the next. Then one day in 2001 Marentius persuades Marianne Jelved, Minister of 

Economic Affairs at the time, to invest DKK 11.7 m in TV-Glad, and that was when it really started. 

Later the portfolio expanded, and now over 200 people have their daily life at TV-Glad as either 

employees or students. The possibilities are according to Holmbäck endless, and when interviewed, 

Marentius quotes himself from when they started, “We can start at A and finish at Z; there is nothing 

there.” 

Chosen questions: 

1. Can a social enterprise be profitable? 

“I think it is a delightful challenge to prove that we can, but we do also experience the people who 

are under the assumption that we cannot.” 

2. What are the future prospects of TV-Glad? 

“A Nordic collaboration” 

“We are entering a productive cooperation with DR Ramasjang, who has hired us to do a series of 

shows. 

“International awareness; there are so many out there who think that this is a great idea, they just 

need a little help.”  

3. Have you started initiatives that have proven to be challenging? 

“We were asked to do something for mentally challenged with a different ethnic background than 

Danish. The culture is just so different, that we had to stop. They are still more than welcome, but it 

is not our focus.” 

“The first years of TV-Glad were challenging, then we got some funding.” 
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10.2. The case analysis 

In the following chapter I will present the findings I have made on TV-Glad. The findings derive from 

interviews with CEO of TV-Glad, Mikkel Holmbäck, Innovative Director, Henrik Marentius and a 

portrait made by Palle Simonsen in his book “Gemt – eller glemt” (2010). I will use the same 

procedure as in the previous cases. 

Findings  

The type of opportunity Marentius and Holmbäck had at hand was an extra resource that they 

wanted to utilize, a value creation capability, but not to benefit from the result; it was the utilization 

in itself that was the goal. Through activation the target group would achieve an involvement in the 

society that they were often referred to users of. Both the entrepreneurs had a strong prior 

knowledge of the field they ventured into in 1999. The team had existed for a 10 year period where 

they apart from Vesterbro Videoværksted had gathered industry knowledge from various work 

related to what they initiated at TV-Glad. Holmbäck states: 

”We both knew something about media...”, and they had 

knowledge about how to handle the tools needed to make a 

production. Both have relevant educational backgrounds, 

and Marentius has a sister suffering from Downs Syndrome, 

which made him focus on the field from an early age 

resulting in several educational productions; one being a 

portrait of his own family and their everyday life with a 

“stupid sister”, as he points out was the way people referred 

to mentally challenged people only a few decades ago. 

Holmbäck also shows a special interest in the way he 

describes how he regards the contemporary challenges in 

”therapist logic, institutionalisation of users, mindset and 

self-understanding of practitioners and the lack of 

involvement of the people in the centre of it all.” 

After listening to Marentius’ many stories about what can 

be done in this field, most of which are rather visionary and 

ambitious, it is easy to draw parallels to Thorkil Sonne’s 

approach to challenges and his indefatigable optimism. The 

“Then it was – and this a wild story –I saw on 

TV that Marianne Jelved, economy minister at 

the time, was making a guest appearance at a 

political pub. Everyone was welcome to come 

and take two minutes of her time. I’m 

thinking: “Hell! I’m gonna go in there.” I had to 

elbow my way through the crow when I 

arrived and once I finally got to the counter I 

said: “Listen Marianne. I’d like to tell you a 

story but cannot do it in two minutes”. Then I 

started and after 15 minutes people began 

buhing at me... She rang the bell: “The bar is 

temporarily closed.” In the backroom I told 

her all about our plans and our problems 

getting started. She said:”Wow. That’s 

interesting. I’m on your side, but how much do 

you expect to get?” I hadn’t thought that far at 

all so I blurted out: “5 million a year over a 6 

year period, then we’ll be sustainable.” “Fine. 

Present it at my office tomorrow.” I was high 

when I left the place. I called up Mikkel and 

said: “Get the printer going – we have a 

meeting with Jelved tomorrow.” We ended up 

getting 3.9 million a year over a 3 year 

period.” 

- Henrik Marentius 
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personal traits of the team seem well balanced, with Marentius as the entrepreneur and Holmbäck 

as the more earthbound of the two. Marentius states at the very beginning of the initiative, “Mikkel. 

We do not have to discuss with anyone whether this works or not; because it does”, and Holmbäck 

supports this statement by saying, “It is so obvious that this concept is going to be a success.” Later in 

the interview he explains: “You have to be very open-minded and diverse before you perceive that 

something so positive is happening”; a statement that demonstrates certain optimism. There is no 

doubt that the creative skills of both are well developed, which is proved by the constant 

development in the portfolio of TV-Glad within many different fields. 

The motivation for starting all these different branches can be lead back to the same motivation that 

made them start TV-Glad; to create work spaces for mentally challenged people, which is the self-

explanatory part, and more importantly, they get to prove the social system wrong every time new 

employees are hired to possess new positions. Normally, these employees would live a life on 

welfare payments. Marentius rather passionately states, ”At the beginning some people asked if this 

was a political project. “No!” I said... But what did they 

expect? This is the most political project ever made involving 

disabled people”. As part of the foundation for the enterprise 

he made a written description of how the freedom of speech 

of mentally challenged people should be. This description can 

be compared to a set of values and a vision for the work done 

at TV-Glad, and these thoughts are still used as motivation for 

the work. With the extensive prior knowledge both the entrepreneurs had, it was easy to find people 

interested in the founding of TV-Glad in their own social network. Marentius explains how it was 

important to arrange a partnership with the organisation LEV, which was done through his weak tie 

with the chairman at the time. This was one of many weak ties of both entrepreneurs that were 

activated.  

