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Abstract 
Contemporary global capitalism is undoubtedly creating tensions and inequalities in fields like 

social justice and sustainability. While there are a lot of existing proposals to overcome the 

hegemonial system or alter it towards a more social future, those rarely receive enough attention 

when structural changes are debated. Our research focuses on these approaches while 

introducing Social Entrepreneurship (SE) as a possible key pillar for a socially humane 

tomorrow in the form of a field study. The study was predominantly conducted in the form of 

qualitative research in Israel, the country with the highest ratio of innovation per capita. We 

analyse feedback from various stakeholders in order to create a comprehensive map of the SE 

ecosystem of Israel and identify both takeaways and challenges of SE in this context. Along 

with our research findings we identify major challenges of SE in general, being its definition, 

the financing of social ventures and the measurement of their created impact. Derived from this 

we argue for the creation of hybrid models, for-profit ventures with a primarily social mission. 

Since, in a complex configuration of stakeholders and influence relations, SE cannot be a 

standalone approach to achieve a more balanced and social world, we point out which other 

factors need to be in place and indicate how a transition process can be structured. Finally, we 

take a look at criticisms of SE and discuss how more capitalism included in a discipline like SE 

can actually help to reduce capitalist influence on a broader scale. This study lays a foundation 

for a process of social empowerment through SE. It is not providing a detailed universal 

blueprint for the implementation of SE as a pillar of a more humane future, but it paves the way 

to the implementation of use cases and long-term studies of the field in order to get a complete 

understanding of interplay of different institutions and stakeholders, with the end goal to define 

tailored transition approaches.  
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1. Introduction 
The introduction of capitalism in our society has led to an immense increase in output and 

efficiency, with the benchmark of success being measured by relative growth (Jackson, 2009). 

While capitalism has brought us the likes of the industrial revolution and immeasurably 

increased our quality of life, it has also created a society that is obsessed with growing, whereby 

politicians and economists seem to be more worried about their Gross Domestic Product (GDP) 

than their people. Our world is suffering from extreme inequality, unsustainable practices and 

questionable law-making, meanwhile, it is the poorest parts of the population that suffer the 

consequences. If, according to an Oxfam report (2016), the sixty-two richest people in the world 

have as much as the poorest 3.6 billion people, then global capitalism is no longer the best of 

all possible worlds and is on a rapid downhill trajectory. Worst of all, without any self-

correcting mechanisms or national government to stop it. An old society, created in the first 

industrial revolution - the liaison between liberal-capitalist economy and the liberal 

fundamental values of the Enlightenment - is coming to an end because its basis, the bourgeois 

working society and meritocracy, is disappearing (Precht, 2018). This is why we see the 

necessity of a novel, more social and humane form of capitalism and society.  

 

We investigate the discipline of Social Entrepreneurship (SE), a concept that has gained an 

increased amount of prominence and witnessed fast growth in recent years (Sahasranamam and 

Nandakumar, 2020; Canestrino, Ćwiklicki, Magliocca, & Pawełek, 2020). Globally, the sector 

currently employs close to 40 million people and more than 200 million volunteers 

(Summerfield, 2020). Both academics and economists agree that SE is becoming crucial for the 

development of societies and tackling inequality, based on its potential of targeting global issues 

(Sahasranamam and Nandakumar, 2020; Abu-Saifan, 2012). However, SE still faces 

uncertainties and challenges in order to be recognised as a valid alternative to commercial 

entrepreneurship and traditional businesses, which concern the definition of SE, the financing 

of social ventures and the impact measurement of their actions (Certo and Miller, 2009; 

Arogyaswamy, 2017; Sahasranamam and Nandakumar, 2020). There is an abundance of 

competing definitions and a lack of theoretical boundaries, leading to confusion about what SE 

includes and wrongful associations to other disciplines of being social (Canestrino et al., 2020). 

Financing social ventures is identified to be one of the most pressing problems of SE, based on 
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the problem that it is hard to grasp what SE actually stands for. Thus, social entrepreneurs often 

slip through the grid of private and public financing mechanisms, such as debt capital or private 

equity that are rather focused on funding commercial ventures or NGOs (Röhl, 2018). The 

increased interest in SE has led to a rising demand from outside stakeholders for adequate 

impact measurement tools. However, the challenge manifests itself that traditional commercial 

measurement approaches often do not comply with the experiences and needs of social 

entrepreneurs and primarily, crucial indicators in SE, such as happiness or environmental 

improvements are close to impossible to measure (Molecke and Pinkse, 2017).  

 

Along with the rise of SE in recent years came the increased number of ventures following a 

hybrid model approach, where a for-profit strategy with a social mission enables social 

entrepreneurs to be self-sufficient. This also creates a steadily growing scene of what is called 

impact investors, where financiers aim to support social change with their funding. This 

buildout of hybrid models further blurs the line between social and commercial 

entrepreneurship. While being promising for the long-term development of the SE discipline as 

well as regarding the challenge of financing, the question arises, whether this evolution does 

undermine the core values of SE through a capitalistic takeover of the field, where profit 

eventually becomes more important than social value. Also, the relationship and rapprochement 

to commercial entrepreneurship plays into this question and further strengthens the need for 

clear boundaries. Hence, it is important to investigate whether SE can be seen as challenging 

capitalism towards creating social transformation. 

 

For our investigation of the discipline of SE, we chose to put a focus on Israel, a case which 

can be seen as paradigmatic in terms of studying the above-mentioned general problematics. 

This is because the country has an exceptional innovation culture, with the highest degree of 

innovation per capita. Therefore, one might expect a particularly interesting interaction as well 

as possible clashes between capitalism and SE. We further consider it to be an interesting case 

study because Israel embodies particular western values while being located in the middle east 

and has succeeded in becoming so innovative despite being haunted by political and religious 

conflicts. Thus, this could indicate that the cultural and institutional conditions in Israel 

constitute particularly interesting objects of study. Furthermore, even if the subject of SE has 

received an increasing amount of attention in both academia and economy over the years, there 
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is still a lack of understanding as to what the discipline can or is allowed to be, leading to an 

unfavourable degree of uncertainty. Therefore, continuing to investigate the topic under 

different facets and in different environments is needed to further develop the discipline of SE 

and hence, relevant. On the basis of this, our research question is the following: 

 

Can Social Entrepreneurship become a trailblazer for a more social and humane form of 

society and if so, how? 

 

We investigate this research question with the help of three sub-questions.  

1. What role does SE play in Israel? 

2. What are the socio-economic, political-institutional and cultural conditions of SE in 

Israel? 

3. What potentials may be derived from SE in Israel in terms of altering capitalism into a 

more social and humane form? 

 

This thesis starts with a summary of the status-quo of capitalism and introduces different 

literature to illustrate some of the pertinent pitfalls of it. We aim to provide the reader with the 

necessary systemic understanding of capitalism and the theory we utilise, in order to 

comprehend why we believe that a new social form of society is needed. Alongside this, we 

will provide examples of alternatives or tweaks to capitalism that can foster a future built on 

more social and sustainable virtues. Thereafter, we present the discipline of SE with the help of 

existing literature and introduce what we believe to be its three inherent key challenges, namely 

the issue of definition, financing and impact measurement. Furthermore, we institute the hybrid 

model approach for social ventures. We go on by introducing the reader to the country of Israel 

in order to grasp the third key facet of our research. In the method chapter, we present a detailed 

account of our chosen research method of qualitative research and why it is relevant. 

Furthermore, we state our six hypotheses, which form the foundation of our research as well as 

the operationalization of our analytical framework in the form of three different levels.  

 

In the analysis chapter we first present our research subjects from the Israeli SE ecosystem and 

a first faithful account of our observations. Then we introduce and analyse our map of the 

entrepreneurial ecosystem in Israel. This ecosystem forms the basis of our analysis, as we use 
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it to provide a holistic understanding of how SE is practised in Israel. We go on answering our 

hypotheses by investigating the relation between capitalism and SE and clarifying the relation 

of Israel and SE. We then analyse the issues of definition, financing and impact measurement 

in the context of SE. Lastly, we shed light on the relation between hybrid models and SE with 

regard to capitalistic influence. In turn, we use our comprehensive understanding of the 

interactions taking place within the ecosystem, in unison with the six hypotheses to then use 

our concrete study of Israel as a prism to enter a more general discussion which concerns the 

observations of our case study in Israel, the three identified inherent challenges of SE and 

potential hybrid models. Based on this we go on to evaluate the relation of SE and the state, and 

SE and capitalism, to answer our research question whether SE can be a trailblazer for a more 

social and humane form of society.  
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2. Capitalism 

2.1 Intro to Capitalism 

2.1.1 Contemporary Capitalism: Development 
Capitalism as a contemporary phenomenon is difficult to define, since it is ever-changing and 

takes on many different forms. Furthermore, its complex and intangible nature makes it 

additionally hard to grasp. Parker et.al. start off by simply defining it as a set of social and 

economic relations, where “capital is invested in order to make more capital” (Parker, Cheney, 

Fournier, and Land, 2014, p. 3). This relates to Harvey (2011), stating that capitalism is simply 

the accumulation of capital. This simplification of a definition can be broken down to ever so 

granular levels resulting in the countless number of books and publications on the topic of 

capitalism one can find in the internet or library shelves today. Streeck (2014) defines 

Capitalism as “a modern society that secures its collective reproduction as an unintended side-

effect of individually rational, competitive profit maximization in pursuit of capital 

accumulation, through a ‘labour process’ combining privately owned capital with commodified 

labour-power” (Streek, 2014, p. 4). He argues for the need to think about capitalism as a 

phenomenon rather than a natural condition. 

 

A more traditional view on capitalism consists of businesses contributing to society through 

making profit, which in turn supports employment, investments and taxes (Porter and Kramer, 

2011). In this quite narrow view businesses provide sufficient social benefit by simply 

conducting “business as usual”, paying their workers and paying their taxes. Every other social 

or community related issue falls outside their scope. In the last two to three decades this 

perception has led to a form of competition where the focus lies on enticing consumers to simply 

buy more of a company's offered products combined with waves of restructuring; entailing 

reducing personnel and relocating to low-cost regions. According to Porter and Kramer (2011) 

this form of capitalistic competition results in commoditization, slow organic growth and just 

little “true” innovation and, thus, no clear competitive advantage. In this kind of competition, 

the communities in which companies operate perceive little benefit even as profits rise. Instead, 

they perceive that profits come at their expense, an impression that has become even stronger 
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in the current economic recovery, in which rising earnings have done little to offset high 

unemployment, local business distress, and severe pressures on community services. 

 

As Porter and Kramer (2011) argue, it was not always this way. The best companies once took 

on a broad range of roles in meeting the needs of workers, communities, and supporting 

businesses. As other social institutions appeared on the scene, however, these roles fell away 

or were delegated. Shortening investor time horizons began to narrow thinking about 

appropriate investments. As the vertically integrated firm gave way to greater reliance on 

outside vendors, outsourcing and offshoring weakened the connection between firms and their 

communities. As firms moved disparate activities to more and more locations, they often lost 

touch with any location. Indeed, many companies no longer recognize a home—but see 

themselves as “global” companies. “These transformations drove major progress in economic 

efficiency. However, something profoundly important was lost in the process, as more- 

fundamental opportunities for value creation were missed” (Porter and Kramer, 2011, p. 3). 

2.1.2 Status Quo 
In his book Prosperity without Growth, Tim Jackson (2009) analyses the status-quo of his time 

and tries to introduce a transition towards a sustainable economy. The status quo, which Jackson 

(2009) calls “the age of irresponsibility”, in the common belief considers prosperity equal to 

GDP growth and increasing consumption. Growth delivers the benefits it brings with it 

unequally, creating “islands of prosperity” in “oceans of poverty”. There doesn’t seem to be a 

globally applying formula to this understanding of prosperity and wellbeing but only one 

tailored to the global north, the developed countries. He also points out how big of a role 

material goods play in this equation. Society learned the “language of goods”. How it allows 

individuals to interact and communicate with one another. About social status, identity and even 

about feelings (giving-receiving gifts). It mirrors the restless desire of the consumer combined 

with the restless innovation of the entrepreneur as described in the Schumpeterian practice of 

“creative destruction” (Schumpeter, 1962) combined in a self-reinforcing cycle fuelling 

limitless growth. Because the economy keeps producing new goods, society feels the need to 

consume them and vice versa. Exactly this seemingly positive attribute of the bilateral 

relationship of consumer and economy lays foundation to its inherent flaw. It is creating 

dependency relations that undermine social wellbeing, to a destructive extent. Individuals are 
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forced into social comparison and companies are forced to innovate in order to survive. 

Transforming the “engine of growth” into the “iron cage of consumerism” (Jackson, 2009, p. 

88). 

2.2 Shortcomings of the Hegemonial System  
“There is a great distance between the radical democratic egalitarian ideal and the social reality 

of the world in which we live. [...]. The first step in turning the dream into a practical ambition 

is to figure out what it is about the world in which we live in that obstructs this realization” 

(Wright, 2010, p. 22). Capitalism has without doubt produced a level of growth and wealth that 

has never been seen before. A good part of the world’s population live wealthier lives, have 

more freedoms to travel and thrive for self-actualization. But, as many things in life, this 

explosion of wealth and development for some of us comes at a cost. Rising inequality is 

probably the most prominent example, but also ecological degradation as well as physical and 

psychological issues on individual levels are threats that need to be addressed when talking 

about the downsides of the capitalist system (Parker, 2014). 

2.2.1 Inequality 
“In neoclassical thinking, a requirement for social improvement - such as safety or hiring the 

disabled - imposes a constraint on the corporation.” (Porter and Kramer, 2011, p. 13) 

Unregulated global capitalist actions are proven to have created an unprecedented amount of 

inequality on various levels. But the contemporary capitalist system did not only create those 

inequalities. With time it is even fuelling them, widening the gap in both local and global 

societies. In 2006, the richest 20% of the world’s population accounted for 86% of the world’s 

income - compared to 70% in 1970. Vice versa the poorest 20% of the population accounted 

for 1.1% of the world’s income - less than half than in 1970 (2.3%) (Parker et al., 2014). 

Increasing inequality doesn’t represent a dangerous trend itself but rather the problems or 

symptoms it is associated with. Social, psychological and health related issues can be directly 

connected to the ecosystem created by contemporary capitalism. When inequalities grow, social 

status gets a heightened significance and creates a form of social competition in a way that 

people assess themselves and the individuals around them (Parker et al., 2014). This fact leads 

to the stagnancy of social community life, can erode trust and accounts for decreasing mental 

and psychological well-being. Other factors affected by rising inequalities are decreasing 
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educational performance, lack of social mobility and an increase in violent behaviour 

(Wilkinson et al., 2010).  

 

 
Figure 1 Health and social problems are closely related to inequality within rich countries (Wilkinson and Pickett, 
2011) 

 

Guy Standing (2011) argues, that the neoliberal belief in “labour market flexibility” which, 

through the freedom of finding workers at the lowest possible cost, either inside or across 

borders, through expanding globalization, increases the number of low paid, and often rootless, 

workers and thus creates new structures in societies. The class that suffers from this 

restructuring of prerequisites in society he calls the “precariat” - lacking the prospects of career, 

reliable housing situations, facing uncertainty, debt and humiliation. The members of the 

precariat suffer from “the four A’s: anger, anomie, anxiety and alienation” (Standing, 2011, p. 

22). Their lives seem to have little human value and they don’t receive empathy from the world. 

Without a chance to specialise or professionalise they must do the work available (Standing, 

2011). Figure 1 serves as a good example showcasing how the degree of income inequality 
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leads to higher degrees of health and social problems. In most western societies the amount of 

financial wealth directly relates to the degree of possibilities to receive adequate education and 

healthcare but also, on a more basic level, recognition and a sense of self-respect.  

 

There is not only inequality between bottom- and top-level seen from a broader societal 

perspective, but also a nuanced variation up to a very granular level. It starts with the neo-liberal 

conceptualization of freedom. Having the ability to buy and consume without restriction and 

compete freely in the labour market is seen as being free - even though this represents a very 

restrictive vision of freedom and means to strive towards self-actualization. Beyond a certain 

level of wealth there are less-than-diminishing returns on happiness through property and 

consumption, even leading to rising rates of depression and anxiety (Wilkinson and Pickett, 

2010).  An “insatiable desire for more” is fuelled by consumerism turning social comparison 

into a self-reinforcing vicious cycle. This can define inequality on even the highest ranks of 

society, not considering the large part of society unable to exercise this freedom of choice in 

the market simply due to a lack of capital or unequal power relations.   

2.2.2 Sustainability 
The status-quo doesn’t only entail social inequalities that arise from the hegemony of the 

capitalistic order as we know it. There are also natural inequalities that become more and more 

important to look at when dealing with man-made systems and logic. Parker and Kramer (2014) 

argue that the capitalist markets fail to account for the actual costs of production and “capitalist 

firms’ ability to reduce costs does not mean that costs disappear, but mainly that they have been 

externalised, placed outside the market” (Parker and Kramer, 2014, p. 13). Things that have no 

direct exchange value like for example pollution are “hidden costs” referred to as externalities 

that are pushed away from both producer and consumer. There is a clear separation of society 

and nature and, thus, of social and natural inequality. While social injustice or inequalities have 

to be politically justified, in most cases natural inequalities don’t. Described as “forces of 

nature”, familiar natural occurrences - not self-evidently products of societal decisions, they are 

defined to be independent and detached from humanities’ actions (Beck, 2010). 

 

What is interesting is, that those two seemingly independent states of inequality seem to have 

merged and are continuing to fuse in the face of climate change. The anthropological nature 
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and the catastrophic magnitude of the climate crisis humanity faces globally, displays a new 

form of synthesis between nature and society (Beck, 2010). The “natural” is taken out of the 

definition of natural catastrophes and the evidence, that most of nature’s destructive forces in 

recent times is man-made, is clear to a big majority of today’s society (Wagner, 2012). Also, 

Jackson (2009) argues that mankind has disconnected itself from their natural surroundings, not 

just mentally, but also spiritually and economically. Humanity's ecological footprint is about 

30% higher now, than the earth’s capacity to tend and produce to our needs. The global 

warming that is threatening the very basis of our civilization is almost directly linked to the 

emergence of ever-growing material economies. Material economies link their GDP with rising 

prosperity and do not consider social or sustainable values that preserve the environment they 

are surrounded by.   