During their time at Vesterbro Videoværksted Holmbäck explains how the work done was pretend-

work and could not be used for anything productive, “There was a lack of expectation of the target 

group, and the politic line at the time was all about tranquillity, cleanliness and regularity.” Both of 

them recognised the opportunity of the unused potential in this population group, and the 

possibility of giving them a chance to earn their own income instead of being forced into incapacity 

benefit from the age of 18. This perceived opportunity added to an idealistic thought; that everyone 

should have a complete freedom of speech, and was the recognition that made Holmbäck and 

“We can start with A and finish by Z because 

there are so many initiatives and companies 

that we can initiate – there is nothing here. In 

order for it to work we cannot have any 

pedagogues; pure professional knowledge and 

none of that user approach.” 

- Henrik Marentius 
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Marentius develop the thoughts of starting TV-Glad. The creation of the business happened long 

before the thoughts of how to create sustainable revenue. Holmbäck states, ”We were not happy 

about it but we had to live of public funding at the beginning”. The entrepreneurs are already 

developing the opportunity at this stage, however they lack funding to move. The financial model is 

not strong enough to carry the development and the whole thing is dormant until Marentuis’ 

conversation with Marianne Jelved, which then kick-starts it all. Marentius admits, “If we only had 

had the subsidy for the sheltered work places, we would not have moved anywhere.” Over the years 

the concepts behind each division have had time to develop and become sustainable. During their 

network Holmbäck and Marentius was recommended to complete a written business plan, which 

then happened earlier this year. When asked about the process, Marentius states, “It was difficult 

and took three years to complete.” However, I can hear from Holmbäcks reflections about the 

business model that it has also made them look at the business in a more professional way. 

Making the business model appears to have been one of the best ways to evaluate the opportunities 

which have been added to the initial one. TV-Glad has a large group of stakeholders, including 

politicians, organisations and concerned parents etc., and new opportunities or development in old 

opportunities are repeatedly evaluated on these stakeholders more or less automatically as they all 

have special interest in the enterprise. The initial idea has been evaluated as part of the process in 

receiving funding from SATS-puljen; however, the entrepreneurs have still kept the initial focus; to 

quote Marentius again: “Mikkel. We do not have to discuss with anyone whether this works or not; 

because it does”. 

10.3. Sub-conclusion 

Holmbäck and Marentius is a dynamic duo. The motivation behind the project is the predominant 

factor behind their success, supported by extensive prior knowledge and optimism about the project. 

The development of TV-Glad has run as a trial and error process, and the creativity of Holmbäck and 

Marentius has made for a lot of trials. The organisation is still in a semi-developed state proven by 

the newly completed business plan and the declaration about the organisation facing internal 

evaluation of operational cost and structure. 

11. Cross analysis of findings  
In the following chapter I will conduct a cross analysis of the findings made in each of the four cases. 

The analysis covers two steps. Firstly, I will give a short summary of the conclusions made in each 

case. This is done by presenting two tables displaying 1) the presence of entrepreneurial functions in 
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each entrepreneur and 2) processes found for each of the five phases in opportunity identification. In 

relation to the tables I argue for the choice of each function and process presented. Secondly, on the 

basis of the arguments made in step 1 and in relation to their impact on the enterprises, I will analyse 

a few prioritised functions and how they have influenced the processes of opportunity recognition 

and subsequently opportunity development. 

11.1. Summary and analysis of findings: entrepreneurial functions 

The first of the two tables displays an overview of the entrepreneurial functions that influence the 

opportunity identification. The grading that each of the entrepreneurs gets is a relative grading given 

in relation to his or her strength or weakness compared to the other five entrepreneurs. A ‘+’ 

indicates that the entrepreneur, during the interviews or in other secondary material presented in 

the case presentations, has displayed a higher level of the function in question than average of the 

six entrepreneurs; meaning among the top three. A ‘–‘ means that the entrepreneur has displayed a 

lower level of the function than average. I am aware that this is a subjective observation; however, it 

is based on the criteria for analysing each function presented in the theoretical framework. 

 

Figur 7: Entrepreneurial functions 

11.1.1. Special interest and industry knowledge 

Sigrist (1999) argue that prior knowledge obtained because of a special interest give the 

entrepreneur a higher propensity for opportunity recognition, especially when it is combined with 

industry knowledge, which often happens over time. The special interest is measured in the 

entrepreneur’s level of proactive search for information and autodidact learning in the field(s) of 

interest. The industry knowledge is measured in length of employment in related jobs and references 

made to employment experiences. 
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Because of all the entrepreneurs’ involvement in their respective fields, they indisputably have a 

special interest and an industry knowledge that has made it possible for them to recognise the given 

opportunity. The interesting part is how proactive they have been in their search of knowledge 

outside their job and how solid their industry knowledge is. In the cases of Sonne and Marentius, 

they have had a special relation to the topic because family members have been given a diagnosis, 

which has obviously been the catalyst for the later opportunity recognition. Both were implicitly 

forced to acquire knowledge about the diagnosis their family members were given. They 

subsequently handled it in two different manners. According to Henrik Thomsen, “Sonne read 

everything worth reading on the subject”, and as explained by Ketler and Theisen (2010), he then 

joined a local branch of the relevant interest organisation, before he, combined with his industry 

knowledge, discovered the opportunity. Marentius already early on combined the two, when he 

made educational films about his sister and the then untold story of mentally challenged people. For 

the rest of the entrepreneurs count that industry knowledge is very predominant. Connie Hasemann 

has run a similar bureau and introduced the relevant education when employed at the interest 

organisation from which she now employs people, or in her own words, “my understanding of it all is 

what has made me succeed”. Stenkjær and Sørensen at Grantoftegaard were employed in positions 

similar to now at city hall working with employment of the same, very broad, segment of people. 