 
Figure 2 Growth curves for economic and ecological systems. Jackson (2009, p.8) 

 

Subsequently, Jackson (2009) raises the question of whether the immense economic growth we 

are experiencing for the past decades is rather the left-hand side of a bell-shaped curve when 

comparing the current growth curve with the respective curve for natural ecosystems. Looking 

at the finite nature of the earth’s resource base (Figure 2), exceeding this resource base, would 

cause an inevitable collapse (thus the bell shape of the curve). Although, this doesn’t change 

the status-quo discussed before, because the implication would stay the same and limitation and 

(at least) reduced growth is desperately needed. 
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2.3 Towards Altering the Status-Quo 
Streeck (2014) argues that capitalism has to be seen as a historical phenomenon with a start- 

and end-date. He suggests “that we learn to think about capitalism coming to an end without 

assuming responsibility for answering the question of what one proposes to put in its place” 

(Streeck, 2014, p. 46). In this day and age, we have come to a point where even “capitalism’s 

master technicians” can’t seem to work out a proposal on how to make the system whole again. 

Capitalism itself has more or less destroyed any force that could stabilise it by limiting said 

force, and there is no agency which could reverse its mutually reinforcing downwards trend of 

social equality, economic growth and financial stability (Streek, 2014). 

 

Similar to Jackson (2009), Parker and Kramer (2014) call the practises of modern capitalist 

societies “uneconomic growth”. The mere production of commodities can’t be equated with 

well-being without taking any other factors into consideration. The status-quo described above 

is not sustainable, socially just or even stable. Economies, technology and social practices and 

aspirations are not aligned with a wholesome definition of prosperity. There is a strong need to 

reconsider how “business as usual” affects a lot of crucial factors that societies depend on; for 

social balance in the short and survival in the long run. Capitalism in its current form has 

“colonised our imagination”, producing a monoculture of capitalistic methods as the only 

realistic option, denying the idea of any alternative. Following this thought, Streeck (2014) 

argues that capitalism can be left behind without first talking about how to replace it and what 

comes afterwards. We on the other hand, raise the claim that it is important to have some idea 

of how to keep the world turning should contemporary capitalism one day disappear or collapse 

- and looking at the abundance of existing theories that already exist on this topic, getting a first 

idea does not seem all too impossible.  

 

“[W]hat happens when some of us stop behaving like homo economicus, when some us stop 

buying so much, or labouring for a wage, and if instead we start collectively re-appropriating 

various means of production, if we start producing for ourselves rather than for capitalist 

enterprises, if we start sharing or giving our labour, goods, services outside of the ‘free 

market’? [...] [M]any throughout history have expressed their discontent with capitalism and 

have forged relations of production and exchange that do not follow the logic of capital 

accumulation. It is by looking at the cracks and gaps within capitalism that we begin to see that 
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alternatives already exist, and that many of the resources and ideas we need are already 

available to us” (Parker, 2014, p. 15). 

 

But how exactly could this inherently flawed system be overcome? And if it can’t be overcome, 

can it be altered in a way that addresses these flaws, solving the dilemma introduced in the 

previous chapter? In the upcoming chapter we will discuss several existing models and theories 

dealing with exactly this question. We start off by introducing models aimed at replacing 

capitalism as a whole and then transition towards models that alter, regulate or democratize 

capitalism by tackling certain flawed aspects of the system or introducing means to provide 

equality and sustainability.  

2.3.1 Real Utopias 

Erik Olin Wright (2010), agrees that capitalism is responsible for a great deal of suffering and 

injustice in the world. He argues that the triumphal days of capitalism as seen throughout the 

21st centuries are over, and the disastrous effects may reveal the irrationalities of capitalism 

“but suffering and irrationality are never enough to generate fundamental social 

transformations.” (Wright, 2010, p. 265). He tries to place alternatives on the historic agenda. 

He is not proposing one single best solution but mainly points out which aspects to take into 

account when talking about alternatives. From the analysis of the status-quo up until ways to 

manage to transform societies in the desired direction. Wright (2010) formulates seven key 

lessons towards not only envisioning but living towards the creation of real utopias.  

He starts off by analysing the status-quo, the way capitalism is executed in today’s globalised 

world. Wright (2010) points out that while it has become common practice to blame capitalism 

for most injustices nowadays, not everything bad happening in the world can be attributed to 

capitalism. Other regimes in the past didn’t manage to eradicate injustices or wrongdoings of 

large participants in the market either, and there seems to be no model use case for the dilemmas 

the civilization is facing in respect to the interplay of social, economic and governmental 

structures. Nevertheless, he argues for the struggle against capitalism in a process of human 

emancipation, since the structure of capitalist regimes is undermining the possibilities for 

human development and a deepened democracy, or in other words obstructs both political as 

well as social justice. 
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Further, the author analyses economic structures from the perspective of definition. He argues 

that economic structures can’t simply be put into the three boxes labelled “capitalism”, 

“statism” and “socialism” but that it is important to look at economic systems as complex, 

nuanced configurations of those three forms. This doesn’t just apply to national economies but 

can be applied to all levels of economic analyses from national scale to firm level. Hence, an 

economy is capitalist when the dominant form of power is capitalist, but even this form of 

economy will have socialist and statist elements in place. Thus, it has to be seen as a hybrid 

form, no matter how the power balance is designed (Wright, 2010). Following this line of 

thought, he proposes a shift in the aforementioned power relations towards a subordination of 

state power as well as economic power to social power. This creation of a social hybrid would 

make way for a strong and serious democracy rooted in the civil society with transformed class 

structures, where the allocation and use of productive resources is no longer governed by private 

ownership (Wright, 2010).  

At no point in his text, does Wright (2010) give any form of blueprint for a working socialist 

structure, as every situation is significantly different from the other and should be approached 

with a tailored solution. The principles and approaches should rather be a guideline to navigate 

towards the right direction in all stages of the process, which he calls “The Socialist Compass”. 

Altogether, his set of principles provide a way to demonstrate connections and linkages of 

power relations and parties at play in different configuration sets (Figure 3). Those 

configurations or “pathways” as he calls them can be analysed in respect to their degree of 

actual social empowerment for real utopian institutional designs. 
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Figure 3 Pathways to social empowerment. (Wright, 2010, p. 86) 

 

The pathways demonstrate how many different kinds of institutional and structural 

transformations can be taken as means for social empowerment. Socialism should be seen as a 

pluralistic model with numerous different pathways that all lead to the realization of the same 

underlying goal. Similarly, all use-cases that are implemented already (he uses the examples of 

Wikipedia or UBI), probably will not constitute a viable framework for a socialist future by 

themselves but taken collectively those initiatives have potential to shift the foundational 

configuration that controls our economy. 

Furthermore, Erik Wright (2010) states that the “movement towards radical democratic 

egalitarian ideals of social and political justice will not happen simply as an accidental by-

product of unintended social change” (Wright, 2010, p. 268) So, not only the right configuration 

of pathways is crucial in the transition to new economic structures, the transition also needs to 

be well enacted. While pluralism is one key pillar when talking about institutional forms, the 

same goes for strategic logics. He then defines three strategic logics of transformation: ruptural, 

interstitial and symbiotic. While he argues that ruptual visions in forms of struggle are essential 

for realistic approaches to social empowerment, similar to the structural configurations, his 

recommendation is that not one of these three forms of transitional change will constitute to be 
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the best way forward, but a combination of all three. The aspects of ruptual logics should be 

combined with interstitial strategies, seeking to build new paths of social empowerment in 

niches that are not (yet) dominated by capitalist power, thus creating a broader set of access 

points for desired strategies. Symbiotic strategies are aimed at linking ruling class interest with 

the ones of social empowerment, creating stability on the institutional level throughout the 

transition process. The best combination of the three strategic approaches depends largely on 

the historical setting and present configuration of the hegemonial system in place. Those 

factors, as described above are so complex in nature, that measuring them to an extent that 

makes a tailored strategic approach feasible is close to impossible. Hence, from a realistic point 

of view, flexible strategic pluralism is the recommended way to go.  

The aspect of flexibility is also prominent when talking about the future limits and possibilities 

during the trajectory of social empowerment. In any configuration, agents of change, will reach 

new, individual stages of the transformation process. Those stages, obstacles or possibilities are 

close to impossible to anticipate. Thus, flexibility is a key to move forwards in any situation.  It 

is not clear, where the limits to social empowerment lie in certain configurations and systems. 

It may be that a radical, egalitarian economic system is never viable in the realm of the scale 

and complexity of the modern world. It may, on the other hand, be that the limits for the 

expansion of social power are way weaker than we suppose but were never truly penetrated 

before. It is also not clear where the transition could lead a society. It may on one hand abolish 

the hegemonial system as a whole and replace it with something new, something different. 

Alternatively, the transition process will guide society towards reconfiguring a system that is 

already in place, addressing its flaws and fostering social empowerment in comparison to 

capitalist elements of the structure. Some of these concepts and ideas are going to be introduced 

in more detail in the following. A concluding argument, Wright (2010) states that in this 

uncertain arena, the only true way forward is to try. To test and retest and get an idea of the 

nature and magnitude of true limitations of social empowerment: “In doing so we not only 

envision real utopias, but contribute to making utopias real” (Wright, 2010, p. 270). 
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2.3.2 Overcoming Capitalism 
“One should at least entertain the idea that an alternative to capitalism might be desirable and 

possible” (Wright, 2010, p. 24)  

 

Postcapitalism  

In his book Postcapitalism Paul Mason (2015) tries to formulate an approach to leave capitalism 

behind - a utopian post-capitalist global society, which he calls “Project Zero”. The direction 

of the approach is formulated quickly. In Masons words, he calls it Project Zero “because it 

aims at a zero-carbon energy system, the production of machines, product and services with 

zero marginal costs, and the reduction of necessary labour time as close as possible to zero” 

(Mason, 2015, p. 266). He further defines four top-level aims of the project, which are to rapidly 

reduce carbon emissions in order to mitigate chaos caused by climate events, stabilise the 

finance system in order to secure the economy for generations to come, deliver high material 

prosperity for the majority of the population through information rich technologies and promote 

the transition towards an automated economy minimizing the necessary manual work involved 

(Mason, 2015).  

 

A central claim of Mason’s proposal is that the transition beyond capitalism cannot just be an 

economic one but also has to be a holistic human transition and needs to be internalised by the 

majority of the population. Derived from that, he formulates further principles to ensure the 

transition towards the utopian world-order he envisions.  

1. Use massive amounts of real data to understand, model and test ideas for change making 

them fit trends in human behaviour.  

2. Ecological sustainability in every step involved.  

3. Address problems with diverse approaches compared to monolithic solutions. 

4. Maximize the power of information.  

 

The suggested means in order to achieve this goal are tools and ideas derived from other post- 

or alternative-capitalistic approaches that can’t all be discussed in this abstract.  

In short: In his opinion, a sustainable transition towards a post-capitalist society can be achieved 

firstly through the correct use of abundant data to model policies before implementing 
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them.  Limiting offshore banking and holding interest rates below inflation rates are supposed 

to tackle public debt issues, while the breaking or socialisation of monopolies and the finance 

system is aimed at restoring balance to a highly unequal system and abolishing rent-seeking. 

Finally; social, non-profit and co-operative business should be promoted through state support 

or regulations but mainly through payment of a basic income (which will be discussed in more 

detail in the following chapter). A lot of those proposals, especially the basic income, are 

mentioned throughout a lot of alternative logics and models. The configuration of these 

elements sets the different models apart from each other, just like structure configurations 

Wright (2010) talks about. The same can be witnessed in the following when talking about 

another approach that could be seen as even more radical while still having a lot in common 

with Mason’s ideas.  

 

Economy for the Common Good (Gemeinwohlökonomie) 

The economy for common good (ECG) or “Gemeinwohlökonomie” in its German original title 

proposes a model that, in short, aims at a paradigm shift of the economy at all levels by 

“rewarding ‘good’ behaviour, and making ‘poor’ behaviour more visible to the public and less 

profitable” (Felber and Hagelberg 2017, p. 2). The model should promote more cooperation 

between businesses, less uncontrolled, destructive growth. Profits are to be used to optimize 

products, infrastructure or working conditions instead of increased dividends for shareholders, 

thus tightening the social inequality gap. Based on a vision of sovereign democracy it entails 

every stakeholder of the economy, from politics to the individual. 

 

The foundation of the ECG model is the definition of a “new bottom line” where Felber et.al. 

(2017, p. 5), following the logic of various other authors, partly mentioned above (Jackson, 

2009; Parker, 2014; Streeck, 2014), argue that measuring economic success according to 

monetary indicators is “the fundamental failure of the present system”. The new foundation 

according to the ECG will be called Common Good Product on a national level, and at the 

business level a Common Good Balance Sheet (Appendix K) will replace the financial 

statement - showing exactly how much a state or company contributes to the common good. 

There will still be financial evaluations and a GDP will not seize to exist, it will merely receive 

a lower priority.  
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The use of profits, seen as economic tools, should be completely transparent. From a legislative 

perspective the ECG proposes to forbid hostile takeovers/mergers as well as donations to 

political parties or campaigns. Furthermore, restrictions should apply to investments in financial 

services and dividend pay-outs. It is argued that this lifts the burden of businesses to constantly 

maximise profits and fight for market share and in turn incentivizes them to contribute to society 

and the environment, without the threat of failure in case shareholder value does not increase. 

The result would still be a free market economy, just without capital accumulation being the 

driving force. In terms of property, the ECG proposes a combination between the school of 

thought of both socialism and capitalism, envisioning both public and private property, but 

putting limits and constraints on both types (see Fig. 4). Currently, the ECG movement is 

supported by over 7000 individuals, 2000 businesses (including Banks, Universities and NGOs) 

and 70 politicians. 

 
Figure 4 Overview of the most important types of property, their functions, limits and conditions (Felber et. Al., 
2017, p.14) 

 

The five underlying goals of the ECG model are stated as:  

1. Reunion of economy and fundamental societal values. 

2. Transition towards a system that defines “common good” as principal goal. 

3. Shift towards business systems that measure success as their impact on public good. 
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4. Democratized approach to set a legal framework for the economy. 

5. Closed gaps between feeling and thinking, technology and nature, economy and ethics, 

science and spirituality.  

 
Figure 5 The Economy for Common Good Model. All key players with Society in the center (Felber et al., 2017) 

 

2.3.3 Altering Capitalism 
Overcoming capitalism, as idealistic and inspirational as it may seem, is hard to accomplish in 

practice, for many different reasons. For one, the capitalistic system we live in is a global one, 

while most rules and regulations (even though adapted to the contemporary shape of capitalism 

of our day and age) mostly apply on local, national or supranational level (when talking about 

constructs like e.g. the European Union). Thus, requiring leaders and citizens of communities 

with different cultural, economic and historical backgrounds to cooperate on an unprecedented 

level while introducing the aforementioned disruptive measures. When only some states leave 

capitalism behind and thrive towards implementing an alternative system, it could lead to a shift 

in global economic structures in which large companies and multinational corporations could 

be inclined to leave those countries behind. A comparable case today would be the practice of 

tax evasion of multinationals, and the “bidding-war” that some countries go through to attract 

companies that would hugely benefit their GDP, by lowering corporate tax rates. This is why 

we argue that it may be a more realistic approach to consider capitalism as it is and rather think 

about means to alter it in a way that addresses the negative implications and shifts towards a 
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more social and sustainable status quo. In the following we will try to shed light on some of 

those theories before transitioning into detailed descriptions of practices that we deem both 

feasible and impactful as a result of literature review and fieldwork. 

 

Degrowth 

One attempt to deal with the challenges, society is facing today on a global scale is the degrowth 

movement. This movement, which is challenging the previously described trend of growth and 

the prevailing means of diagnosing and prognosing our status-quo, was introduced in 2001. In 

essence it describes the project of voluntary shrinking of the economy, both production and 

consumption, in order to achieve social and ecological sustainability (Demaria, Schneider, 

Sekulova, and Martinez-Alier, 2013). Politics of the Degrowth movement are often connected 

to oppositional activism like campaigning, demonstrating or boycotts. Recently, Degrowth 

activists are taking part in the demonstrations and acts of civil disobedience (degrowth.net, 

2019). Degrowth is an attempt to re-politicize the discussion around the socio-ecological 

transformation, it is demanding radical change, but is open for various alternatives to reach their 

goal of socially sustainable degrowth. This is also why degrowth as such can be considered a 

movement but not a theory, since its practitioners never agreed on one set of rules, books or 

even manifests. Subsequently, its sources are manifold and can be traced back to topics like 

Ecology, Development Critique, Meaning of Life, Democracy, Justice or Bioeconomics 

(Demaria et al., 2013). 

 

Explicit literature about degrowth is relatively new, although similar questions have been raised 

for quite some time. Classical economists were long considering concepts of so-called 

“Stationary States”, arguing that distributional policies could lead to a heightened level of social 

welfare (Kallis, Kostakis, Lange, Muraca, Paulson, and Schmelzer, 2018). The claims revolve 

around the assumptions that market economies in history have not always generated growth 

and do not necessarily need growth in order to survive (Irmen, 2011). As mentioned above, the 

ideas around degrowth are varicoloured and there is no “one source of truth” but there are 

various factors and models that are recurring when diving into the topic. The most prominent 

ones will be introduced in the following.  
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Oppositional voices argue that no growth or even degrowth would lead to stagnation and limit 

innovation and development. Degrowth enthusiasts on the other hand argue that zero change in 

net investments does not mean there is no change in the market and no way forward but rather 

a shift from one sector to the other (Kallis et al., 2018). In line with other ideas presented in this 

chapter this could mean subsidizing investments in the coal industry with similarly sized 

investments in the renewable energy sector. Neoclassical models simulating degrowth with a 

stable decrease in labour supply and increasing social welfare often argue for the fact that losses 

caused by decreasing consumption are overcompensated through free time and the enjoyment 

of nonmaterial relational goods. Not only the enjoyment of free time and nonmaterial good 

could be the outcome. More time could also be spent in focussing on entrepreneurial activities 

substituting decreased investments in R&D with organic innovation originating from within 

society.  