I would like to argue that a strong function of special interest leads to a more visionary approach to 

opportunity recognition. In the cases of Sonne and Marentius, they set themselves aside from the 

others by having a drive to them; in their own words, they are driven by indignation towards how the 

system works. They have experienced the effects close to themselves and therefore want to change 

the system and not just be a part of it, which is a perfect example of Dees’ and Anderson’s 

description of the school of social innovation.  

11.1.2. Creativity 

The creativity of the entrepreneurs is measured on the basis in the framework of Ardichvili et al.’s 

(2003) statement about how entrepreneurs deem themselves more creative and how they often set 

aside time to be creative, e.g. creative and involving processes around business developments could 

be taken as a sign hereof. 

In the cases of Grantoftegaard and Telehandelshuset there is a specific focus on the running of the 

enterprise. Neither Stenkjær nor Hasemann display creativity in the sense Ardichvili et al. present it, 

apart from being founders of an enterprise, which in itself is a big achievement. If you look at the 
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history of the two enterprises, they have both been supported by outside institutions, 

Grantoftegaard by the Municiplity of Ballerup and Telehandelshuset by various projects. Due to this 

support the entrepreneurs behind these enterprises have not been forced to be creative in the way 

Specialisterne and TV-Glad have been, although they have been part of the entire opportunity 

identification. Rune Sørensen from Grantoftegaard, regardless of prior statements, displays a high 

level of entrepreneurial creativity. Sonne and the duo behind TV-Glad have contrary to the two other 

cases displayed creativeness when going through the phases of opportunity identification, which 

reflects their ambitions. Sonne strives towards a vision of employing 1 million specialists by spreading 

the concept across borders, and TV-Glad constantly expand their business to include new branches 

and create new types of jobs for mentally challenged people. This entrepreneurial creativeness also 

enables the enterprise to influence contemporary social structures, as prescribed in the school of 

social innovation. 

11.1.3. Optimism 

The sort of optimism looked for here is the self-efficacy of the entrepreneurs in accordance with 

Ardichvili et al.’s framework.  

Again, Sonne and Marentius separate themselves from the rest of the entrepreneurs by having an 

‘indefatigable optimism’, which is the wording I used in the case presentations. They both display 

high self-efficacy, not necessarily in their own skills, but in succeeding as an enterprise, which also 

explains their proneness to expand to new areas, whether geographical or across industries. 

Grantoftegaard are also thinking the thoughts, but find themselves very restricted by political 

decision-making. However, I was somewhat surprised to discover the modesty at Telehandelshuset 

and their focus on small growth-rates explained by Rasmus Duus in the terms, “We cannot develop 

too rapidly. If we do, people are not following...” I have observed that Hasemann and Stenkjær are 

more focused on the running of the enterprise and are comparable to Henrik Thomsen at 

Specialisterne. Specialisterne, however, has Sonne as a disequilibrating force, to use Schumpeterian 

terms, and TV-Glad has Marentius, who states, “We do not have to discuss with anyone whether this 

works or not; because it does.”  Telehandelshuset and to some extend Grantoftegaard have no such 

force, and as a result, their development is limited to existing markets. Again, connections can be 

drawn to Dees’ and Anderson’s different schools. Higher optimism in these cases leads to social 

innovation and lower optimism leads to social enterprise. 
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11.1.4. Weak ties and inner circle networks 

The social networks are described by Ardichvili et al. (2003) as the function that links personal traits 

and prior knowledge to entrepreneurial alertness, which subsequently leads to opportunity 

recognition. It is argued that the entrepreneur’s ability to activate his/her social network is essential. 

By involving others and thinking through talking (de Koning, 1999) other entrepreneurial functions 

will be activated. I measure weak ties and inner circle relations on the entrepreneur’s level of focus 

on these functions. 

Both Grantoftegaard and TV-Glad have been developed through partnerships of two entrepreneurs, 

and both have a distribution of roles between the two; the CEOs, Stenkjær and Holmbäck have 

focused on managing the company and Sørensen and Marentius are the more creative persona in 

each partnership and display a high involvement with their weak ties. De Koning (1999) states that 

information gathering and resource assessments happen through the social networks of the 

entrepreneur, which enforces the theory that a larger network of weak ties increases the propensity 

of opportunity recognition. Thomsen describes Sonne as the sort of person that “is able to open any 

door”, and contrary, Hasemann has according to herself been too busy to network. From these 

observations it can be concluded that Sonne, Sørensen and Marentius, neither of whom is CEO, are 

focusing more on social networks. They have given themselves room to network. The inner circle 

network is present in several of the cases and is used to support the social network, but has not been 

found to be a highly significant function. 

The functions analysed above are, as earlier stated, seen in relation to the presence in each 

entrepreneur, which means that each of the six entrepreneurs have the possibility of holding a 

relatively high level of the function without it being displayed in the tables, solely because other 

entrepreneurs are more dominant. Although this bias exists, the results of the analysis points 

towards a clear categorisation of entrepreneurial functions in play in each of the cases, and further, 

the effect these functions have had on the opportunity identification. I recapitulate the most 

important findings here. 

1. A strong function of special interest leads to a more visionary approach to opportunity identification. 

2. An industry knowledge regarding the group of people employed in the enterprise and the industry of 

which the enterprise operates in is present in all entrepreneurs, and can be seen as a prerequisite of 

opportunity recognition. 

3. Creativity display itself in the visions and rate of growth in the enterprise. 
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4. Optimism and self-efficacy is necessary to pursue visions, and it restricts the enterprises if the 

entrepreneurs lack this self-efficacy in their operations. 

5. Entrepreneurs focusing on management restrict themselves from nursing their social networks and 

thus miss the benefits hereof compared to others. 