 

Universal Basic Income 

One prominent approach that does not aim at completely replacing the capitalist system, but 

rather altering it to address its inherent flaws, is the Universal Basic Income (UBI) movement. 

The UBI initiative is officially defined as a means to “secure the existence and enable social 

participation, to represent an individual legal claim and to be guaranteed without a means-test 

and without a compulsion to work or other consideration. The basic income thus represents a 

form of minimum income security, which differs substantially from the currently existing in 

almost all industrialised systems of basic or minimum income protection. Firstly, the basic 

income is paid to individuals instead of households, secondly, it is independent of any other 

income for each individual, and thirdly, it is paid without requiring any work, willingness to 

work, or compensation” (Netzwerk Grundeinkommen, 2017). Basic income ideas have been 

discussed in different shapes and approaches in the last couple of years so the concept itself 

cannot be assigned to a specific societal or political group. They range from neoliberal to 

emancipatory approaches (Spannagel, 2015). 

 

The foundation of the UBI initiatives are to liberate people from compulsory labour, providing 

a livelihood and the opportunity to thrive towards self-actualization (related to Maslow, 1943) 

regardless of circumstances created by working or living conditions. A large addition to 

individual freedom can thus be achieved and equality be fostered, not only on a rather macro-
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societal level, but also individually in the realms of sexual discrimination, e.g. women 

depending on men or enablement in forms of for example the escape from precarious 

employment and living conditions (Standing, 2011; Standing, 2017). A basic income is seen to 

redistribute security. Freeing citizens from being worried about food or shelter, offering hope 

to people that need it together with a chance to develop skills they need in order to enhance 

their lives and move up. 

 

While the neoliberal view on the UBI is seen as “business as usual” simply with more money 

in circulation for consumption, the emancipatory approach goes as far as arguing for a more 

“radical” transition towards a post-capitalistic system, differentiating between labour and wages 

and shifting towards shorter workdays, -weeks, -lives, making low-paid labour, which is 

inherent to capitalism, obsolete (Mason, 2015). This also directly refers to the threat of growing 

inequality caused by heightened degrees of automation and digitalization discussed before. 

With more and more processes transitioning from manual labour to digitalised automated 

processes in what is sometimes referred to as the fourth industrial revolution the degree of 

required manual work is expected to decrease significantly, leaving an even bigger share of the 

population in the face of unemployment. The UBI is seen as a means to turn this phenomenon 

from what seems to be something catastrophic into an opportunity for the global society (Precht, 

2018).  

 

Critiques of these theoretical approaches mostly concern the social security systems. Social 

risks would have to be mitigated by individuals themselves, which in times of global or 

individual crisis can, by far, exceed the amount of income received. Additionally, the wealthy 

part of the population would receive the same amount of basic income, making them even 

wealthier, which does little to tighten the inequality gap in society. Opponents of this critique, 

though, argue that the means of financing the UBI (income tax, financial transaction cost, etc.) 

would mitigate this risk (Spannagel, 2015). Further critique of the discussed approaches of UBI 

are voiced by Kleiner (2016) and Navarro (2016) who state, that the idea of replacing existing 

social security schemes with a basic income approach would rather lead to the privatization of 

social services, fuelling the capitalist system and the resulting inequalities even further as 

markets adapt to the fact, that the bottom level consumers have more available income, raising 

the prices for basic needs.  
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Taking all of these views into consideration, it seems apparent that the idea of a UBI may be 

noble, but that the way it can be introduced and dealt with differs significantly from case to 

case. It is hard to argue for the implementation of a UBI as a standalone measure and it has to 

be supported by bigger projects of social and economic restructuring, similar but not restricted 

to models like Postcapitalism or the ECG model.  

 

Entrepreneurial Activity  

A lot of the above-mentioned models rely on the promotion of intrinsic motivation from inside 

the society to focus on their own projects as digitalization takes over a big part of traditional 

employment relations. A UBI approach, as mentioned before, could foster those projects and 

give people the freedom to start their own companies, innovate and move towards a better 

society. Furthermore, Postcapitalism, the ECG model and degrowth are all in favour of 

individual entrepreneurship as a pillar of a brighter future. Joseph Schumpeter already answered 

the question whether capitalism will survive with “no, I don’t think so” (Schumpeter, 1962, p. 

61), further defining guidelines for innovation through creative destruction that are still part of 

every entrepreneurship course. Although, when entrepreneurship nowadays can be equalised to 

merely entering the game with a result of having to play by the rules - creatively destroying 

markets rather than the system - how can this discipline be taken to create a modern utopia, 

addressing the shortcomings of contemporary capitalism? In the following we will introduce 

the concept of Social Entrepreneurship as a proposal for a guided transition into a more equal, 

just and sustainable future. 
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3. Social Entrepreneurship 

3.1. Social Entrepreneurship as a Concept  

3.1.1 Defining Social Entrepreneurship 

The concept of SE and the ventures acting in this sphere have gained an increased amount of 

prominence and witnessed fast growth in recent years (Sahasranamam and Nandakumar, 2020; 

Canestrino et al., 2020). Academics and economists agree that SE is becoming an essential 

factor in the development of societies and decreasing inequality; due to its capability of 

targeting pressing global issues, such as poverty, inequality, support for vulnerable groups in 

societies, people with disabilities and those suffering under long-term unemployment, 

empowering women, gender equality as well as educational and health issues through a set of 

different means (Sahasranamam and Nandakumar, 2020; Bozhikin, Macke, and Folchini da 

Costa, 2019; Abu-Saifan, 2012). The discipline of SE offers great potential for uncovering 

novel forms of collaborative value creation in supporting sustainable developments (Seelos and 

Mair, 2005). The aforementioned increasing public and academic interest in SE is based on its 

role in challenging such pressing social issues and the dedication shown by the individuals 

acting in this field to enhance the quality of life of affected societies (Zahra et al., 2009). 

However, when looking specifically at the discipline of SE in academia, scholars and 

researchers have yet to better connect SE to the theories of both general entrepreneurship and 

knowledge (Abu-Saifan, 2012).  

Even though the usage of SE terminology is experiencing an increasing level of popularity 

across multiple disciplines, it remains a comparatively new concept with regards to traditional, 

commercial entrepreneurship (Abu-Saifan, 2012; Roberts and Woods, 2009). 

Furthermore, there is a lack of theoretical boundaries and a challenge of competing definitions 

and conceptual frameworks, limited empirical data, leading to uncertainty and confusion about 

what social entrepreneurs are and do as well as wrong associations of other disciplines to being 

SE (Canestrino et al., 2020; Abu-Saifan, 2012). Existing definitions often happen to be vague 

and cover an extensive range of different entrepreneurial activities (Canestrino et al., 2020). 

Hence, misunderstandings about SE are common due to this multitude of actors and their 

respective motives that are involved in social and innovative pursuits, ranging from non-profit 

over voluntarily or philanthropic motives to for-profit (Canestrino et al., 2020; Canestrino, 
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Bonfanti, and Oliaee, 2015). For example, social activists, philanthropists such as Bill and 

Melinda Gates, environmentalists, companies with foundations and companies that are simply 

socially responsible are often referred to as being social entrepreneurs (Abu-Saifan, 2012), 

however, despite their commendable motives and needed actions, those players are not social 

entrepreneurs according to the definition of SE by the Skoll Centre for Social Entrepreneurship 

(Skoll Centre in Abu-Saifan, 2012). Thus, it is of crucial importance to clearly define or 

differentiate the function of SE with those not only from traditional entrepreneurship but also 

from other socially-oriented activities as well as the range in the field itself. This chapter will 

present the great variety of different definitions and understandings of the spectrum and we will 

then derive our own version based on our research and convictions, thereby adding another 

brick to the ever-growing wall. Therefore, it is important that the issue and our definition will 

be critically discussed later in the paper. 

A multitude of SE definitions have been developed in academia over the past years, Dacin, 

Dacin, and Matear (2010) count 37 ranging from some addressing social needs not met by 

commercial ventures. According to Zahra, Gedajlovic, Neubaum, and Shulman (2009, p. 519), 

SE is defined as “the activities and processes are undertaken to discover, define, and exploit 

opportunities in order to enhance social wealth by creating new ventures or managing existing 

organizations in an innovative manner”. Abu-Saifan (2012, p. 22) argues in a similar fashion, 

namely that SE is “the field in which entrepreneurs tailor their activities to be directly tied with 

the ultimate goal of creating social value”. He proposes a definition and characterization of a 

social entrepreneur to be “a mission-driven individual who uses a set of entrepreneurial 

behaviours to deliver social value to the less privileged, all through an entrepreneurially 

oriented entity that is financially independent, self-sufficient, or sustainable (2012, p. 25). 

Building on this definition, the author suggests boundaries to tackle the above-mentioned issue 

of clearly positioning SE compared to other disciplines within the field of entrepreneurship 

(Figure 6).  
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Figure 6 The entrepreneurship spectrum illustrating the boundaries of social entrepreneurship (Abu-Saifan, 2012, 
p. 26) 

 

His proposed boundaries range from (1) non-profit social ventures with earned income 

strategies, where social businesses follow a strategy of a hybrid between social and commercial 

activity to attain self-sufficiency, to (2) for-profit with mission-driven strategies, where social-

purpose ventures again follow a strategy of performing social and commercial activity at the 

same time to attain sustainability (Abu-Saifan, 2012). The difference is that in the first scenario, 

profits are exclusively used to achieve social value, whereas, in the second scenario, the 

founders and investors deliberately use profit not only but also for personal wealth 

accumulation (Abu-Saifan, 2012). The author goes on by arguing that SE is often legitimized 

through the usage of success stories of entrepreneurial individuals solving complicated, 

pressing social problems and thus, is still a phenomenon-driven discipline. Furthermore, 

academic literature and public opinion rely heavily upon pioneer organizations within the field 

of SE when referencing and discussing the topic. Those well-known organizations include, 

amongst others, the Skoll Foundation, Ashoka, the Schwab Foundation and OneWorld Health.  

The authors Peredo and McLean (2006, p. 64) present the view of SE as a group or person that 

“aim(s) at creating social value, either exclusively or at least in some prominent way; show(s) 

capacity to recognize and take advantage of opportunities to create value; employ(s) innovation, 
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ranging from outright invention to adapting someone else’s novelty, in creating and/or 

distributing social value; is/are willing to accept an above-average of risk in creating and 

disseminating social value; and is/are unusually resourceful in being relatively undaunted by 

scarce assets in pursuing their social venture”. The authors (2006) furthermore argue for the 

lifting of a potential halo-bias when researching within the field of SE but rather making space 

for understanding that some social entrepreneurs have selfish motivations, uneven 

performances or that are less relentless in the way they work, allowing for unsuccessful and 

inconsistent social entrepreneurs in order to arrive at a satisfactory definition. Another common 

definition argues that SE involves only the recognition, understanding, evaluation and 

exploitation of opportunities that eventually create social value such as fighting poverty, illness 

or environmental destruction through creative organization, instead of focusing on profits or 

aiming at personal or shareholder wealth (Bornstein and Davis, 2010; Certo and Miller, 2009).  

In contrast, Bosma and Levie (2010) arrive at another conclusion, namely that SE can also be 

influenced by commercial entrepreneurship. According to that, Canestrino et al. (2020) 

distinguish SE between: 

• Non-Profit Organizations (NGOs) that utilise business expertise to reach 

independency from subsidies and grants; 

• For-Profit ventures that present innovative solutions for pressing social, ecological and 

economic issues with the help of market-based approaches; and 

• Hybrid organizations that create both social value within the field of persistent social 

issues and a sustainable business model with steady revenue streams utilizing free-

market principles. In this organizational structure, SE ventures are long-term profitable, 

but profits are then reinvested into the venture and not paid out to investors and funders.  

Based on the above, Canestrino et al. (2020, p. 133) then go on defining SE as “clearly market-

oriented, whilst Social Innovation is not necessarily market-based and can be found in any 

sector: public, private for-profit, or non-profit”.  
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Based on our own research and convictions as well as partly derived and inspired by Zahra et 

al. (2009), Abu-Saifan (2012) and Canestrino et al. (2020), we define SE as: 

The set of activities and processes carried out by individuals or organizations with the 

primary and ultimate goal to create social value, acting within the boundaries of mission-

growth and self-sufficiency as well as profit-growth and sustainability, allowing for non-

profits with earned income strategies and for-profits with mission-based strategies. 

Through this definition, we aim to allow for SE to be more flexible when talking about funding 

and financing, eventually leading to broader implementation and long-term success of 

initiatives. Moreover, it is equally important to draw a line between profit-driven companies 

with a secondary social goal, sometimes merely hoping to benefit from appearing social in the 

eyes of customers, thus compromising the importance of a successful and growing applicability 

of SE in our global economic- and ecological systems.  

3.1.2 Social versus Business Entrepreneurship - Differences and 
Similarities 

With regard to the issue of clearly defining SE and better understanding the field, the question 

arises of how social entrepreneurs and SE as a discipline are different from other entrepreneurs, 

what is sometimes called commercial entrepreneurship (Certo and Miller, 2009; Abu-Saifan, 

2012). In order to understand the difference, it is important to first take a look at the historical 

development and definition of commercial or traditional entrepreneurship (in the following 

abbreviated as entrepreneurship). The word entrepreneurship originates from the French word 

entreprendre, which means to “take something into your own hands” (Roberts and Woods, 

2009). Roberts and Woods (2009) describes two major currents on which today’s 

entrepreneurship is built upon. First, the Austrian school of Joseph Schumpeter (1934), 

emphasising on innovation in combination with what Israel M. Kirzner called “alertness to 

opportunity” (Kirzner, 1973); and second, the Chicago School of Frank Knight (1921), focusing 

on risk-taking. In recent years, Shane and Venkataram (2000) have come up with a conceptual 

framework for the discipline of entrepreneurship, building on applied business fields and 

various social science disciplines. Their framework focuses on profitable business opportunities 

that aim at increasing the wealth of the entrepreneur. Hence, entrepreneurship can be defined 

as the identification, evaluation, and exploitation of opportunities by individuals with an 
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“exceptional mindset” (Abu-Saifan, 2012, p. 23), where opportunities are comprised of the 

creation of new products, services, processes and business models that organizations or 

individuals can monetize for a profit (Shane and Venkataraman, 2000; Certo and Miller, 2009; 

Canestrino et al., 2020).   

With regard to the entrepreneur as a person, the Global Entrepreneurship Monitor (2011, in 

Abu-Saifan, 2012) suggests that in contrast to business-people, who satisfy needs, the 

entrepreneur creates needs. Concerning the characteristics of an entrepreneur and in order to 

better understand the difference and similarities of SE and entrepreneurship, Table 1 presents 

the key characteristics of entrepreneurs derived from contrasting definitions in relevant 

literature. These characteristics conceptualise the entrepreneurial individual as a person who 

has a different view on the world, different risk-taking capabilities, a better future outlook 

compared to others and who has an exceptional mindset, which is key for growth maximization 

(Abu-Saifan, 2012).  

Source Definition Core 

Characteristics 

Schumpeter 

(1934) 
An entrepreneur is an innovator who implements entrepreneurial change 

within markets, where entrepreneurial change has five manifestations: 1.) the 

introduction of a novel or improved good; 2.) the introduction of a novel 

production method; 3) the creation of a new market; 4) the exploitation of a 

new supply source; 5) the execution of the new organization of any industry 

• Innovator 

McClelland 

(1961) 
An entrepreneur is an individual with an immense need for achievement, 

which is directly associated with the process of entrepreneurship and a person 

who is an energetic moderate risk-taker. 

• High 

achiever 

• Risk bearer 

• Dedicated 

Kirzner 

(1978) 
An entrepreneur recognizes and acts upon market opportunities. Thus, an 

entrepreneur is an arbitrageur at heart. 
• Arbitrageur 

Shapero 

(1975) 
Entrepreneurial individuals organize social and economic mechanisms, take 

the initiative and welcome the risk of failing. 
• Organizer 

• Initiative 

taker 
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Carland et al. 

(1984) 
An entrepreneur is typically characterized by innovative behaviour and 

employs strategic management practices in decision-making processes of the 

business.   

• Strategic 

thinker 

Kao & 

Stevenson 

(1985) 

Entrepreneurship attempts to create value by recognizing novel business 

opportunities.  
• Value 

creator 

• Opportunity 

affine 

Timmons & 

Spinelli (2008) 
An entrepreneur thinks, leads and acts in an opportunity-focused way, 

following a holistic approach and balanced leadership. 
• Leader 

• Holistic 

• Committed 

• Persistent 

 
Table 1 Definition and Characteristics of Entrepreneurship (Derived from Abu-Saifan, 2012, p. 23) 

 

 

Source Definition Characteristics 

Bornstein (1998) Social entrepreneurs are ethical trailblazers with strong novel ideas, 

combining real-world with visionary problem-solving capabilities 

and that are possessed by their vision of change. 

• Persistent 

• Mission leader 

Leadbeater (1997) Social entrepreneurs are entrepreneurial individuals, who display 

traits of being innovative, leaders, storytellers, visionary 

opportunists, people managers and alliance builders.  

• Leader 

• Manager 

Dees (1998) Social entrepreneurs take the lead of being change agents in social 

sectors by:  

• Spotting and pushing new opportunities with social value 

in mind to fulfil their mission 

• Engaging in constant innovation, adaptation and learning 

• Being bold without being held back by potential resource 

scarcity 

• Showing an enhanced sense of responsibility and 

accountability towards the members of the communities 

they aim to serve   

• Dedicated 

• Change agents 

• Socially affine 

• Highly responsible 
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Thomson et al. 

(2000) 
Social entrepreneurs are well-equipped to spot opportunities that 

satisfy previously unmet needs within societies that are not served 

by one’s state welfare system. They assemble the necessary 

resources to do so (people, money and locations) and make a 

difference.  

• Social value 

creator 

• Emotionally 

charged 

Zahra et al. 

(2008) 
Social entrepreneurs encompass the processes and activities that are 

undertaken to locate, define and exploit opportunities to increase 

social wealth by managing established organizations in an 

innovative way or by creating new ventures. 

• Innovator 

• Initiative taker 

• Opportunity affine 

Brinckerhoff 

(2009) 
Social entrepreneurs are individuals that take reasonable risks on 

behalf of the communities their organizations serve. 
• Opinion leader 

Ashoka (2012) Social entrepreneurs possess solutions for today’s most urgent 

social issues. They are equally visionaries and realists that are 

concerned about the practical implementation of their vision and 

mission above all else.   

• Visionary 

• Committed 

 
Table 2 Definition and Characteristics of Social Entrepreneurship (Derived from Abu-Saifan, 2012, p. 24) 

 

When putting the above-mentioned characteristics and definitions of entrepreneurship and 

entrepreneurs into contrast to those of SE and social entrepreneurs (Table 2), it becomes clear 

that the general understanding of the difference between the both is that the entrepreneur is 

focused on creating economic wealth whereas the social entrepreneur prioritizes the completion 

of a particular social mission (Abu-Saifan, 2012). Based on the definitions presented in Table 

2, Abu-Saifan (2012) identifies four factors that make social entrepreneurship differ from other 

forms of entrepreneurship. First (1), social entrepreneurs are mission-driven, what the author 

defines as being dedicated to fulfilling a predefined mission of creating social value to 

underserved communities. Second (2), they behave entrepreneurially through a combination of 

particular character traits such as being emotionally charged, socially alert or visionary (Table 

2), which sets them apart from profit-oriented entrepreneurs, who in turn possess unique traits 

such as being risk bearers, high achievers or arbitrageurs (Table 1). Third (3), social 

entrepreneurs act within “entrepreneurially oriented organizations that have a strong culture of 

innovation and openness” (p. 25) and fourth, they likewise act within “financially independent 

organizations that plan and execute earned-income strategies” (p. 25). The key objective in that 

regard is to create social value while maintaining a status of financial self-sufficiency (Abu-
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Saifan, 2012). In order to do so, Bacq and Janssen (2011) advertise the previously mentioned 

hybrid model of combining social with profit-oriented activities to achieve independency and 

decrease dependency on government support, donations while also increasing the chance of 

scaling up the delivery of their social value proposal. Austin, Stevenson and Wei-Skillern 

(2006) argue in a similar fashion as Abu-Saifan (2012) about how SE differs from commercial 

entrepreneurship. They also identify the aspect of mission as well as those of performance 

measurement and resource mobilization as the key points of differentiation (Austin et al., 2006; 

Sahasranamam and Nandakumar, 2020).   

 

Mission 

As established before, commercial entrepreneurs are firstly concerned with private gains, 

whereas social entrepreneurs are rather focused on creating social value (Certo and Miller, 

2009). Hence, commercial ventures divide their profits among their investors or reinvest them 

in their business, while social ventures reinvest their profits in order to achieve their social 

mission (Sahasranamam and Nandakumar, 2020). This inability or unwillingness of social 

ventures to reinvest or redistribute profits to either investors or employees eventually results in 

a competitive disadvantage as they are forced to balance social as well as economic objectives, 

whereas traditional ventures primarily focus on financial return (Battilana and Lee, 2014; 

Sahasranamam and Nandakumar, 2020). With regard to shaping their respective strategies, 

social enterprises are significantly more influenced by external factors due to their social 

objective than traditional ventures (Sahasranamam and Nandakumar, 2020).  

Performance Measurement  

The next point that differentiates social from traditional ventures is about how each business 

measures its performance (Austin et al., 2006). Commercial enterprises usually measure their 

performance with reference to their financial performance, such as sales growth and 

profitability (e.g. return on investment, return on equity, return on assets) (Certo and Miller, 

2009). Due to the fact of being standardized, financial performance metrics can easily be used, 

recognized and appreciated by both the entrepreneurs and outside investors (Certo and Miller, 

2009). For social ventures, however, such performance metrics are, if at all, less standardized 

and distinctive to each individual business (Certo and Miller, 2009). Furthermore, it is generally 

quite difficult to assess the performance of social enterprises, therefore, the development of 

tools that can help potentially overcome this issue in a widely applicable way represents a valid 
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opportunity for adding legitimacy to the field of social entrepreneurship research (Austin et al., 

2006; Certo and Miller, 2009). 

Resource Mobilization  

The last aspect defined by Austin et al. (2006) in which social and traditional entrepreneurship 

differentiate themselves is with regard to their capacity of mobilizing relevant resources. Often 

considered to be the most apparent distinction between the two disciplines is the subject of 

financial resources (Austin et al., 2006; Certo and Miller, 2009; Sahasranamam and 

Nandakumar, 2020). The key asset for commercial ventures compared to social ones, is the 

outlook of potential returns, which attracts financial resources in the form of venture capitalists 

and angel investors. These individuals or institutions provide needed capital for growth and 

expansion to entrepreneurs, with the aim of receiving back their capital with a profit at a given 

point of time in the future (Certo and Miller, 2009). In comparison, social ventures may face 

more barriers in gathering financial resources as they are required to identify and convince 

alternative funding sources, who prioritize creating social over economic value. However, in 

recent years more and more philanthropic venture capital firms such as Ashoka and the Acumen 

Fund have emerged and transformed the discipline of SE funding, by providing not only 

financial resources but also consulting and network synergies to social ventures (Certo and 

Miller, 2009).  

The second aspect of distinction that falls under the category of resource mobilization, is one 

of the human resources. Similar to the factor inherent to financial resources, commercial 

ventures benefit as well through potential returns when recruiting employees, namely in form 

of wages, stock options, pension and other benefits which the employee would receive through 

his or her efforts (Austin et al., 2006; Certo and Miller, 2009). Social ventures on the other hand 

often cannot pay market rates to employees due to a lack of or a different reinvesting strategy 

for profits. Thus, many social businesses depend on either volunteers or employees that are 

more driven by creating social value for others than building private economic wealth through 

their labour productivity (Austin et al., 2006; Certo and Miller, 2009). Even if there has been 

an increase in the interest towards working in such social businesses and there is a trend in 

younger generations to work primarily for a sense of purpose rather for monetary reasons, 

finding such employees still remains a major issue for SE and a key distinction towards 

commercial entrepreneurship (Sharma, 2016). However, a new model of SE which is gaining 
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more and more prominence not only in the established SE scene but also in the traditional 

business and venture capital world, potentially leading to better access to financial and human 

resources, is the below-mentioned hybrid model. 

3.1.3 The Hybrid Model - Opportunity or Neoliberal Takeover of SE 

The trend of creating hybrid models that focus on pursuing a social mission but equally rely 

significantly on commercial revenue streams to create and maintain sustainable operations has 

increasingly developed in SE-relevant sectors (Battilana, Lee, Walker, and Dorsey (2012). 

Hybrid organizations can boost innovation and due to their combination of social values and 

commercial strategies, have the potential to foster the idea of a more social approach to today’s 

socio-economic landscape, by enabling access to resources and the SE ecosystem to 

underprivileged groups in society. However, they also face a distinct set of challenges that need 

to be tackled in order to unleash the full potential. The concept has split experts in different 

opinion camps as it may pave the way for traditional, capitalistic market mechanisms into the 

field of SE, thus potentially undermining its core values of making the world a better place for 

the many and not only a few. We primarily base our definition and challenges of the hybrid 

model on Battilana et al. (2012). How their theory is reflected in our fieldwork research about 

Israel and a more recent take on it will be presented in the analysis. 

The Hybrid Ideal  

For more than a century, the organization of the social and the commercial sector has been 

dominated by the assumption that commercial revenue generation and the necessary activities 

to create it, were independent and not compatible with the activities of social value creation and 

vice versa (Battilana et al., 2012). Today, however, this assumption of independence from one 

another has proven to be false. In fact, both disciplines have capabilities and trademarks that 

can reinforce or compromise each other. Battilana et al. (2012) present the idea of the “hybrid 

ideal”, where a hypothetical venture is fully integrated towards the point that everything it 

undertakes creates both profits and social value. In this hybrid ideal, the authors argue that 

organizations don’t have to choose between social mission statement and profit-making as those 

aims are aligned and integrated within the same business strategy (Battilana et al., 2012). 

Furthermore, this alignment allows for a “virtuous cycle of profit reinvestment in the social 

mission that builds large-scale solutions to social problems” (Battilana et al., 2012, p. 52). 

However, when speaking about the hybrid reality, those organization types still face severe 



 35 

challenges within the field of legal structure and access to markets, capital and labour in order 

to find their suitable position between the non-profit and for-profit field (Battilana et al., 2012).  

 Legal Structure  

For-profit ventures are legally allowed to distribute returns to their investors and normally put 

emphasis on maximizing shareholder value. Non-profit ventures, on the other hand, are legally 

structured around a charitable purpose, leading to significant tax benefits as well as donations, 

grants, volunteers and other inexpensive resources resulting from societal recognition (Battilana 

et al., 2012). For aspiring hybrid organizations, the dilemma here is that if they decide for a 

non-profit legal structure and yet sell goods or services, they would not only get taxed on the 

revenue generated from those sales but also face the risk of losing their status of tax-exemption 

through charitable purposes (Battilana et al., 2012). Furthermore, they could not sell equity to 

investors, thus missing out on valuable financial resources. In opposition, if a venture decides 

for a for-profit legal structure, the pressure resulting from competitive markets and 

responsibilities towards investors may lead to a disconnect and drift from the originally social 

mission (Battilana et al., 2012).  

 Financing and Markets  

Battilana et al. (2012) identify the aspect of raising capital as the second key challenge for 

hybrid ventures. In relation, hybrid social entrepreneurs have to face increasingly high costs, 

cash flow imbalances, volatile demand as well as challenges caused by expansion and success 

(Arogyaswamy, 2017). For-profit businesses can benefit from finance mechanisms such as 

equity and debt, and non-profit organizations can draw from the infrastructure of venture 

philanthropists, early-stage grants and national foundations. Those funding approaches have 

been long established, but for hybrids, financing is not that generalizable. Traditional venture 

capital (VC) methods through equity financing are not suited for SE ventures. Instead, Battilana 

et al. (2012) make the case for the rather new trend of impact investing as a suitable alternative 

for hybrid financing, where the investors strive for the same alignment of social values and 

commercial return.  

 People and Culture  

The third key challenge for hybrid organizations is building a team and creating an 

organizational culture that equally commits to the social mission and the economic value 

(Battilana et al., 2012). Due to the comparative novelty of the hybrid structure in SE, suited 
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candidates with prior extensive job experience from other hybrid organizations are very scarce 

(Certo and Miller, 2009; Battilana et al., 2012). Additionally, designing appropriate corporate 

compensation schemes, governance policies and operational tasks that match and support the 

dualistic culture of fruitful operations and social mission adds to the challenging aspect of 

people and culture for hybrids. Ventures with a hybrid model can produce outcomes that benefit 

larger parts of society through scalability and replicability abilities, derived from incorporating 

strategic and managerial insights from commercial businesses (Arogyaswamy, 2017). Hence, a 

more social and humane take on capitalism could potentially be supported through such hybrid 

organizations in the form of reducing inequality through enabling access to resources and the 

SE ecosystem to a greater number of underprivileged groups in society.   

 

Risk of Neoliberal Influence  

No idea is ever perfect, thus, the concept of hybrid models as a trailblazer for a more widely 

applicable and sustainable social change inevitably faces powerful headwind from the sector of 

SE. Through its focus on profit-making and market-based solutions, hybrids are seen as a threat 

by some practitioners in the field to the hitherto collaborative SE approaches and as a door-

opener for neoliberalism, that would eventually destroy the premise of SE from within (Sharma, 

2016). Social entrepreneur Sharma (2016), argues that hybrids are rather comparable to 

companies out of a VC portfolio than to classically socially motivated ventures due to their 

profit-oriented business models, the desire and capability to scale as well as their funding 

schemes. Her take on SE builds upon the aspect and focus on charity-based processes and non-

profit businesses. The author goes on criticizing that such organizations market their ability to 

create profit as their biggest asset and not their capability of creating social wealth for societies. 

Furthermore, through the increasing importance of scaling for such hybrids, the integration of 

efficiency management, controlling, standardization processes and a steady focus on growth 

becomes a necessity, which in turn may negatively impact the core task of creating the most 

humane and efficient services for the affected groups in need (Sharma, 2016).   

 

Sharma (2016) further argues; regardless of the proof against the neoliberal model of hybrids, 

it is yet continuously attracting “donors, universities, and young people interested in social 

change with its powerful blend of idealism and materialism” (para. 11). For the latter, it’s 

observable in the trend that young people entering the job market nowadays have a strong desire 
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to have an impact and “change the world” but being raised within a materialistic and capitalistic 

society, they equally are tempted by monetary factors as well as the outlook of being perceived 

as confident, self-made businesspeople (Sharma, 2016). Regarding academic institutions, the 

increased interest from the business world in SE has led to a boost in related courses at wealthy 

universities that can use this for legitimizing their status of progressive, equal and social 

institutions (Sharma, 2016). Concerning donors and funding processes, the neoliberal hybrid 

model appeals to the institutional finance crowd through the implementation of sustainable 

revenue models, market-driven change as well as quantifiable results and impact measurement 

metrics (Sharma, 2016). 

With regard to the previous chapter of capitalistic theory and the potential chances of hybrids, 

there is however, also a risk for neoliberalist structures compromising the discipline of SE 

through the development of hybrid organizations as the new standard with an increasingly 

strong focus on impact measurement and financing mechanism from the traditional business 

world. Even though we disagree with Sharma’s take on SE being reserved to non-profits and 

charity as well as the introduction of market-based instruments and financing processes as 

neoliberalist intrusion, we believe that when profit achievement goals, unconditional growth on 

a financial scale as well as pay-out to investors are generated at the expense of achieving social 

goals, this is definitely a neoliberal takeover and would undermine the success of SE in the fight 

against inequality. This also underpins the importance of clearly set priorities, subject-specific 

as well as relevant impact measurement and financing practices to always keep the above-

mentioned factors secondary.  

 

3.1.4 The SE Ecosystem - The Relation between SE and 
Institutions 

No matter the exact organizational type of SE venture, they are all influenced by and acting 

within a particular type of ecosystem. In order to better understand the interconnectedness of 

start-ups and institutions, this chapter will present a general overview of the SE ecosystem, 

which will be touched upon in more detail regarding our research in Israel later in the paper. 

This ecosystem-model by Bozhikin et al. (2019) as apparent in Figure 7, together with the work 

of Sahasranamam and Nandakumar (2020) on institutional influences on the SE ecosystem also 

serve as the basis for the later developed Israeli SE ecosystem in the analysis. Social 
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entrepreneurs work together with a variety of different players and institutions to enhance the 

sustainability and efficiency of their social venture and its financial performance (Bozhikin et 

al., 2019; Sahasranamam and Nandakumar, 2020). Furthermore, a well-established and 

functioning SE ecosystem helps to tackle pressing and unmet social issues and create desired 

social change for underserved communities, regions as well as for the environment (Calton, 

Werhane, Hartman, and Bevan, 2013; Bozhikin et al., 2019). This ecosystem generally consists 

of three key dimensions, namely the financial system, the educational system and governmental 

institutions (Bozhikin et al., 2019; Sahasranamam and Nandakumar, 2020).  

 
Figure 7 The SE Ecosystem Map (derived from Bozhikin et al., 2019, p. 739) 

 

Financial System  

The financial system dimension of the SE ecosystem is focused around funding organizations 

such as banks, donors and business angels, who use a variety of approaches, in the form of 

loans, philanthropic donations and grants, venture capital funds, loans, grants or crowdfunding, 

to support social ventures and their entrepreneurs financially (Lehner, 2014; Bozhikin et al., 

2019, Sahasranamam and Nandakumar, 2020). Social entrepreneurs and the middle- to long-

term success of their ventures depend on those financial mechanisms and the liquidity of the 

financial systems, hence established and trustful relationships between the SE community and 

financial institutions is an important factor of a well-functioning SE ecosystem (Bozhikin et al., 

2019; Sahasranamam and Nandakumar, 2020).  
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Educational Organizations  

The second key dimension of the SE ecosystem is built around educational organizations and 

universities as they can play a crucial part in developing competences and skills of social 

entrepreneurs as well as supporting their ventures (Whitley, 1999; Bozhikin et al., 2019; 

Sahasranamam and Nandakumar, 2020). Well-developed educational systems have the 

potential to prepare aspiring (social) entrepreneurs for the struggles of founding a venture 

through special service-learning programs, training and relevant skill development as well as 

to motivate them to start a social venture in the first place (Bozhikin et al., 2019; Sahasranamam 

and Nandakumar, 2020). Furthermore, a high-quality educational ecosystem can also deliver 

access to above-average human resources for social entrepreneurs (Sahasranamam and 

Nandakumar, 2020).  

Governmental Institutions   

The third key dimension of the SE ecosystem is built on the cooperation with and support from 

governmental institutions. First of all, the quality of a government plays a crucial role. In 

countries with a weak rule of law, meaning the quality of governance measured based on the 

degree to which regulations and rules are carried out, entrepreneurial activity is negatively 

impacted and costs are high, often caused by corruption and unfair practices (Estrin, 

Mickiewicz, and Stephan, 2016; Sahasranamam and Raman, 2018; Sahasranamam and 

Nandakumar, 2020). In countries with a strong rule of law, on the other hand, where the degree 

regulations and rules are carried out is high, new venture creation is actively supported in a 

variety of different ways, and investment risks are significantly lower for entrepreneurs 

(Sahasranamam and Nandakumar, 2020).  

Bozhikin et al. (2019) identify at least six different levels of governmental institutions that help 

to promote SE, namely supranational organizations like the EU, country governments, regional 

governments, municipal and local governments as well as government agencies or government 

organizations. Governments have a range of different regulatory mechanisms at their disposal 

to encourage SE. Firstly, governments support SE ventures to function properly and distinguish 

themselves from for-profit companies through the creation of legal frameworks and standards 

(Bozhikin et al., 2019). Secondly, governments can provide social ventures with financial 

support in the form of government subsidies, specific funds (environmental protection fund) 

and grants, tax incentives as well as with non-monetary resources such as land and equipment 
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(Griffiths, Gundry, and Kickul, 2013; Hsu and Jiang, 2015; Bozhikin et al., 2019). Finally, by 

partnering with governments and municipalities, SE ventures can be supported in addressing 

their social missions through the sharing of financial and technical resources (Bozhikin et al., 

2019) as well as through official endorsements and label recognition such as The Danish Eco-

label (Grigus et al., 2017; Bozhikin et al., 2019).  