On the basis of my findings several of the functions can be linked directly to Dees’ and Anderson’s 

two schools of social innovation and social enterprise. If high levels of special interest, creativity and 

optimism is present in the entrepreneur, he or she is likely to follow the school of social innovation; 

they do not ‘just’ want to run an enterprise, they want to change social structures. 

11.2. Summary and analysis of findings: processes of opportunity identification 

The second table shows an overview of the processes found and is followed by analysis of each 

enterprise in each of the five presented phases. I will present the observations made for each phase 

in a numeric order and as part hereof state how far the entrepreneurs had developed the 

opportunity before the enterprise was founded.  

 

Figur 8: Processes of opportunity identification 
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11.2.1. Phase 1: Opportunity perceived 

Given the nature of the enterprises I have chosen as cases for my study, the perceived opportunity in 

all four cases are the same; underemployed human resources in groups of people that historically 

have had difficulties fitting in on the Danish job market, due to various disabilities or other 

challenges. In all the cases every entrepreneur has worked with their ‘underemployed resource’ 

years prior to the discovery of their current enterprise. 

11.2.2. Phase 2: Recognising the opportunity; discovery and creation 

In step two the enterprises start to segregate themselves from each other. This is the phase where 

the entrepreneur goes from perceiving: what is, to discovering: what is possible. 

The concept of Grantoftegaard is to some extend already recognised. Though the idea and practical 

execution hereof is run by the entrepreneurs, this phase is facilitated by municipality executives. The 

focus is on adopting existing municipal models to fit Grantoftegaard. This process has probably been 

just as hard as starting from scratch; however, it has been less flexible and the wanted result more 

specific, which is why there has been a focus on practical arrangement and the influence of 

legislation in this phase of the process. 

When discovering the potential in his son’s diagnosis, Sonne started to gather information, formulate 

strategies and draw up a business plan. This phase took five years before he found the right 

connection that could help him set up Specialisterne. According to Thomsen, Sonne had a very 

analytical way of preparing for the creation, which he himself understates somewhat in interviews 

and presentations.  

Telehandelshuset is to some extent similar to Grantoftegaard in the sense that outside stakeholders 

have helped to create the enterprise. Hasemann is inarguably the entrepreneur and driving force 

behind, but the projects they participated in helped shape the enterprise. The prolonged creation 

from discovering the benefit of having a training facility attached to an education, over the 

participation in projects and to continue the enterprise unsupported has made the process less 

flexible and the result more predictable. 

I will argue that the enterprise which has been through the most chaotic processes is TV-Glad. They 

had a political vision; they wanted to provide an opportunity of freedom of speech to the weakest 

population group, but did not have a profitable business to support it. The discovery of opportunities 

was present years prior to the creation. During their years at Vesterbro Videoværksted the 
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entrepreneurs had the possibility of trying out various concepts and combinations that subsequently 

lead to TV-Glad. 

Between the enterprises there are three different processes present in phase 2: 1) discovery and 

creation with support of outside stakeholders, 2) structured creation and 3) unstructured creation. 

11.2.3. Phase 3: Development of early business model; juxtaposition of market needs and 

resources  

Grantoftegaard continued to rely on prior municipal concepts, covering market needs within the 

public sector. Initially, it was not the intention that the farm should make a profit, but were 

guaranteed that they could keep it if they made any. 

Sonne had found a perfect niche for Specialisterne, covering a market need, which was often 

outsourced to Eastern countries, applying an abundant resource in the roughly 1% of the population 

diagnosed with some form of ASD. The challenge was to educate the specialists and find the 

customers. 

Telehandelshuset’s juxtaposition of market need and resource can again be compared to 

Grantoftegaard’s. The development happens in a semi-closed environment where they are serving 

customers, but as part of a project. 

TV-Glad continued their struggle to find footing in a market that was very limited. They do single 

projects as they sign contracts, but have very limited possibilities. 

Three of the enterprises had prepared for this juxtaposition of market needs and resources before 

being founded. TV-Glad, however, are developing this part of the enterprise ad-hoc, which also 

proves that TV-Glad is founded very early on in the development process. The three different 

processes from phase 2 continue in phase 3. 

11.2.4. Phase 4: Development of a financial understanding of the opportunity 

Grantoftegaard is privatised in this phase of their development and now turn to an ad-hoc approach 

of earning income and applying for funds. They develop new business areas as the opportunities 

present themselves, which are added to the existing portfolio of products. This is the phase of 

development in which Grantoftegaard is founded. 

Specialisterne had a functional financial model in place highly influenced by the goodwill of Sonne’s 

prior employer to kick-start the enterprise. 
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Telehandelshuset also had a first customer that secured the kick-start of the enterprise. The 

experience from the projects and Hasemann’s prior knowledge of running a telemarketing bureau 

ensured that a financial model was in place. 

TV-Glad was suddenly ensured public funding over several years, and now they had the possibility of 

expanding in size giving them better opportunities to sign new contracts branching out into new 

industries, generating new forms of earned income. This sudden money injection made their 

financial model more sustainable. 

The processes concerning financial development are very different between enterprises because of 

the differences in markets and industries; however, two similarities occur: 1) Common for all four 

enterprises is that they were and are relying on the public funding that follows when employing their 

respective population groups and 2) when interviewed they all referred to the difficulty in getting 

start-up loans and funds in Denmark as the sole reason for not being able to expand their businesses 

more rapidly.  

11.2.5. Phase 5: Development of the full business plan; the full opportunity 

All of the enterprises have business plans that are under constant evaluation and development, 

excluding Telehandelshuset who, however, explained the lack of development to a busy period of 

time and guaranteed that focus would be here as soon as time allowed it. They have all expressed 

how important a business plan is to them; both in internal and external use, and have as part of their 

business plan set up educations targeting the group in question (the so-called STU). Specialisterne 

had a full operational business plan once they were founded, and so did Telehandelshuset once they 

concluded the last project and detached themselves. 

12. Propositions 
The processes of opportunity identification in the four cases are very different and only have few 

elements in common. I will present propositions on the basis of commonalities observed and include 

a discussion of the processes’ effects on the enterprises and how (or if) the entrepreneurial functions 

influence these processes. Following, I will present other significant characteristics of processes.  

My first observation is that the perception of each of the four opportunities happened during 

information gathering in either domain of Sigrist’s (1999) presented framework. Common is that this 

happened a long time prior to the discovery and creation of the opportunity. As the opportunity is 

recognised and the entrepreneur(s) react to it, different paths appear. Second observation evolve 
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around following differences: Grantoftegaard and Telehandelshuset started out in semi-closed 

environments that restricted the scope of the opportunity, but also ensured that the opportunity 

was subsequently developed. The entrepreneurs behind Specialisterne and TV-Glad were more 

solitary in the processes of opportunity identification and thus free to choose the scope. As a 

consequence hereof, the opportunity recognition relied more on the entrepreneurs and their 

entrepreneurial functions. This leads to a third observation; that the entrepreneurs behind 

Specialisterne and TV-Glad are graded above average a higher number of times than the other 

entrepreneurs in figure 7. They have been forced to display their creativity, the optimism in the 

project and the special interest they have had in this population group or industry.  

Fourth observation: once the opportunities have been recognised, the developments begin and the 

paths of the four cases become even more different, which can be explained by the different markets 

the four cases operate in. The three phases: applying resources to a market need, establishing a 

financial model and finishing the first business model is different for each enterprise. However, the 

enterprises seem to apply the same processes to meet certain challenges. My fifth observation is 

that the predominant obstacle is financing, which has been a restriction to growth in all four cases; 

subsequently, all four are still reliant on the subsidy given for each workplace created. Sixth 

observation is a result of the previous challenge; they all strive towards sustainable economies 

through earned income strategies. Seventh observation is in the development process of all four 

enterprises the entrepreneurs have found it beneficiary to establish vocational education (STU) 

aimed at the population group connected to the enterprise. In neither of the cases have I found this 

initiative to results in economical loss; which leads to the assumptions that: it is profitable to run a 

STU, and the enterprises are better at educating the population group they work with than existing 

offers. 

The individual processes have been of significant influence to the enterprises, and it is these 

processes that have characterised the individual enterprise. The seven observations can be 

formulated into propositions which is a natural induction of the theoretical framework, and the 

findings made in the cross analysis. 

12.1.1. Proposition 1:  

Only some processes of opportunity identification in social enterprise can be commonly characterised.  

Processes of opportunity identification vary a great deal between social enterprises, and no specific 

characterisations can be made to define a common sequel in these processes. There are, however, 
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common characteristics in the processes: 1) The perception of the opportunity has been proven to 

happen a long time prior to the creation of the opportunity, and happens on the basis of the 

entrepreneur’s prior knowledge. 2) Processes in phase 3 all evolve around the social enterprises work 

with population groups not normally employed, and subsequently, their finding of an the extra 

human resource applicable in a business model  3) Though the processes of formulating financial 

models are very different all enterprises strive towards sustainability. This happens despite the 

contradictory statement that they wish for easier access to start-up funding explained several times 

by the enterprise’s need to grow to a certain size before having a chance of economical sustainability 

12.1.2. Proposition 2: 

Easier access to financing will improve the conditions around the process of establishing a financial 

model. 

Though the processes in phase 4 of the opportunity identification are very different in characteristics, 

all social enterprises have met difficulties finding start-up capital, and as a result hereof find 

themselves restricted in their development. Entrepreneurial functions have proven to be of 

paramount influence on order to obtain initial economical latitude; without prior knowledge, 

creativity, optimism and/or social network, it has been proven difficult to gain access to start-up 

funds. 

12.1.3. Proposition 3: 

Enterprises following the school of social innovation have a higher social impact and are more 

innovative 

Lines of correlation can be built from the schools of social innovation and enterprise. The school of 

social innovation build upon the Schumpeterian view and social enterprise upon the Kirznerian view. 

I have proven that the enterprises that are included in the school of social innovation (Specialisterne 

and TV-Glad) have a perceived higher social impact and are more innovative according to Danish 

experts. This is supported by de Jong and Marsili (2010) who presented the dimensions that 

categorise Schumpeterian enterprises as more innovative and able to create disequilibrium. It can be 

deducted that enterprises following the school of social innovation are better at creating 

disequilibrium; disequilibrium that enable a change in social structures, which allow for higher social 

impact.  
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12.1.4. Proposition 4: 

Entrepreneurial functions are a prerequisite to establish a social enterprise, and certain personal 

traits are required to make social change. 

The entrepreneurs have displayed that they possess entrepreneurial functions that have influenced 

the processes of opportunity identification, though not all functions are possessed by every 

entrepreneur. The functions possessed by all entrepreneurs are: industry knowledge, special interest 

and a network of weak ties.  

It has been established that differences in functions exist between enterprises that are included in 

the school of social innovation, and enterprises included in the school of social enterprise. 

Entrepreneurs of social innovation display a higher level of creativity and optimism, which refer to 

their personal traits. Furthermore, they appear to have a higher degree of interest in the topic 

referring to prior knowledge. I earlier related the special knowledge possessed by some people to 

indignation towards the structure of the social system. Supported by their personal traits these 

entrepreneurs set out to change social structures.  