 

3.2. Challenges of Implementing Social 
Entrepreneurship 

According to our research and existing literature (Certo and Miller, 2009; Battilana et al., 2012; 

Arogyaswamy, 2017; Castellas, Ormiston, and Findlay, 2017; Röhl, 2018; Bozhikin et al., 

2019; Sahasranamam and Nandakumar, 2020), there are three key challenges for SE to be 

recognised as a valid and long-term alternative to commercial entrepreneurship and as a key 

pillar for creating a more social humane version of the purely capitalistic oriented market-

mechanisms. First, the above-mentioned issue of definition; second, the issue about how to 

acquire sufficient financing for social ventures and third,  how to measure the impact of such 

ventures in order to create a more widely-applicable and easy-to-understand framework for the 

future development of the discipline and to provide help and support to those in need.  

 

3.2.1 Money is not Everything, but Everything Needs Money - The 
Challenge of Financing SE  

Röhl (2018) identifies financing to be one of the most pressing problems of social ventures 

today. Often being regarded as a hard-to-define hybrid of commercial business start-up and 

NGO, social entrepreneurs and their ventures sometimes fall through the grid of public and 

private financing mechanisms such as subsidies, debt capital or private equity, that are rather 

focused on either traditional commercial start-ups or on providing funding for NGOs (Röhl, 

2018). Yet, the access to and possession of sufficient financial capital is crucial not only for 

social venture creation but also for their long-term success (Marvel, Davis, and Sproul, 2016; 

Sahasranamam and Nandakumar, 2020). Furthermore, having access to financial capital 

correlates significantly with becoming an entrepreneur in the first place (Cetindamar, Gupta, 

Karadeniz, and Egrican, 2012). Next to the financial instruments such as loans, grants, access 

to venture capital or philanthropic donations, which have been previously introduced, social 
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entrepreneurs often start with only their own financial capital. This includes cash reserves, small 

loans from families and friends as well as other liquid financial assets in the form of stocks or 

bonds (Lumpkin, Bacq, and Pidduck, 2018; Sahasranamam and Nandakumar, 2020). Due to 

often having limited personal wealth, social entrepreneurs require a substantial amount of 

necessary financing to come from outside sources nonetheless (Grichnik, Brinckmann, Singh, 

and Manigart, 2014). 

 

The issue with this factor is, however, that contributors of external finance mostly base financial 

support on the type of potential return on investment (ROI) (Sahasranamam and Nandakumar, 

2020). Even if the dual mission of a hybrid social venture can potentially help access external 

investments, it is as likely that institutional investors eventually shy away from providing 

financial investments due to being confused by the dual mission (Bridgstock, Lettice, Özbilgin, 

and Tatli, 2010). It is equally likely that investing in social ventures is limited by the lack of 

potential financial return as for many investors the mere pursuit of social return is not worth 

their financial risk (Sahasranamam and Nandakumar, 2020). In addition, the services and 

products offered by social ventures might not align with pre-defined investment categories of 

funds (Bridgstock et al., 2010). Also, in countries with a dominant commercial financial system 

like Israel, there potentially can be powerful norms in favour of financial ROI and not so much 

on social return on investment (SROI) (Sahasranamam and Nandakumar, 2020). As presented 

in the previous chapter, the pursuit of hybrids to deliver social value and financial return has 

the potential to create conflicting goals, which might make such ventures seem less attractive 

to commercial investors. In general, the lack of established reference models, a clear definition 

and limited public knowledge of SE lowers its legitimacy in the eyes of traditional investors 

(Sahasranamam and Nandakumar, 2020). However, the question remains, whether such 

traditional finance mechanisms are compatible with the core mission of social ventures. 

Furthermore, socially-affine and philanthropic investors could be pushed away as well, by the 

idea of capitalizing on a social venture as a typical for-profit enterprise (Block, Colombo, 

Cumming, and Vismara, 2018).   

 

One discipline that is receiving increased attention and which could potentially combine 

institutional finance with social ambitions, thus serving as a key financial pillar for SE, is called 

impact investing (Battilana et al., 2012; Castellas et al., 2017). The discipline of impact 
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investment aims at creating what Emerson (2003) calls “blended value” by producing impact 

(social, economic, environmental or cultural) as well as financial ROI. Through this focus, 

impact investment resembles strongly the mission statement of most of the social hybrid 

ventures. It is also different compared to other “positive” investment strategies in the likes of 

sustainable investment or socially responsible investment, as it primarily seeks measurable 

social impact and blended value (Castellas et al., 2017). The impact investor is someone who 

acts confidently in the field of hybrid ventures (Battilana et al., 2012) and the global market for 

impact investing offers powerful financial capabilities, making up for $502 billion in 2019 

(Mudaliar and Dithrich, 2019).  

 

Despite the growing trend and the market size of impact investing, most social hybrid 

entrepreneurs still face difficulties in raising necessary outside capital (Battilana et al., 2012). 

This could be due to an incompatibility between social ventures and impact investors regarding 

investment time horizons and stage of investment as impact investors seem to aim at businesses 

that are already at a later stage of investment (Castellas et al., 2017). Yet, impact investors could 

easily play a crucial role in providing early-stage financing and look for long-term investment 

horizons rather than for quick exits (Castellas et al., 2017). This shows how fragile the chance 

for impact investment as a pillar for SE financing is and how dominant traditional financial 

market-mechanisms and investment logics are already in the field (Castellas et al., 2017).  

 

3.2.2 The Challenge of Measuring Impact as Social Venture  
Building on the issues of definition and how to acquire sufficient financial resources, the 

challenge of how to measure the impact of their ventures has become an increasingly important 

factor to tackle for social entrepreneurs. Nowadays they have to meet external accountability 

expectations, acquire previously discussed financial and other resources and generate improved 

insights about how to optimize their operations (Nicholls, 2009; Ebrahim and Rangan, 2014; 

Sahasranamam and Nandakumar, 2020). Furthermore, they have to balance the risk of 

becoming too dependent on or inflexible due to traditional market-based measurement systems, 

potentially hindering them to complete their social mission (Sharma, 2016). For the issue of 

impact measurement, we primarily build on the work on impact measurements for social 

ventures by Arogyaswamy (2017) and the general work on impact measurement of Molecke 
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and Pinkse (2017) without relying on their bricolage approach after not discovering any 

overlaps in our field research.  

 

At the beginning of the development of SE as a discipline, the focus was primarily put on 

identifying and supporting auspicious ideas and concepts as well as the founders behind them 

(Arogyaswamy, 2017). The attention was directed towards analysing the ability to scale and the 

over viability of ventures. If a social venture appeared to be successful in serving its 

constituents, in executing financing rounds or in generating profits, it was considered to have 

met its desired goals (Arogyaswamy, 2017). Nowadays, the field of SE is not made up only of 

NGOs and government agencies anymore, but wealthy philanthropists, corporations and even 

highly profit-driven venture capital firms have entered the ecosystem (Arogyaswamy, 2017). 

This increased interest from funding sources and the general growth of the SE sector has led to 

a higher level of scrutiny for social entrepreneurs because numerous funders now consider 

impact measurement data as the explanatory basis for initial or successive investment. 

Compared to commercial ventures that have to undergo similar ways to attract funding, SE 

faces a different level of difficulty due to the need for assessing their societal impact as well as 

the qualitative elements in the likes of education, health, human rights (Arogyaswamy, 2017).  

 

Formal methodologies for social impact measurement (SIM) work towards creating empirical 

measures that represent the social impact of a venture, often with the aim of enhancing the 

standardization, accountability and verifiability of an organization (Molecke and Pinkse, 2017). 

Taking this inspiration from the sectors of traditional finance and accounting, both social 

ventures and funders would like to recreate the benefits of the efficiency of those practices as 

seen in for-profit businesses to optimize funding strategies as well operational structures 

(Ebrahim and Rangan, 2014; Molecke and Pinkse, 2017). On the other hand, such traditional, 

as well as commercial decision-making and measurement approaches, potentially do not match 

the experience of social entrepreneurs, who often are not that familiar with comparable market-

based investment and measurement logics (Maibom and Smith, 2016; Castellas et al., 2017). 

Despite the potential benefits of achieving a broader legitimacy among the public and 

institutions, accessing needed funding resources and creating a general framework for research 

and development, the implementation of formal impact measurement for SE has disclosed 

significant challenges (Ebrahim and Rangan, 2014). Moreover, the practice itself is contested 
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and creates friction between social entrepreneurs and other stakeholders (Molecke and Pinkse, 

2017) with regard to the definition of what social impact really is, existing measurement tools 

and methodologies as well as the ambiguity between social impact and its measurement. 

 

Issue of Definition  
The root cause of these frictions stem from the lack of a clear definition as to what social 

impacting actually means, thereby very similar to the key issue of SE (Abu-Saifan, 2012; 

Ebrahim and Rangan, 2014; Canestrino et al., 2020). For example, Roche (1999, p. 21) defines 

impact as “significant or lasting changes in people’s lives, brought about by a given action or 

series of action”, by which the author argues that impact does not need to be lasting providing 

that it is at least significant. On the contrary, Ebrahim and Rangan (2014, p. 120) see impact as 

“lasting changes in the lives of individuals” and impactful outcomes as “lasting results achieved 

at a community or societal level”, thus putting emphasis on the durability of impacts. This 

distinction is specifically relevant with regard to social impact. Often, constituents of social 

ventures live in volatile and hard-to-access environments, whereby the importance of human 

empathy, short-term food, health supplies or simply a moment of joy for an underprivileged 

child, should not be understated. Social entrepreneurs could justifiably raise the question of 

whether these actions would not count to be impactful under certain definitions.  

 

Issue of Existing Measurement Tools and Methodologies  

The abundance of various existing measurement tools in an ever-evolving field of SIM, results 

in uncertainty for social entrepreneurs, regarding which particular methodology would be 

preferred by a certain funder or different stakeholders (Ebrahim and Rangan, 2014; Molecke 

and Pinkse, 2017). Such existing tools range from economic and financial theory, where 

impacts are converted into quantitative data (e.g. contingent, stated and revealed preferences), 

over concepts of willingness-to-pay or willingness-to-accept to existing concepts of valuing 

social impact in the likes of SROI or various indices for specific kinds of social impacts (Carson 

and Hanemann, 2005; Molecke and Pinkse, 2017). Despite the great variety of SIM methods, 

social entrepreneurs often feel that their true impact is not being captured and thus, tend to 

approach such tools in a critical way as well as to doubt that implementing them would 

significantly improve the outcomes of their social missions (Ebrahim and Rangan, 2014; 

Molecke and Pinkse, 2017). Furthermore, following Molecke and Pinkse (2017, p. 551) social 
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entrepreneurs criticize existing formal impact measurement tools with the argumentation that 

“with these methodologies social impact is immeasurable; the data collection is an imprudent 

investment, the underlying theoretical logic is incomplete to establish the link between inputs, 

outcomes and impact; and, the resulting measures are irrelevant to predict future success or 

guide decision-making”. However, their data also suggested that there was a significant number 

of social entrepreneurs who agreed on the purpose, implications and importance of SIM. 

 

Overall, impact measurement tools are certainly valuable for the future progress and 

legitimization development of SE and social entrepreneurs would be advised to engage with 

finding a suitable method for themselves and to contribute to the development of widely-

applicable frameworks by knowledge transfers and the sharing of best practices. It will still be 

a long road ahead and the concept of SIM contains significant flaws and external influences 

from counter-intuitive market-based practices. However, Arogyaswamy (2017, p. 604) argues 

correctly that “anecdotal or broadly descriptive evidence of an organization or intervention’s 

success, while useful, needs to be supported by metrics reflective of the level of achievement 

of the mission and goals of the organization, and the enduring effect (impact) on the target 

population or on a broader segment of society”. 
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4. Israel - A brief introduction 
In order to fully grasp the factors that affect the entrepreneurial spirit in Tel-Aviv, it is 

imperative to understand how the state of Israel came to be, and the values that they embody. 

A country that has been in the face of controversy since its inception in 1948, there are many 

opposing perspectives on how Israel was born and the effects thereof. While we acknowledge 

the circumstances that have determined the current state of affairs in the country, our study does 

not focus on its political ramifications. Insofar, mentions of recent issues and hot topics; the 

Palestine conflict, Arab-Israel War, current dissatisfaction with the Government, etc. will 

emerge only in instances where we deem noteworthy and relevant. In the following section we 

will satisfy the need for providing an adequate context and history of Israel, while attempting 

to not influence the reader into a predisposed, or overtly biased, position on the country’s 

affairs. Therefore, we will provide a short history of Israel’s inception, followed by a 

description of the pertinent elements, that affect the social-entrepreneurial ecosystem of Israel, 

and particularly Tel-Aviv.  

 

4.1 Creation of a Jewish Nation State 
Israel has been in a tumultuous position since its creation in 1948, as a result of their conflict 

with neighbouring states, particularly Palestine, Egypt and Jordan. There is significant literature 

dedicated to how these conflicts and wars have played out, and what the effects of this has been. 

A particular focus has presented the notion that the Zionist movement, which in itself can be 

described as a by-product-reaction of other states’ nationalism and anti-Semitism, has ignited 

that nationalistic ideology of a ‘Jewish nation’ and created Israel (Cohen, 1992). In other words, 

the historical hatred of the Jew from Arabs and Christians, has perpetuated the Jewish identity 

within individuals, and made them more determined to create a nation state to call their own. 

As described in Cohen’s book, Zion and the State, the creation of Israel gave way to a new 

‘Jew’, with the possibility of creating ‘his’ own character. This new freedom from oppression, 

allowed the Jewish people to shape their own identity, both as individuals and as a state. The 

new problem according to the 9th President of Israel, Shimon Peres, had become “not to know 

what we want to be, but what we want to do”. In fact, the next wave of Israeli politics demanded 

a socio-economic rhetoric that the people could identify with, giving birth to many new 

ideologies, of which the Zionist left and right were in stark contradiction (Cohen, 1992). The 
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more traditional Jews tend to identify with the right-wing politics, that promote special rights 

for Jewish people and preach about patriotism. The left wing is considered more progressive, 

however the complicated relationship between religion and politics persists here as well. 

 

Amidst the conflicts with the neighbouring states, Israel has also faced challenges that have 

risen from within; political, religious and social issues have shunned to light in recent years. It 

is important to be aware of these problems, and to study how Israel has dealt with them, in order 

to understand the context of the country with which we are dealing, and to be able to investigate 

how Social Entrepreneurship has alleviated some of these problems. Much of what we 

discovered happened through social interactions with Israelis, whereby we were able to learn 

more about their country, as we got closer to the people. Some of the things we heard were the 

stark criticisms of current Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu, and concerns over the 

incorporation of highly devout religious sects into society. These concerns were mostly voiced 

by the younger generation, who like in Europe, are more enticed to follow left-wing ideology. 

However, Israel is politically, a very divided and segmented country, and a person’s view is 

strongly tied to their religious, geographic or socio-economic background. Insofar as dissecting 

the information we collected in Israel, we further research the root causes of these issues, in 

order to provide a brief summary of the current issues at hand, and insights into how they are 

being or should be solved.  

 

4.2 Major Conflicts 
 

Arab-Israeli War 1967 

We note that the war with Palestine has had a significant impact on Israel, likewise, has the 

conflicts with the other Arab states that surround it. Some of these impacts are salient, such as 

the need to build a strong military, investing in high tech cybersecurity, and forging political 

affiliations with superpowers, namely the United States. However, there are also other factors 

that may seem less apparent at first glance, such as the effect that such wars have on culture 

and how people think. In our entrepreneurial ecosystem, we attempt to encompass these factors, 

in order to illustrate how it has benefitted from being composed of people that have lived in 

hardships. Needless to say, we do not consider war and fighting to be a positive aspect of the 
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history, and while the negative outcomes far exceed anything good that arises as a result of war, 

it has had a significant impact on how entrepreneurship happens in Israel. This is visible from 

the effect that the military has on society, which we discuss further in our analysis. 

 

Corruption and Political Woes 

While we were in Israel conducting research there was an election going on, in which Prime 

Minister Benjamin Netanyahu was once again up for election with his right-wing party. Israel’s 

political scene is very fragmented, with parties forming complicated coalitions in order to be 

able to form a government. The parties range from far right to far left, with religion playing a 

pivotal role in how people vote. The complexity has been further increased however, due to the 

corruption case that is ongoing with Netanyahu. He has been indicted based on three different 

charges: fraud, breach of trust and bribery (BBC, 2020). Despite this, he was still running for 

Prime Minister, and managed to gather more votes than any other candidate in the March 2020 

election (Haaretz, 2020). He requested immunity on the charges that were brought upon him, 

and support for his party was even surging leading up to the elections (Fulbright, 2020). This 

shows how deeply polarized Israeli politics are and makes it clear that they will not be able to 

come to a common ideology of how the country should be run anytime soon. At the time of 

writing this, nearly two months on from the election, it does not seem any clearer how the 

government will be formed, as unity talks are continuously breaking down, with deadlines being 

missed (Lubell, 2020). 

 

Religious Complexity 

While most people would consider Israel’s immediate threats to be the countries around them, 

an interesting conversation we had on the bus, introduced us to a different reality. A severe 

problem that the country is facing, is the integration of extremely religious societies, into 

modern day Israel. These sub-groups (mainly of Judaism), have special rules for how they can 

live, and Israel which is seen as the country of freedom for the Jewish people, is wary of 

imposing any rules on them. The results of this are that Orthodox Jews do not work or enter the 

military, as they are restricted from doing so by their religion. This places a huge strain on the 

Israeli welfare system, because they have to provide for around 10% of the population that 

choose not to work due to religion, a problem that seems insurmountable and unsustainable 

from a Danish perspective. Additionally, these groups of people suffer from social issues that 
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arise from gender segregation, limited freedom of choice and rules on who and how you can 

marry. Furthermore, they suffer in times of adversity, for example, half of patients hospitalised 

from the Coronavirus are Ultra-Orthodox Jews, even though they make up just 10% of the 

country (March) (Staff, 2020). This is an unfortunate by-product of ignoring government rules 

and medical advice on social distancing and other preventative measures, in favour of practicing 

their religion, which ultimately is a danger to the rest of the population. 

 

Perhaps Israel could continue to finance the Haredis if that was the only factor in the matter. 

However, when their religious activities result in social issues and they do not adhere to 

regulations in times of crisis, they become a genuine threat to the wellbeing of others in the 

country. And while a growing number of the population seem to agree that it is unsustainable 

to continue to allow the Haredi their exemptions, they do still have a strong backing from some 

of the politicians and population alike. In effect, this is a pertinent problem to Israel that has to 

be addressed at some point and will undoubtedly divide the nation both politically and socially. 

Coronavirus or a similar crisis, may be a catalyst for systematic change in the manner in which 

the government deals with the Haredi. Such a crisis makes it blatantly obvious how much of a 

threat it is to have 10% of the population not following the rules by default. The next question 

in the saga then becomes, what can the government really do about it? This is a question that 

they are currently battling with, as most attempts of integration have yet to succeed in improving 

the situation. Making up 10% of the country in a fragmented political landscape, the Haredi’s 

are an important voting group which the politicians do not want to alienate, which adds to the 

pressure of finding a suitable solution. 

 

4.3 Israel - The Start-up Nation 
In recent times, Israel has been widely dubbed the Start-up Nation, large tech firms such as 

Microsoft, Intel and Google, are just a few examples of companies who have large R&D 

facilities in Israel. Additionally, Israel ranks first in Start-ups per capita, at around 1 per 1400 

people- and is a hotbed for high-tech and disruptive innovation (Senor and Singer, 2009). It can 

be somewhat surprising; that a small country in the middle east, facing several political 

adversities, has become such a powerhouse in the technology and innovation fields. Or as the 

2009 book, Israel: The Start-up Nation describes it, an economic miracle. Some of the attributes 
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that have contributed to Israel’s dominance in the tech field are an educated workforce, high 

R&D expenditure, and strong support from governments, VCs and funds (Deloitte, 2020). 

However, we do not qualify these factors as an adequate explanation for Israel’s success story 

– simply put, there must be more to it. As such, we have attempted to draw and map out the 

ecosystem in Israel, in order to find answers to how Israel has achieved this level of innovation, 

and how it can be emulated in other societies.  
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5. Analytical Strategies and Methods 

5.1 What, Why and How? 
When studying any topic, it is important to understand what the phenomenon is that we are 

actually studying, and why it bears relevance. As prescribed in Field to desk, by Barbara 

Czarniawski (2013), we need to understand why this particular phenomenon hasn’t been studied 

before, or if it has, why the time and context of our study is relevant. We found that ample 

research has been conducted in the field of capitalism and alternatives to how it can work, albeit 

a lack of a common consensus. On the contrary, entrepreneurship is a relatively new topic in 

academia, and especially the phenomenon of social entrepreneurship, which was first 

introduced in 1953 by Howard Bowen. Furthermore, we found that there is no widespread 

definition to the term social entrepreneurship, and it has very different meanings and 

connotations to different people. Thus, we decided to investigate it in a contextual setting, 

whereby we aim to determine whether our broader perspective of social entrepreneurship is 

present in Israel, and to what extent. We chose to investigate Israel, Tel Aviv in particular, as it 

has been dubbed the Start-up Nation, and has the highest amount of innovation per capita by 

the majority of standardized rankings. Our hypothesis was that in an area with such a high 

capacity for innovation, we would witness an equally high level of social entrepreneurship, due 

to the presence of progressive ideas. 

 

Perhaps the most common question that we encountered, both before and after going to Israel, 

was the “why?”. Some people questioned the point in studying this topic in a country so far 

away, while others questioned the validity to our research, coming to conduct research as 

foreigners. Others perhaps thought that our choice seemed random. However, to these critiques, 

we wish to demonstrate how our choice of study was neither pointless, invalid nor random, and 

that it in fact can be a very relevant study in furthering the collective understanding of social 

entrepreneurship. We find the topic of social entrepreneurship to be trending in current 

academia, yet as previously mentioned, still vastly understudied. A final critique that some may 

have is that this topic is merely a fad or a trend, however we aim to distinguish that this is not 

the case and even if it were, it would not shade away from the importance of our work. 
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Firstly, we anticipate that social entrepreneurship in Denmark, and much of Western Europe 

alike, has come to a plateau. It has certainly helped to alleviate much inequality and many social 

issues, but there are still many problems that persist to capitalism, which have not been solved. 

We have developed formal infrastructure to enhance social entrepreneurship in the form of 

devoting resources; money, spaces and people. However, inequality is increasing worldwide as 

well as in Denmark (World Inequality Report, 2020), which brings along with it a wide host of 

new issues to our society. So, we question how it is possible that an increase of focus and 

resources on social issues, has not changed the direction in which we are heading. Therefore, 

we must look outside of our immediate ecosystems, to understand different ways of doing 

things, and to encounter new ideas. Our ambition lies in questioning whether our current 

perception of social entrepreneurship is the best that it can be, and if not, what are the missing 

parts of the jigsaw? To the critics who may question the point in carrying out research about 

social entrepreneurship in a country with a higher inequality and fewer progressive policies 

than Denmark, our answer is that while politics do play an integral role in the development of 

this field, there are many other factors at play. 

 

Another critique that could arise as a result of our study, is the validity of a study conducted by 

three foreigners, who have had little previous interaction with Israel. Based on a rich history of 

research undertaken in this manner, supported by literature that calls for the need to be objective 

in studies, we find this critique to be unacademic in its premise. In fact, we believe that being 

outsiders, allows a level of objectivity that we could otherwise not attain. It also means that we 

may consider observations that seem peculiar, which someone who is immersed in the society, 

may take for granted or not perceive to be special. In fact, according to Belk, Fischer and 

Kozinets (2012) we should act as if everything we observe is novel, in order to place importance 

on specifics that could otherwise go unnoticed. Similarly, the critique of some that our choice 

of topic and context seems random, is also unacademic and stems from their personal 

perspective rather than a nuanced opinion. While our study may seem ‘random’ to some; our 

hope is that we can contribute to the academic world with a better understanding of social 

entrepreneurship, and those working within the field with a new perspective on their function 

within it. Thus, the randomness of this study should only be apparent to those, who it is not 

relevant for, and we consider that our study does bear relevance to those who are within our 

scope. 
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The interest in social entrepreneurship has grown exponentially in recent times (Abu-Saifan, 

2012), and we deem it to be a fashionable topic in current academia. Harvard professor Pitrim 

Sorokin deems in his book Fads and Foibles in Modern Sociology (1956), that following 

sociology trends is imitation for the sake of being fashionable. Other literature, while not all, 

has supported the notion that researchers should not fall into the pit of focussing only on what 

is fashionable. On the contrary, we find that trends change with contexts and time, and social 

entrepreneurship is one of the exciting trends that comes with our time. It is not only relevant 

to our society at this moment to study this trend, but also important in order to develop our 

collective understanding of the topic. We consider the ‘fashion’ of it to stem from a shift in the 

priorities of our society, whereby social equality is higher regarded than previously. 

Furthermore, we are in the beginning stages of this trend, as we have already identified, the 

current definition of social entrepreneurship is ill-defined (Abu-Saifan, 2012). Therefore, this 

area is important to study, as our findings can be relevant to other researchers, while also 

sparking a general interest. Thereby we hope that our findings can contribute to the 

development of this field both in academia and in application. 

 

We contend that fieldwork is a nonpareil technique in our study, as “fieldwork is an expression 

of curiosity about the other” (Czarniawski, 2013). Entering the ‘field’ is imperative in our 

observational methods; it would not be adequate to solely conduct interviews over the internet, 

research using pre-existing literature, or to send out questionnaires. While we certainly did all 

of the above, we went one step further, and travelled to Israel, in order to conduct qualitative 

research and observe the ecosystem in all of its peculiarities and norms alike. When we consider 

our interviewees as ‘actors’ in the ecosystem, we acknowledge their role within it, limiting their 

ability to also be the researcher (Czarniawski, 2013). Oftentimes an actor can become blinded 

by their own perspective and asking them to step away from that and into the researcher’s role, 

leaves the possibility of falsified or inaccurate information. We cannot expect an entrepreneur, 

for example, to be a good social science researcher. Therefore, we must enter the field, in order 

to form our own observations on how the actor plays a role, and not just ask them what they 

think their role is. There is usually a discrepancy between what people think they do, and what 

they actually do. 
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5.2 Quantitative versus Qualitative Research 
After deciding upon our research focus of SE being a potential key enabler for a more social 

and humane form of capitalistic or post-capitalistic society as well as on investigating the 

ecosystem of Israel for that purpose as presented above, we faced the question which method(s) 

to use in order to conduct our research in the field. Here, we had the general choice of 

conducting either a quantitative or a qualitative study. Due to the nature of our research and the 

unique ecosystem we presumed Israel to possess, we decided to design our study around a 

qualitative approach. In qualitative research, the data is gathered in form of visual and verbal 

recordings in rich detail and a contextualised nature, whereas quantitative research gathers 

responses that are then distilled into numeric scores (Table 3) (Belk et al., 2012). For the 

purpose of investigating the unique and complex Israeli (social) start-up ecosystem, we 

considered it crucial to speak to the people and institutions that make up for the key pillars of 

such. Therefore, obtaining verbal recordings of complex experiences, impressions and 

individual explanations combined with the benefit of interviewing people face-to-face seemed 

more fitting to us than focusing primarily on quantifiable data from e.g. online surveys. 

Furthermore, in qualitative research, results are normally assumed to be specific to the time, 

place, people and culture studied, whereas, in quantitative research results are rather assumed 

to be generalisable across contexts and cultures (Belk et al., 2012).  

 

Even though we consider a widely applicable and generally valid study about the chances of 

SE for society to be valuable and desirable, we believe that the field is so specific in its nature 

as inequality takes so many different shapes in so many different cultures and societies that it 

would be irresponsible to draw general conclusions from local fieldwork to other countries with 

different cultural values. This is particularly true for Israel, as the country is distinct in its form, 

development and culture compared to more homogenous countries such as Denmark, Sweden 

and Norway. Yet, its ecosystem and history present valuable learnings and implications that 

other countries can potentially draw from, hence our interest in researching Israel in particular. 

We further believe that this focus on Israel as an outlier or extreme case can provide valuable 

contributions to the academic discipline of SE as well as the qualitative studying of start-up 

ecosystems. Also, the nature and control of potential causes in qualitative research was more 

appropriate for our approach in Israel as it is more naturalistic with multiple factors that shape 

the observed and discussed behaviours and through this, leaves more room for extensive and 
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unexpected answers from the interviewees, whereas in quantitative research the interview 

environment is more controlled and variables are measured or manipulated in order to allow for 

causal inferences (Belk et al., 2012).  

 

Linked to that, in quantitative research the researchers normally try to be invisible and rely on 

answers to structured choices or measures (Belk et al., 2012). As we were aiming to obtain 

detailed explanations, narratives, intrinsic motivations, experiences and opinions as well as 

facts, we considered the qualitative approach to be a better fit again. We, as researchers, are the 

key research instrument and we used our preparation, network, skills and rapport to obtain 

insights based on an interpersonal base of trust between us and the interviewee (Belk et al., 

2012). Another advantage of qualitative research is the aspect of flexibility, which enables 

researchers to be more innovative in their approach (Edwards, Nebel, and Heinrich, 2005). We 

also experienced this in the context of speaking to people in Tel Aviv, where we managed to 

interview subjects due to being introduced to them on a short-term basis on site, which was not 

planned but given the nature of our approach, we were able to be open and embrace such 

flexibility.  

 
 

Qualitative Quantitative 

Nature of data Visual and verbal recordings in 

rich detail 
Responses distilled into numeric scores 

Relevance of 

context 
Results are generally assumed to 

be specific to time, place, people, 

and culture studied 

Results are generally assumed to be 

generalisable across contexts and 

cultures 

Nature and 

control of 

potential causes 

Ideally naturalistic with multiple 

factors shaping the behaviours 

observed and discussed 

Ideally, settings are controlled, and 

variables are manipulated or measured to 

allow simple causal inferences  

Key research 

instrument 
The researcher is the instrument 

and uses skills and rapport to gain 

insights based on trust 

The researcher tries to be invisible and 

relies on responses to structured 

measures or choices 

 
Table 3 Differences between Qualitative and Quantitative Research Methods (Derived from Belk et al., 2012) 
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In the case of our peculiar qualitative research, we draw from ideas from observational methods 

in the form of observational interviewing and ethnography when conducting our interviews in 

Tel Aviv. Furthermore, we used a pre-constructed questionnaire (Appendix J) as a flexible 

guideline for the conversations, which will be presented in more detail in the sub-chapter 5.3.2. 

Ethnography is the organic discovery and systematic ordering of data, which is gathered from 

observational interviews and transformed into in-depth written accounts of the people and topic 

studied (Ramsay, 2015). The key characteristic of these in-depth observational interviews is 

that they are conducted in a naturalistic setting that is familiar to the interviewee as it is 

important to create a relaxed environment and a certain level of trust between interviewee and 

researcher (Belk et al., 2012). Observing the subject in their natural habitat, allows the 

researcher to see things take place, that the subject may not have been able to communicate 

through a survey or interview. Often, we do things, although seemingly small and unimportant, 

that may be useful to the researcher. There are also times when a subject is doing something 

that they are not even aware of. They must be able to see, hear and feel what is going, as well 

as interview the subject in an adequate manner. 

 

Generally speaking, societies are experiencing an ever-increasing rate of change, and therefore 

it is imperative for academia and researchers to continue to try to understand the new reasons 

why we do things, and how we do them. In that regard, qualitative research is becoming more 

relevant as it provides sincere insights into how and why individuals act a certain way, an aspect 

that quantitative research lacks. Furthermore, quantitative research provides ample data for 

analysis on how much and when a certain behaviour happens. However, it is important to note 

that neither quantitative nor qualitative research is superior, as they are both useful for different 

situations. Science remains a process of inquiry, no matter what research method is used 

(Edwards et al., 2005). 

 

5.3 Research Design 

5.3.1 Sample & People  
For our research, we aimed to create a sample group that is representative of the Israeli (social) 

entrepreneurship ecosystem. To accomplish this, we reached out to experts of incubators, 

governmental institutions, social entrepreneurs and scholars of the field. Due to the 
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consequences of the coronavirus disease 2019 (COVID-19), we did not manage to conduct as 

many interviews as we had scheduled, resulting in a sample of nine experts from a governmental 

institution, incubators, social entrepreneurs and a lecturer. The small sample size is also caused 

by limited time resources and availability of interviewees. In an ideal scenario, we would have 

aimed at a sample size with at least 20 subjects, with a similar distribution regarding their 

backgrounds as well as in gender to ensure general applicability and avoid gender bias. In our 

existing sample, we have a strong representation of incubators and funds as well as from social 

entrepreneurs. Our gender distribution is 67% female and 33% male. We would have liked to 

speak to more experts out of government institutions that enable SE as well as to relevant 

scholars from Israeli universities. All interviews were recorded with the consent of the 

interviewee as well as the permission to quote and reference. All questionnaires were filled out 

with permission to quote and reference. No participant has been rewarded monetarily or in any 

materialistic form. An overview of the sample can be found in Table 4.  

 

5.3.2 Questionnaire 
When beginning to plan our fieldwork in Tel Aviv and agreeing upon a qualitative research 

approach, we decided to create a questionnaire with socio-cultural questions aimed at helping 

us create the overview of the ecosystem and its mechanisms, eventually helping us answering 

our research question. Questionnaires have to be approached with consideration of potential 

biases caused by the design of it and biases can make way for inaccurate results (Telpaz, Webb, 

and Levy, 2015). Therefore, used it as a conversational guideline for the interviews. However, 

after being forced by COVID-19 restrictions to refocus, we had to rely on sending it to our 

respective subjects that could not find the time for video interviews, thus being more exposed 

to the limitations of using questionnaires. Questionnaires can be particularly difficult in a socio-

cultural context, as questions may affront the interviewees, leading to a negative research 

environment through a perceived imbalance between the interviewee and researcher, defensive 

and thus compromised answers or even the termination of an interview. This was also the case 

for our research as we were facing a socio-cultural environment with a strong history of 

geopolitical conflicts and religious oppression. Therefore, we had to adapt in each interview 

depending on our perception of the interviewee and how open we could be regarding our 

questions about critique of Israel’s ecosystem and societal context.  
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By only sending out a questionnaire without the possibility of being flexible regarding the 

questions or to explain what one means by something to avoid misunderstandings, we had to 

account for the risk of above-mentioned consequences (Edwards et al., 2005). Furthermore, 

given our comparatively small sample size, the effectiveness of a questionnaire as a means of 

gathering data may be subject for discussion as such a small sample makes statistical analyses 

and comparison unnecessary. However, as we investigate our topic with a qualitative approach 

and do not aim to create a representative statistical analysis, we find that the utilization of a 

questionnaire as a flexible guideline for the in-depth interviews remains a valuable tool for 

research. We adapted our questionnaire with regard to who we spoke with as we were interested 

in different aspects when talking for example to a founder of a social venture than when talking 

to a manager of an incubator. Furthermore, some of the questions are inspired by our general 

interests, the theoretical background we presented in the literature review and our hypotheses. 

The different choices in the interview approach are in accordance with our general analytical 

strategy, which will be presented in chapter 6.4. The versions of the questionnaire can be found 

in the Appendix J.  

5.3.3 Research Timeline 
In the beginning of our process, we questioned the role capitalism plays in our society, and were 

intrigued to search for alternative methods to the current status quo. Inspired by our studies 

within Social Entrepreneurship, the question beckoned in our minds, whether it could be a 

potential alternative. Thus, the search began for a specific case study, and we settled on Israel, 

due to its thriving entrepreneurial ecosystem. Our field work was planned to take place from 

the 3rd March until 23rd March. However, due to the situation with COVID-19, our trip was 

cut short with instructions from the government that we should return home on the 15th March. 