13. Discussion  
The field of entrepreneurship has earlier in this study been referred to as a multifaceted 

phenomenon, and the partially established field of social entrepreneurship as in its infancy. The 

creation of my theoretical framework has been complicated by the amount of theoretical 

propositions that I have had to delimit myself from, and the numerous idioms that refer to the same 

concept. Nevertheless, it has been necessary to create a narrow framework of the field because of 

the specific scope of the analysis. The 5 phases, in which the processes have been presented in, were 

intended to create an overview of the enterprise. However, the different processes in opportunity 

identification of the cases have made it difficult to conclude on one common approach, and though 

the 5 phases are simplifications of both Ardichvili et al.’s (2003) model and De Koning’s and Muzyka’s 

(1999) framework, it is still insufficient in giving an unequivocal answer to what characteristics are 

found “in processes of opportunity identification”. I would like to point out a need to understand the 

industry of which the entrepreneur is working in, and the macro-economic environment affecting the 

entrepreneurial processes. Though the three frameworks mentioned above give a suggestion to how 

the processes of opportunity identification proceed, non take the very influential elements of 

industry and macro-economic environment into account. While the framework I have presented 

could not identify one unique common approach to opportunity identification, it has been sufficient 
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in displaying similarities in the processes, and combined with the framework of entrepreneurial 

functions, it has been possible to present the above propositions. 

I have proven several examples of entrepreneurial functions’ influence on opportunity identification; 

however, I will join the many academics who call for more comprehensive studies of the field (Shane 

and Venkataraman, 2000; Ardichvili et al., 2003; Pech and Cameron, 2006), and furthermore, studies 

on social enterprises with the purpose of establishing social entrepreneurship as a theoretical field 

similar to Crutchfield’s and Grant’s: “Forces for Good” (2010) though it lacks the aspect of theory 

building.  

I have in this study made propositions that are both widely applicable and testable and some which 

are focused on Danish social entrepreneurs. The processes of opportunity identification vary too 

much to characterise them in common terms either because of the industry the enterprise is in, or 

the origin of the enterprise. There are, however, a clear connection between some processes and the 

subsequent development of the enterprise, and interesting findings which could be useful in future 

studies have been made; as explained in proposition 1. Proposition 2, which suggest that enterprises 

following the school of social innovation have a higher social impact and are more innovative, would 

require further empirical studies. The same is required in proposition 3 if a liable correlation between 

social innovation and higher social impact is to be made, and in proposition 4 if a higher level of the 

functions: optimism, creativity and prior knowledge, in the form of special interest, are to be proved 

as a prerequisite to create a change in social structures. 

14. Conclusion 

I have conducted case studies of four social enterprises with the purpose of displaying what happens 

in the development of a social enterprise; from the initial spark of an idea to the creation of a 

business. Additionally, I wanted to investigate what functions entrepreneurs needed to possess in 

order to establish a social enterprise. Before being able to do so, I had to consult the theoretical field 

of entrepreneurship and the partially established field of social entrepreneurship which led to the 

creation of my own framework heavily influenced by existing entrepreneurial theory. The selection of 

cases happened trough an expert survey limiting a group of over 50 social enterprises to four. The 

chosen enterprises all have social beneficial business plans that affect employment of population 

groups which often find it hard to fit into the job market. Through qualitative interviews with the 

entrepreneurs of the four enterprises, and other relevant staff, I found that different characteristics 
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in processes of opportunity identification are present for every enterprise; consequently, it is not 

possible to establish a common sequence of processes from idea to creation. However, similarities in 

processes presented themselves in the case studies; they had to do with the perception of the 

opportunity, the juxtaposition of market needs and resources and the challenges meet in 

establishing a financial model. Moreover, the study showed that entrepreneurial functions have a 

significant impact on the development of the enterprises. Social entrepreneurs who are creative, 

optimistic and have a special interest in the industry they work in and/or the people they work with 

have a higher propensity of identifying opportunities that will affect social structures. The fields, 

however, are in need of further extensive studies before more general findings can be made; 

concerning entrepreneurship more empirical studies that explain the processes of opportunity 

identification is useful and concerning social entrepreneurship a continuous development of the field 

as an independent theoretical fields is needed. 

  



  
 
 
 

 

 
61 

 

15. Bibliography 

Alvord, Sarah H. et al. (2004): Social Entrepreneurship and Societal Transformation: An Exploratory 

Study. Journal of Applied Behavioural Science, Vol. 40, No. 3, pp. 260-282 

Amabile, Teresa M. (1997): Motivating Creativity in Organisations. California Review, Vol. 40, No. 1. 

Ardichvili, Alexander et al. (2003): A theory of entrepreneurial opportunity identification and 

development. Journal of Business Venturing 18, pp. 105-123 

Baron, Robert A. and Ward, Thomas B. (2004): Expanding Entrepreneurial Cognition’s Toolbox: Potential 

Contributions from the Field of Cognitive Science. Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, Winter 

Brown, Shona, L and Eisenhardt, Kathleen M (1997): The Art of continuous Change: Linking Complexity 

Theory and Time-paced Evolution in Relentlessly Shifting Organisations. Administrative Science 

Quarterly, 42, pp. 1-34 

Cuervo, Álvaro et al. (2007): Entrepreneurship: Concept, Theory and Perspective. Berlin Heidelberg: 

Springer Verlag 

De Jong, Jeroen P. J. and Marsili, Orietta (2010): Schumpeter versus Kirzner: An empirical investigation 

of opportunity types. EIM Research Reports 

De Koning, Alice J. and Muzyka, Daniel F. (1999): Conceptualising Opportunity Recognition as a Socio-

Cognitive Process. Business Administration, No. 13 

Dees, J. G. and Anderson, Beth B. (2006): Framing a Theory of Social Entrepreneurship: Building on Two 

Schools of Practice and Thought. Business 

Eisenhardt, Kathleen, M. (1989): Building Theories from Case Study Research. Academy of Management 

Review, Vil. 14, No. 4, pp. 532-550 

Gartner, William B. (2004): Handbook of Entrepreneurial Dynamics – The Process of Business Creation. 