It was also evident that we would struggle to gather more interviews after the first week, as 

more restrictions were gradually being implemented. When the situation deteriorated in Israel, 

and it became harder to have in-person interviews, we switched our approach, to include more 

questionnaires and online interviews. Following this, we finalised our research online in April, 

and then proceeded to analyse our case study. The below timeline illustrates our process; from 

formulation of a research question, to reaching the conclusions of our study.  
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Figure 8 Research Timeline 

 

The following table shows who we interviewed, their role and the method we used to interview 

them. It does not include the various interactions that we had with locals in Tel-Aviv, which we 

deem valuable in helping us to understand the context of the city and Israeli culture in general. 

While we had initially planned to conduct more on-site observations and in-person interviews, 

we altered our approach midway through our research, due to the governmental restrictions that 

were set in place. The restrictions also reduced the interviews we could do, since we had a 

period with a lot of withdrawals from meetings, as people’s focus and time shifted to dealing 

with Coronvirus. By requesting participants to fill out a questionnaire, we found that they were 

more inclined to reply to us, as it required less effort and time, on their part. We also consider 

that employing the multiple methods in unison, grants us with a nuanced perspective. Our aim 

was to interact with a multitude of people; VCs, government officials, founders and locals. This 

gave us a wide array of opinions and perspectives; on what it is that makes this ecosystem so 

unique. 

 

Subject Institution / Role Method of research 

Ann-Christina 

Petersen Lange 
Danish Innovation Centre in Tel-Aviv Interview 

Varda Shoham Manager of seed fund at IVN Phone Interview 

The Hive Incubator program Ethnography: observed their 

mentoring session for founders 

Omri Boral Co-founder & CEO at TechForGood Video Interview 
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Oren Glanz Serial founder in social 

entrepreneurship, mentor and lecturer 
Questionnaire and observation of 

lecture 

Jennifer Werthwein Co-founder at Artyd and green 

consultant in Tel Aviv. 
Interview, Observation 

Inbar Blum Program Manager - Growth Division at 

Israel Innovation Authority 
Phone Interview 

Nir Gordon Co-founder & CEO at ESCO Center Video Interview 

Anonymous Recent graduate from military  Questionnaire 
 
Table 4 List of Interview Subjects with respective Roles and Interview Format 

 

5.3.4 Hypotheses 
Based on the above-mentioned motivation for conducting our research about SE as an enabler 

for a more humane, social form of society with reduced inequality, the presented theory and 

models, as well as Israel as the choice of fieldwork environment, we derive six hypotheses in 

order to answer our research question of “Can Social Entrepreneurship become a trailblazer 

for a more social and humane form of society and if so, how?”. These hypotheses will be 

answered in the analysis part of this research paper and eventually reflect upon critically in the 

discussion.  

 

H1: Social Entrepreneurship is a key pillar for developing a more social form of capitalism. 

As a general starting point for our research, our assumption is that SE has the potential to be a 

valid, if not crucial method in helping create a more social, humane form of capitalism, thus 

helping reduce inequalities and benefitting underserved groups. We base this assumption on 

existing economic and social science research (Certo and Miller, 2009; Abu-Saifan, 2012; 

Battilana et al., 2012; Castellas et al., 2017; Sahasranamam and Nandakumar, 2020) as well as 

on philosophical theory (Precht, 2018). In our eyes, SE has the capacities of becoming a widely-

applicable opportunity for people to pursue endeavours for creating large-scale social value, 

create employment opportunities, enable underserved communities access to resources and help 

to shift the economic global focus away from harming practices and pure financial focus 

towards a sustainable, impactful and still financially rewarding way of working. We do not 
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believe, however, that SE has the potential of creating a new form of society and overcoming 

capitalism.  

 

H2: Israel, being a pioneer in innovation, can be a role model for the development of fostering 

SE. 

Our assumption is that we would witness a high level of SE in Israel and specifically in Tel 

Aviv, as it is widely known to be the Innovation hot-spot of Israel and second in innovation 

only to Silicon Valley. We based this on the premise that the country is globally known to be 

the Start-up Nation, a leading player in technology-related venture creation and it has the 

highest amount of innovation per capita compared to any other country in the world. In our 

eyes, this high capacity for innovation and the presence of progressive ideas would present us 

with an ecosystem and processes that will help us understand the specificities of the SE 

ecosystem and derive best cases for introducing SE to other countries.   

 

H3: The definition of SE is a key challenge to create a wide applicability of the field in a global 

and sustainable context. 

Our assumption is that in order to become a valid, widely-applicable and sustainable method of 

creating a more social humane form of societies, there has to be a matching understanding of 

what SE actually means before it can get the needed recognition from institutions, governments 

and citizens. This is derived from existing literature (Austin et al., 2006; Certo and Miller, 2009; 

Abu-Saifan, 2012; Canestrino et al., 2020). Also, the other issues are highly interconnected with 

the one of how to define SE, making it even more important from our point of view. 

 

H4: Financing SE is a key challenge to create a wide applicability of the field in a global and 

sustainable context. 

Our assumption is that the field of SE remains underdeveloped with regard to getting access to 

financial resources, which are crucial in order for it to become a widely-applicable and 

sustainable method of creating social value. This is derived from existing literature (Marvel et 

al., 2016; Röhl, 2018; Block et al., 2018; Sahasranamam and Nandakumar, 2020) and our own 

academic experiences in the field of Social Entrepreneurship. Creating processes for easy 

access to financial resources in the field of SE is a key challenge for developing the discipline. 
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For this, the focus has to shift from traditional, market-based investment towards a more social 

form of impact investment. The aspect of financing, however, bears the risk of creating the 

opposite effect and enabling capitalistic structures to take over the ever-more important field of 

creating social value.  

 

H5: Impact measurement is a key challenge to create a wide applicability of the field in a 

global and sustainable context. 

Our assumption is that measuring impact is particularly difficult in the field of SE due to the 

complex and specific nature of social causes. Yet, in order to gain widely-applicable legitimacy 

in a global, societal context, set up sustainable strategies and get better access to financing, 

social ventures have to be able to create theories and data on how their impact is measured, as 

derived from existing literature (Nicholls, 2009; Ebrahim and Rangan, 2014; Arogyaswamy, 

2017; Molecke and Pinkse, 2017; Sahasranamam and Nandakumar, 2020). However, 

introducing too narrow, traditional finance- and market-based frameworks of measuring impact 

could again have the opposite effect and enable capitalistic structures to compromise the field 

of SE. 

 

H6: The hybrid model of SE is the key to success in order to create a more social form of 

capitalism. 

Our assumption is that the field of SE needs to become widely-applicable for not only the 

existing pioneers that fight inequality but also in a macro-societal context, incorporating 

governments, private companies and institutions to create a shift in how we work, how we 

invest and how we see the importance of social value and tackling inequality, thus enabling a 

more sustainable and social form of capitalism in societies. In order to do so, we deem it to be 

important that individuals who start social ventures are able to make a living out of it, to not 

have to depend on governments and philanthropists. Therefore, hybrid models that create 

financial wealth while pursuing a primarily social mission and additionally are able to attract 

outside impact investors, are a key pillar for creating a sustainable and widely-applicable 

discipline of SE. This is derived from existing theory (Battilana et al., 2012; Arogyaswamy, 

2017). However, the risk of focusing too much on financial performance and profit for investors 

could again have the opposite effect and enable capitalistic structures to compromise the field 

of SE and create even more inequality.  
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5.4 Operationalization of Analytical Framework 
On the basis of our core interests and relevant existing research that we presented in the 

literature review we structured our analysis in three different levels. The first two levels answer 

our first two sub-questions of what role does SE play in Israel and what are the socio-economic, 

political-institutional and cultural conditions of SE in Israel? The third level of the analysis 

aims at answering our third sub-question of what potentials may be derived from SE in Israel 

in terms of altering capitalism into a more social and humane form, on the basis of which, in 

the discussion, we answer our overall research question. Through this structure of three 

different analysis levels, we want to shed light on the core issues of our research as reflected in 

our hypotheses in an easily comprehensible fashion. First and foremost, we investigate the 

relation between capitalism and SE; and in relation to this, we then do it with a specific focus 

on Israel and its ecosystem. We go on to analyse the issue of definition in the context of SE; 

the relation between financing mechanisms and SE in the light of self-sufficiency and market-

based schemes; the issue of measuring impact and the relation between again market-based 

techniques and the core values of SE. Lastly, we shed light on the relation between hybrid 

models and SE with regard to capitalistic influence and their yet promising structure. 

 

First Level  

The first level of the analysis deals with introducing our interview subjects as well as presenting 

our general observations about their personalities and relevance in the Israeli ecosystem. We 

use and interpret our own observations in this part to give our first faithful account of our 

analysis. We present it as we experienced it and this form of observation is at the core of the 

first level. Building on Belk’s et al. (2012) and Edwards’ et al. (2005) accounts of observational 

interviews in qualitative research, we benefited from a more naturalistic approach with room 

for extensive and unexpected answers and a desirable degree of flexibility when speaking with 

our subjects. However, some introductions and observations of our subjects are shorter than 

others due to a lack of concrete and relevant data in particular cases.  

 

Second Level  

Based on all the data we gathered, generated through interviews, observations as well as general 

literature about Israel, we present our work on the Israeli SE ecosystem in the form of our 

ecosystem map. Constructing such an ecosystem map can be done in numerous ways but we 
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chose a holistic approach, being inspired by the theoretical work on general SE ecosystems of 

Bozhikin et al. (2019). Yet, the authors argue that the key pillars to entrepreneurial ecosystems 

are government, education and financing, and while we agree with this, we consider there to be 

more factors. In our research, we consider that factors are contextual to the setting, as it is the 

case with the military in Israel. Therefore, we added the sub-category of military as well as the 

main category “Other Factors”, that investigates the specific cultural context of Israel in relation 

to SE; and rejected Bozhikin’s et al. (2019) specific angles of Media, Families, Retailers and 

Recruitment agencies due to their contextual irrelevance in our research. The other angles are 

represented in some form in our ecosystem as well. However, for some of our pillars, e.g. 

relevant government officials, we could not get hold of an interview partner, even though we 

had scheduled two. Therefore, we sometimes had to purely rely on the accounts of other subjects 

regarding their opinion, general research as well as our observations. In general, the ecosystem 

map and the findings of our qualitative research further enabled us to elaborate on and analyse 

the core issues and key challenges as presented in our hypothesis in the third level. 

 

Third Level  

In the third level of analysis, all the data we gathered, presented and analysed so far, will be 

used to answer our core issues in the form of six hypotheses that are derived from what is 

presented in the theoretical part of this paper. With regard to the issue of financing and impact 

measurement in social ventures and the positive as well as negative implications for creating 

legitimacy and acquiring resources, we primarily build upon the general work on impact 

measurement of Molecke and Pinkse (2017). However, we do not rely on their bricolage 

approach, after not discovering any overlaps in our field research as stated above, the work on 

impact measurements for social ventures of Arogyaswamy (2017) as well as Sahasranamam 

and Nandakumar’s (2020) critical work on financing SE. For our analysis of the hybrid model 

approach in SE and its potential for future development, including its risk of neoliberal 

takeover, is derived from the research on hybrid models from Battilana et al. (2012). After the 

third level of analysis we will enter into the discussion, where we use our concrete study of 

Israel as a prism to enter a more general discourse concerning the concept of social utopias, 

observations of our case study in Israel, the three identified inherent challenges of SE, and 

potential hybrid models. Based on this we go on to evaluate the relation of SE and the state, and 
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SE and capitalism, to discuss our research question whether SE can become a trailblazer for a 

more social and humane form of society and if so, how? 

 

5.5 Biases and Limitations of Research Methods  
Given the recent developments in the world caused by the spread of COVID-19, it is important 

for future readers of this paper to note that our research has been heavily impacted by the 

pandemic. As previously mentioned, we aimed at gathering the majority of our data during our 

fieldwork in Tel Aviv in the form of observational interviews with experts and stakeholders of 

the Israeli (social) entrepreneurship ecosystem, in order to make a strong qualitative case about 

how SE can potentially be a trailblazer for a more social and humane society. Due to given 

conditions, we had to abort our stay in Tel Aviv halfway through and fly back to Denmark, 

forcing us to change and adapt our research methods to the new circumstances. This proved to 

be specifically significant regarding our observational approach. Even though we scheduled to 

conduct every interview in Tel Aviv on-site and in-person, we had to adjust and conduct much 

of our research via video calls or phone interviews. As confinement regulations have been 

particularly strict in Israel (www.health.gov.il), many of our interviews had to be rescheduled 

or cancelled as people were occupied with more pressing priorities. Being forced to stay at 

home, our subjects could remain in their ‘natural habitat’ during the interviews, however, the 

lack of direct human interaction and the forced necessity to use at times flawed technology, 

might have influenced the quality of the answers because people could not transmit what they 

really wanted to say as easily as they could have done in a personal interview. Moreover, this 

lack of visibility of facial expressions and gestures as well as the lack of benefitting from being 

in the ecosystem itself led to further difficulties in interpreting the data. 

 

As with every research project, we were also limited and biased by the inherent limitations of 

our chosen methods as well as by ourselves, through our individual values, educational 

background and political views, which might influence prejudices and interviews, especially in 

a politically charged and controversial environment such as Israel and the Middle East. 

Naturally, we aimed at entering every conversation with an open mind and tried to absorb every 

input with an unclouded judgement, however, one cannot completely hinder manifested 

opinions to influence individual thinking, which is at the core of each behavioural bias (Dobelli, 
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2020). Furthermore, as previously established, the traditional research bias of people not always 

saying what they truly think, was an important issue for us as we were trying to understand the 

true dynamics and characteristics of the specific Israeli ecosystem, thus relying on the true 

beliefs and opinions of our expert subjects to draw a conclusive and nuanced picture of it. Also, 

we were planning to account for it by interviewing and observing interviewees and their ‘natural 

habitat’, which was torpedoed by the government lockdown.  

 

We must also confront the limitation of a comparatively small sample size used for our research. 

Certainly, we had to experience the cancellation of highly anticipated interviews, e.g. with the 

Israeli director of Ashoka, but we also had the issue of a lack of answers in the initial outreach 

process and respective follow-ups. Despite being content with the final sample size, it would 

certainly have helped the cause to have had more qualitative input from experts of the 

ecosystem, e.g. from academics researching in the field of social entrepreneurship at Israeli 

universities or from government officials that work together with SE ventures regarding support 

and development processes. Linked to that and the impact of COVID-19, we were partly faced 

with the limitation of rushed data collection, as most of our interviews had to be rescheduled or 

cancelled, some subjects only found the time to answer the questionnaire without talking to us 

and some were only partially filled out. Furthermore, as presented above, questionnaires in a 

research context additionally present an inherent set of limitations and biases, especially if you 

cannot ask follow-up questions or ask the interviewee to elaborate on a specific statement. This 

potentially led to compromised and weak data in some cases. However, we strongly believe 

that for the endeavour of our research, every input is a valuable addition to the bigger picture, 

specifically when dealing with such novel circumstances of a pandemic.  

 

Bias and Limitations of Observation Methods 

Firstly, every researcher is limited and biased by individual values, motivations, personal 

interests, educational background or even unconscious prejudices when entering an interview 

environment (Belk et al., 2012). Secondly, people and in our case interviewees, do not always 

say what they think or act the way they normally do when faced with a research environment; 

may it be in form of a simple online survey, an observational in-depth interview or a complex 

laboratory experiment. This is natural human behaviour and traditional research bias. In order 

to account for this, the aspect of creating a relaxing and trustworthy environment is essential. 
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Another often quoted limitation of observational methods in qualitative research is that they 

tend to only draw from a comparatively small sample group and research participants, making 

it hard to argue representatively for a specific case. This is mainly because it is time- and 

resource-consuming (Belk et al., 2012). Finally, we consider the aspect of rushed data 

collection. This can lead to compromised, weak data, no matter if researchers conduct an in-

depth interview at the home or office of interviewees (Belk et al., 2012). Hence, it is important 

to prepare for the specific interview upfront as well as to plan and execute the individual process 

of data gathering with a sufficient amount of time at hand.  

 

Linked to that and the flexibility of qualitative research, critics point out that results of 

qualitative methods tend to be anecdotal and unstructured, biased and hard to test. On the other 

side, quantitative methods are often not value-free either and tend to manipulate gathered data 

according to the researchers’ preconceptions (Edwards et al., 2005). Despite the limitations of 

observational interview methods and qualitative research, observational data remains uniquely 

valuable as it is one of the only data types that can promise authentic social data about what is 

occurring in the specific field that is being investigated. Therefore, we are confident that our 

choice of research method was adequate and effective for our specific research environment 

and the hypotheses we want to analyse.  
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6. Analysis of Research Results 
This chapter will first present a detailed overview of the interview partners and the respective 

institutions they work in and demonstrate how they play a part in the Israeli social 

entrepreneurship ecosystem to underline why they are relevant for this research. Thereafter, we 

will contextualise our research results by drawing out our Israeli ecosystem map, influenced by 

the model of Bozhikin et al. (2019). Hereby, we will present each key pillar of the Israeli 

ecosystem that we identified through our interviews and observations. Finally, we will go on to 

answer and analyse our hypotheses based on our research.  

6.1 Subjects & Institutions 
 

Ann-Christina Petersen Lange - Danish Innovation Centre 

For our first interview in Tel Aviv, we spoke to Ann-Christina Petersen Lange from the Danish 

Innovation Centre (DIC). She works as the acting director of the Innovation Centre as well as 

the Research and Innovation Attaché. Her focus is on enhancing the collaboration with Israel 

and Denmark in terms of research and innovation. In this role, she mainly collaborates with the 

Israeli universities and other types of knowledge-based institutions, such as the likes of private 

and R&D companies. Furthermore, she works towards the commercialization of research, 

meaning the transfer of scientific research into commercial and scalable solutions.  