London: SAGE Publications  

Granovetter, Mark S. (1973): The Strength of Weak Ties. American Journal of Sociology, Vol. 78, No. 6, 

pp. 1360-1380 



  
 
 
 

 

 
62 

 

Kaish, Stanley and Gilad, Benjamin (1991): Characteristics of Opportunity Search of Entrepreneurs 

versus executives: Sources, Interests, General Alertness. Journal of Business Venturing 6, pp. 45-61 

Kvale, Steinar and Brinkmann, Svend (2009): InterView – Introduktion til et Håndværk, 2nd edition. 

Copenhagen: Hans Reitzels Forlag 

Mahnke, Volker et al. (2007): Governing Entrepreneurial Opportunity Recognition in MNEs: Aligning 

Interests and Cognition under Uncertainty. Journal of Management Studies 44, pp. 1278-1298 

Murphy, Patrick J. and Coombs, Susan M. (2009): A Model of Social Entrepreneurial Discovery. Journal 

of Business Ethics 87, pp. 325-336 

Pech, Richard J. and Cameron, Alan (2006): An entrepreneurial decision process model describing 

opportunity recognition. European Journal of Innovation Management, Vol. 9, No. 1, pp. 61-78 

Rienecker, Lotte and Jøregnesen, Peter Stray (2006): Den Gode Opgave – Håndbog i opgaveskrivning på 

videregående uddennelser, 3rd edition. Frederiksberg: Forlaget Samfundslitteratur 

Ritchie, Jane and Lewis, Jane (2003): Qualitative Research Practice. London: SAGE Publications 

Shane, Scott and Venkataraman, S (2000): The Promise of Entrepreneurship as a Field of Research. 

Academy of Management Review, Vol. 25, No. 1, pp. 217-226 

Shane, Scott (2000): Prior Knowledge and the Discovery of Entrepreneurial Opportunities. Organization 

Science, Vol. 11, No. 4, pp. 448-469 

Shaver, Kelly G. And Scott, Linda R. (1991): Person, Process, Choice: The Psychology of New Venture 

Creation. Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, Winter 

Stevenson, Howard H. and Jarillo, Carlos, J. (1990): A Paradigm of Entrepreneurship: Entrepreneurial 

Management. Strategic Management Journal, Vol. 11, pp. 17-27 

Vaghely, Ivan P. and Julien, Pierre-André (2000): Are opportunities recognized or constructed? An 

Information Perspective on Entrepreneurial Opportunity Identification. Journal of Business Venturing 25, 

pp. 73-86 

 



  
 
 
 

 

 
63 

 

Other publications and websites: 

Mandag Morgen (2010): Velfærdens Iværksættere – en dansk strategi for socialt iværksætteri 

The Danish Centre of Social Economics: http://socialokonomi.dk/ - last visited 28. October 2011 

Grantoftegaard: http://www.grantoftegaard.dk/ - last visited 28. October 2011 

Specialisterne: http://specialisterne.com/dk/ - last visited 28. October 2011 

Telehandelshuset: http://www.telehandelshus.dk/ - last visited 28. October 2011 

TV-Glad: http://www.tv-glad.dk/ - last visited 28. October 2011 

UK government: http://www.businesslink.gov.uk/bdotg/action/layer?topicId=1077475650 - last visited 

20. October 2011 

 

 

  



  
 
 
 

 

 
64 

 

Appendices: 
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1. Interview matrix 

2. List of experts asked in the preliminary study 

3. Preliminary survey of Danish social entrepreneurs 

Other material on the CD is: 

- Mandag Morgen (2010): Velfærdens Iværksættere – en dansk strategi for socialt iværksætteri 
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Survey of Danish social Survey of Danish social Survey of Danish social Survey of Danish social 

entrepreneursentrepreneursentrepreneursentrepreneurs

This study is used as a preliminary selection of case companies in a
research project conducted by Kasper Tolstrup Andersen,
supervised by Kai Hockerts at CBS: Center for Corporate Social
Responsibility. The purpose of this research is to uncover whether
some Danish social enterprises handle the theoretical framework of
opportunity identification, opportunity development and
opportunity evaluation differently than others, and what effect it
has on the company’s performance.



The survey
11 Danish social enterprises are ranked in different
categories by a board of experts consisting of 28 people.

The aim of the questionnaire is to map Danish social
enterprises in proportion to each other, being done within
three superior categories; innovation, impact and economy.three superior categories; innovation, impact and economy.
All three categories consist of answers from two different
questions, which cannot necessarily be compared, but are
displayed together.



How it was conducted
The final 11 enterprises started out as 52 counting NGOs,
self-branded socio-economic businesses, temp-agencies and
other companies that has a social impact through their work.
The complete list has been produced through looking at
network members at Center for Socialøkonomi andnetwork members at Center for Socialøkonomi and
consulting knowledgeable people within the field. Hence,
there is a minimal risk that existing enterprises should have
made the list but did not.



Selection of enterprises
The 52 enterprises went through the following four selection criteria and ended
as 21:
The company must have...
� ...a social impact; helping either people, environment or social structure
� ... existed at least 2 years
� ...an earned income that is linked to the social beneficial product or service,

which rule out many of the larger NGO’s
� ...a direct contact to the social beneficial subject; no recruitment agencies,� ...a direct contact to the social beneficial subject; no recruitment agencies,

consultancy bureaus or CSR companies
The selection criteria has two functions, 1) to ensure that the enterprises in the
survey are indeed social enterprises that are in direct contact with the
beneficiaries, 2) certain restrictions are put on the enterprises in order for
them to be used in the remainder of the study.
The 21 enterprises in the questionnaire were reduced to 11 because of a very
low knowledge of the remaining 10, which a maximum of ¼ of the experts
knew.



The board of experts
The board of experts initially consisted of 35 people; all with 
a link to social entrepreneurship in Denmark. Some are 
advisory board members and coaches at the Minor in Social 
Entrepreneurship and non-for-profit management at CBS and 
others were advised through consulting with Center for others were advised through consulting with Center for 
Socialøkonomi. 

Out of the 35 experts 28 answered the survey.



The data
The selection of the initial 52 enterprises can be seen
in the right column text box. The ones marked with
green are the ones present in the survey.

The categories we are working within are – as earlier
mentioned – innovation, impact and economy. The

Alka

Allehånde

Amiiko

Baisikeli

Bangura Bags

BRFkredit

Cre8toU

FDB

Folkekirkens Nødhjælp

Fonden Mariehjemmene

fødevareBanken

Gaia trade nordic

Gallo

Ghetto Gourmet

Givrum.nu

Glad design

Grantoftegaard

Gældskompagniet

Hang Out

Hold Danmark rent

Huset Venture

IBIS

Just Business

KlarKurs

Kringelbakken

Kulturgyngen

Living wordsmentioned – innovation, impact and economy. The
questions were not asked according to category, but
are presented as such, which means the questions are
not presented in sequel.

All questions were asked to on a scale from 1-5. In
the following tables the average grades are presented.

Living words

Livsværkstederne

Media-now.dk

Merkur

Muhabet

Grøn koncert 

(muskelsvindfonden)

MyC4

Natteravnene

Oddmanin

Oikos

Omboldt 

Pilot Film

PostArt

Props and pearls

Proremus

Red barnet

Roskilde festivalen

Røde Kors

Sidegadeprojektet

Sjakket

Solibus

Soupanatural

Specialisterne

Telehandelshuset

TV-Glad

VIAid

WorldPerfect



InnovationInnovationInnovationInnovation

1 Specialisterne 4,67

2 TV-Glad 4,50

3 Baisikeli 4,45

4 Allehånde 3,78

Q1: Innovativeness

1 Oikos 4,22

2 Roskildefestivalen 4,20

3 Specialisterne 4,06

4 fødevareBanken 3,86

Q3: Trendsetter

4 Allehånde 3,78

5 Grantoftegaard 3,57

6 Merkur 3,55

7 Grøn Koncert 3,48

8 Roskildefestivalen 3,42

9 MyC4 3,24

10 Oikos 3,18

11 Telehandelshuset 3,18

12 fødevareBanken 2,83

4 fødevareBanken 3,86

5 TV-Glad 3,86

6 Grøn Koncert 3,71

7 MyC4 3,67

8 Merkur 3,65

9 Grantoftegaard 3,50

10 Telehandelshuset 3,50

11 Allehånde 3,00

12 Baisikeli 3,00



ImpactImpactImpactImpact

1 TV-Glad 4,56

2 Specialisterne 4,52

3 Baisikeli 4,28

4 fødevareBanken 4,25

Q6: Social impact

1 Roskildefestivalen 4,00

2 Grøn Koncert 3,74

3 Specialisterne 3,65

4 TV-Glad 3,29

Q2: Sectoral impact

4 fødevareBanken 4,25

5 Oikos 4,14

6 Allehånde 4,06

7 Grantoftegaard 4,00

8 Grøn Koncert 4,00

9 Merkur 3,95

10 Telehandelshuset 3,90

11 Roskildefestivalen 3,83

12 MyC4 3,53

4 TV-Glad 3,29

5 fødevareBanken 2,89

6 Merkur 2,81

7 Oikos 2,80

8 MyC4 2,74

9 Baisikeli 2,65

10 Grantoftegaard 2,25

11 Telehandelshuset 2,00

12 Allehånde 1,87



EconomyEconomyEconomyEconomy

1 Oikos 4,82

2 Merkur 4,73

3 Roskildefestivalen 4,64

4 Baisikeli 4,45

Q4: Earned income

1 Roskildefestivalen 4,43

2 Merkur 4,25

3 Grøn Koncert 4,07

4 TV-Glad 3,82

Q5: Economic success

4 Baisikeli 4,45

5 Allehånde 4,41

6 Specialisterne 4,32

7 MyC4 4,20

8 Grøn Koncert 4,00

9 Telehandelshuset 3,91

10 TV-Glad 3,64

11 Grantoftegaard 3,25

12 fødevareBanken 1,27

4 TV-Glad 3,82

5 Oikos 3,75

6 Baisikeli 3,60

7 Specialisterne 3,35

8 Allehånde 3,18

9 Grantoftegaard 3,14

10 Telehandelshuset 2,83

11 MyC4 1,94

12 fødevareBanken 1,64
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Innovation and Earned income
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Bias
Questions 3 and 5 had a noticeable higher number of
respondents that answered ”Don’t know”, which can lead to
two different assumptions. 1) the question itself was vaguely
formulated, or 2) the knowledge within these two fields are
in general low.in general low.

The two results are still just as valid as the rest of the survey
in all regards. The questionnaire should not be seen as a
quantitative survey, but an expression of a group of experts
subjective opinion.



The end
This survey functions – as earlier mentioned – as a
preliminary selection of case companies. The project is
scheduled to run until November 2011.

If you would like to follow the project and see the final
results please send a mail. In return you might be involved inresults please send a mail. In return you might be involved in
the process through mails or interviews.

Contact: KasperTolsturp Andersen

phone: 31 51 21 29

mail: tolstrup@hotmail.com