 

The DIC is part of the Danish embassy in Tel Aviv and part of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs 

and the Ministry of Science in Denmark. It is made up of an executive director, Ms Petersen 

Lange and three local employees. The overall objective of the bilateral cooperation between 

Israel and Denmark is to create partnerships and agreements at the governmental level to 

promote industrial R&D cooperation in high-tech areas. Furthermore, the DIC helps private 

Danish companies to access the Israeli ecosystem and advance their activities in Israel, e.g. in 

the form of exposing Danish start-ups to Israeli VC funds. Additionally, the DIC aims to help 

Israel to structure university incubation programs for future start-ups, but also to learn about 

the entrepreneurial spirit from Israel. For these endeavours, there are different student exchange 

initiatives in place to promote knowledge transfer. For our research and fieldwork, the interview 

with Ms Petersen Lange at the DIC was very valuable as we were able to gather detailed 
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information about the ecosystem, networks, processes, cultural as well as historical 

developments that all play into the part of creating a detailed ecosystem map for SE in Israel.  

 

Varda Shoham - Israel Venture Network 

One of the interviews that we had while in Israel, was with Varda Shoham, who manages a seed 

fund at the Israel Venture Network (Appendix B). IVN is “a venture philanthropy network… 

at the forefront of social business… generating sustainable social impact” (IVN, 2020). They 

promote social entrepreneurship through legislation and invest in promising projects with their 

funds. A seed fund consists of early stage start-ups, who are not yet ready to enter an incubator 

programme. Varda, along with her team, assess what stage the ventures are at, and how to 

finance them. Usually the intake is around five ventures per year, with a two to three year plan 

of bringing them into IVN’s bigger funds, where they have access to more financing and 

mentorships. IVN’s main focus is on social business ventures, which Varda defines as: 

“ventures that are social, but that also have a sustainable business model”. It is vital to IVN, 

that the long-term business model of their ventures do not rely on philanthropy or government 

funding, but rather that they can generate self-sustaining revenue. Varda continued to explain 

that IVN particularly focuses on addressing issues with the “special population” of Israel. These 

individuals are ones who struggle in the Israeli society for various reasons, and include; very 

religious sects, people with special needs, elderly people without pensions, single mothers and 

youth at risk. IVN requires that their social businesses have a strong interaction with these 

people and their communities; they must employ them, pay them a fair wage, and have a 

positive impact on their community.  

 

The selection process for Varda’s seed fund, receives around 150 applications per round, with 

15 of these applications reaching the interview phase, and five of them being picked to join the 

programme. The primary criteria they consider is whether applicants are social business 

ventures, by IVN’s definition. Thus, ventures must have a viable business model, and engage 

positively with the special populations, in order to be considered. Varda emphasised the need 

for ventures to have an adequate business model; the final goal is for them to become self-

sustaining and high impact projects. Other considerations are about how many people of the 

special population they employ, and their immediate impact of the venture’s product or service 

on their communities. Once admitted into the programme, the ventures are given grants by IVN, 
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“often around 50,000 Shekels”, and provided with mentors. These mentors have expertise in 

business, marketing, accounting, legal affairs, etc. They help them to build a better business 

model, which the ventures need to have in place, if they are to graduate to the bigger funds and 

programmes available at IVN. Varda’s goal is to identify the best social ventures, which have 

the potential to become highly impactful and self-sustaining, and then nurture them through the 

seed fund, until they can enter IVN’s bigger funds. At this stage, they will have access to 

investment, which can be in the millions of Shekels, more mentors, and greater exposure.  

 

An exemplary venture that Varda brought to our attention is called Rav Tech, a company that 

trains the Haredi (ultra-orthodox Jews) in Maths, English and basic Programming, with the aim 

to employ them in software companies within 12 months. Rav Tech is helping to solve Israel’s 

problems with the ultra-orthodox religious communities, by finding a way for some of them to 

be employed, while still being able to practice their religion. This venture is aimed at Haredi 

men, who are married and over the age of 25. They are usually unable to work, because they 

have to practice the Torah every day until 1pm, as a part of their religion. Initially upon the 

inception of this programme, there was strong opposition from the Haredi community. 

However, through Rav Tech’s ability to create a working schedule that Haredi men can follow, 

and the stories of the men that have graduated from the programme and are now earning salaries, 

the community has started to accept it. Varda explained that Rav Tech was one of the first 

ventures that was successful in getting the Haredis into employment, and as a result of it, many 

similar ventures have emerged both in Bnei Brak and in Jerusalem. This type of venture is 

solving a multitude of social problems pertinent to Israel and turning a profit simultaneously. 

They are providing education, getting unemployable people into work, and helping to integrate 

Haredis into modern society.  

 

Two of the main obstacles that we identified in previous chapters in regard to Social 

Entrepreneurship, is the difficulty to; measure impact and find financing. IVN works with the 

government, who subsidise their efforts by economically matching 100% of their investments 

into social ventures. Additional funding is received through philanthropy, private funds and 

federations. Finally, they also receive loans from wealthy individuals at a very low interest rate, 

with the investors considering it a social investment, with low financial returns albeit high 

impact. In their attempts to measure impact, IVN undertakes significant research and analysis, 
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although Varda does acknowledge that it is an area where they could improve. Despite IVN 

employing a third-party company to conduct research, as well as analysing results excessively 

internally, they still suffer from the same issues identified in previous chapters; standardization, 

accountability and verification (Molecke and Pinkse, 2017). They are therefore in the process 

of building a measuring tool that can simplify and improve the process of measuring impact. 

As IVN aims to scale their operations and outreach, this tool will be key for them, so that they 

can show investors that their ventures warrant further investment. 

 

TheHive Ashdod Accelerator 

One of our consistent and helpful contacts, Jennifer Werthwein, brought us along to her 

incubator program, which is located 30 km south of Tel-Aviv, in a city called Ashdod. We 

arrived at 10am and walked into a 4-hour seminar about prototyping, which was under the 

instruction of a serial entrepreneur in the field of Biotech, Oren Glanz. “TheHive Ashdod 

Accelerator is an initiative of the Small and Medium Business Agency at the Ministry of 

Economy and Industry, in collaboration with the Ashdod Municipality. The accelerator serves 

early-stage start-ups and is operated by Gvahim, an Israeli non-profit organization that is 

committed to enabling business and career success for new immigrants.” (TheHive, 2020). 

Currently, The Hive has generated more than $35M in investments and was voted the best 

Accelerator by Geek Time in 2019. Gvahim, an Israeli NGO, is also responsible for other 

support actions in the social environment, such as education and employment. We found it to 

be a refreshing and unique composition of an NGO, specialising in unique fields pertaining to 

the international community. 

 

The group seminar consisted of Oren and the 8 start-ups currently housed at The Hive, with the 

purpose being to instruct them on how to approach prototyping, taking them through several 

collective exercises. This type of seminar was very open, with entrepreneurs discussing their 

real-time problems, and others chiming in to relay their frank opinions. Oren, the mentor and 

seminar leader, acted as more of a facilitator, than a teacher. While his opinions were respected 

and listened to, we found that the entrepreneurs, who have little experience compared to Oren, 

were not afraid to challenge his views. Further to our surprise, Oren welcomed both critique 

and questions, forging an open environment where people had the freedom to be honest. While 

we had read about the Israeli ‘Chutzpah’, and the culture of challenging the status quo in favour 
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of finding the best solution, this was the first time we witnessed it in a formal setting. One 

startling difference that we found was that people are not bound to their own ideas, and so they 

do not get offended when other people criticize these ideas. Rather they are motivated to find 

the best, or most innovative, solution to the problem. This creates an inquisitive environment 

whereby participants are able and willing to spar with each other on their projects, and where 

conformity is not necessarily seen as a positive trait. 

 

By witnessing the young entrepreneurs discuss with someone successful and senior to them, it 

was clear that debates are conducted in a unique manner in Israel. In Danish discussions we 

usually aim to reach a consensus, or common understanding, but this did not seem to be the 

goal of the discussions, rather they were happy to disagree. Their willingness to disagree with 

someone who was voted in the top 100 most influential individuals in Israel, could be 

interpreted in two ways: 1) Their search for the truth means they are not afraid to challenge 

someone, or of hurting their ego, as they are more interested in learning and getting the best 

result. Or 2) They are perhaps less humble in their knowledge; there were some instances where 

they questioned the validity of something, rather than realising they may not understand it.  

 

Either way, it was a very open environment, where there was no hierarchy interfering with the 

debate in the room. People were also very happy to share their own troubles, give advice to 

others, and generally there was a non-competitive atmosphere among the entrepreneurs. They 

were also very respectful of each other’s time, not challenging each other for more attention 

from Oren. Judging by our experience in the entrepreneurial field, we found that this class could 

not have worked in the same manner in Denmark, as young entrepreneurs generally; conform 

with seniors, compete with each other, are less open to critique and are not able to spar with 

each other to this degree in a formal setting.  

 

In this particular seminar, the founders seemed to be more tech-based, meaning their major 

issues were understanding the business aspect of creating a venture. Most of them were very 

confident in their technology and ideas. This concurs with our preconceived notion that Israel 

is very strong on R&D, software, deep tech, and high-tech products. It was interesting to see 

that they also struggle with; how to go-to-market, who to target, generating profit, and other 

issues that Danish companies often struggle with. Another factor that we witnessed in the 
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meeting, was how entrepreneurs do not seem phased with uncertainty, as many Danish 

entrepreneurs might. “Why we are the start-up nation is because we are in constant Balagan 

[chaos, uncertainty]” (Appendix E). This is completely different to Denmark, where a constant 

focus in the entrepreneurial world seems to be to decrease risk, make ‘safe’ bets, and to 

formalise the creative process with the help of tools and frameworks. It was apparent that the 

entrepreneurs who we met here, were more aware of how uncertain the road can be, and better 

equipped to deal with it. In this context, it seems to us that failure is seen as a very probable 

outcome of their venture, but at the same time, so is becoming the next Unicorn start-up. 

 

We found that the above-mentioned characteristics of the seminar, and TheHive, were helpful 

to the entrepreneurs, as they seemed to retrieve a lot of valuable input from each other. The 

setting allows for ‘cross-venture’ collaboration, challenging ideas, and the frankness needed to 

be honest. We did not witness there to be any judgement from each entrepreneur, as Jennifer 

stated, “This could never be possible in Germany” (Appendix F). There was less of a focus on 

formality and structure, but more on collaboration and discussing ideas. Lastly, the 

entrepreneurs in this accelerator were not disillusioned; they were aware of the risk which they 

are taking, and there was no need to sugar-coat the fact that many of the ventures in the room 

will fail. In fact, we would say that the “fail fast” mantra that is so often preached about in 

entrepreneurship, was very much embodied in the spirit of the people we met at The Hive. We 

were also impressed that someone as influential as Oren, was willing to sit down with 8 

entrepreneurs for a whole day to help them, without financial or PR gains.  

 

Omri Boral - TechForGood 

TechForGood is a company that sees itself as an “enabler”. They thrive to collaborate with 

every sort of player and stakeholder, from large corporations and governments to NGOs, in 

order to address issues through technological innovation (techforgood.co). Those issues mostly 

revolve around the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs), set by the United Nations 

Organisation and accepted by all member states in 2015 as part of the 2030 Agenda for 

Sustainable Development (United Nations, 2015), that define 17 high level goals as 

prerequisites for a fair and sustainable global development around the topics of equality, justice 

and sustainability. The process is to pick issues or goals that are pressing at a point in time and 

could be solved through a new form of applying tech. Then they create an alliance around that 



 74 

issue consisting of stakeholders that have something to say or add to the project, let it be the 

business, policies or tech, and then work towards a plan on how to address this specific topic. 

Around the beliefs that social issues are to be seen as opportunities rather than problems, the 

scalability of innovation and technology and systemic change through cross sector partnerships 

and collaborations aim to maximize respective impact, working in an agile manner to deliver a 

tailored solution to pressing issues. They promote a new kind of business model that is both 

meaningful and measurable, acting as “a bridge between the do-good entrepreneur and global 

impact investors” (Flamenbaum, 2017, para. 7) where contributing to a better world and 

financial gain should no longer be seen as competing but rather complementary.  

 

Omri Boral is both Co-Founder and Co-CEO of TechForGood and started off her career in the 

social sector, quickly realizing that social initiatives need to be more effective and efficient 

thereby becoming more impactful and valuable. Thinking about how to implement best 

practices and tools from the business world into the social sector, she stumbled upon the term 

of social enterprises and the whole movement around Muhammad Yunus when he won his 

nobel prize in 2006. From her viewpoint, social entrepreneurship according to the Israeli 

definition is close to non-existent nowadays, and the social enterprises that remain are largely 

unsuccessful. She believes that there are still a lot of companies out there, and start-ups 

especially, that have a social mission and generate impact, but always secondarily to profit 

making. Clearly differentiating the (mostly local) social entrepreneurship scene in Israel which 

is focused on employment of underprivileged minorities and the impact space with the focus 

on scalable tech solutions for global markets.  

 

In terms of Impact measurement, TechForGood has developed their own simplified model. One 

reason for coming up with a new model was that existing impact measurement tools are not 

tailored to the tech industry, where tech start-ups won’t usually generate any impact in the first 

years of developing their product (Appendix D). Nevertheless, it is important to already have 

impact KPIs and a proper theory of change. Another reason is that start-ups are limited in terms 

of resources, and readymade large-scale impact measurement tools would simply be too much, 

because there is a whole different set of focus areas and issues at hand when scaling up a one-

to-five person company. Also, a large impact measurement system can create a burden on the 

entrepreneur to report and fill out numerous sheets with data that slows down the intended 
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development of the venture. When TechForGood is talking to start-ups, they want to primarily 

know what it is the company is measuring and if that is relevant, more than they want to see 

every aspect and impact opportunities drawn out (Appendix D). 

 

Nowadays there are hundreds of start-ups using technology to address social and environmental 

issues on a global scale, since it doesn’t make sense to only look at the local market in order to 

be profitable. Part of the journey of companies when actively entering the ecosystem of Israeli 

Innovation and Entrepreneurship is being confronted with a variety of funds that are worth 

looking at. The biggest part consists of mainstream investors such as venture capital and angel 

investors - looking primarily on the business side of the concept with the entrepreneurs adding 

the social/impact side of things. Then there is a small share of impact investors (around ten to 

twelve impact investment vehicles in the whole of Israel) that are not that big. The biggest one 

would be “Bridges” with available funds of around $75 million. And finally, there are 

philanthropic funds that large organizations like the Rothschild Foundation, which was started 

some years back (Appendix D). This allows for a blended finance approach enabling 

entrepreneurs to hold on to their mission, to create impact but still be able to find funding and 

finally even create revenue. Additional synergies can take place, like the fact that investment 

organizations appreciate the importance of the impact space. According to Omri, this is already 

happening and can be seen in many newly set up programs like the European SIE funds 

investigating how SMEs can support mechanisms crucial for structural innovation, or the 

Horizon 2020 programme initiated by the EU to foster small businesses and innovation with a 

budget of $80billion (European Commission, 2020). Also, more corporate financing and 

intrapreneurship approaches will be implemented, since large multinationals are getting 

assessed more and more according to their impact (Appendix D).  

 

One example of the approach TechForGood takes with businesses would be the story of the 

Matab Association. In Israel, it’s the largest homecare service provider, with above 10.000 

caregivers in their system, who get matched with elderly people that live at home and need 

assistance in their everyday life. They are per definition non-profit and they do not raise 

donations or money from philanthropic funds. But they are still a “very wealthy company” since 

they are connected to the government which pays them to offer their services and broadens their 
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network to actively look for new innovative solutions in their industries creating new revenue 

sources (Appendix D; TechForGood).  

 

Oren Glanz - By The People 

After meeting Mr Oren Glanz in his lecture at The Hive incubator, we identified him as a key 

figure in the field of SE in Israel and were hence privileged by being able to talk to him. Oren 

Glanz is co-founder and CEO of By The People Ltd. and a well-known Israeli serial high-tech 

entrepreneur. He has 20 years of entrepreneurship experience and built eight start-ups, many of 

which have been acquired by larger companies. Furthermore, Oren Glanz has focused on 

helping people manage their careers by developing programs and tools that teach individuals to 

act and think like an entrepreneur. In his function as CEO of By The People and mentor for 

entrepreneurs, he also created the RealSTART acceleration model for developing real, live 

ventures from idea to market, while minimizing expenses and time spent. Furthermore, what 

made him especially interesting for our research is his determination to educate the Israeli 

business community to do good while doing business. He is an active figure in the emerging 

SE field in Israel, founder of the “For A Good Cause” NGO, member of several NGO 

committees as well as a lecturer on the future of entrepreneurship at Technion University, 

Israel's biggest scientific-technological university and one of the largest centres of applied 

research in the world. He was also selected as one of three finalists for the “Social Entrepreneur 

of the Year” award of the renowned Schwab Foundation as well as listed as one of the 100 most 

influential individuals in Israel (By The People, 2015).  

 

We interviewed Oren Glanz primarily in his function as founder and CEO of his social 

enterprise By The People. Their mission is to develop and implement new employment models 

for supporting people from work-deprived segments. He told us that they started by offering 

support to unemployed people, mainly freelancers, in the form of teaching them to become 

independent and working together to actually run their business. As a next step, they added a 

program for developing small to medium-sized businesses and from there, started to expand 

from high-tech in central Israel to other geographies, including to other work deprived segments 

in the likes of people with disabilities, new immigrants, veterans or retirees. The company also 

started several technology-based social start-ups in the above-mentioned hybrid model 

approach to be equally profitable while ‘doing good’. Those start-ups included developing 
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smartphones for blind people, online games for kids with trauma and applications for 

physicians. Nowadays, By The People is mainly focused on teaching organizations and people 

how to start their own social venture by using their internally developed tools and methods in 

form of a business incubator, and on supporting NGOs in building new revenue streams. This 

focus on creating hybrid models was of particular interest to our research. By The People 

furthermore received a “special honour for its social impact” by the Globes Magazine (By The 

People, 2015). 

As for an example of a hybrid venture, Oren Glanz claimed the development of a runway for 

people with disabilities so they can gain real-life work experience and enter the work market to 

be the most socially rewarding. As for the most financially rewarding and as a good example 

of how profit-driven social ventures can create social wealth, he chose the freelancers company 

they started. It is a hybrid model where for outsiders and to their customers, they are a regularly 

operating company offering technology-based services, but on the inside, their team consists of 

freelancers cooperating to deliver the services and sharing the income. The goal is to help 

people at an older age (45+) who were previously employees in companies, become freelancers 

and start gaining income from it.  

The interview was ever more insightful as Oren Glanz was able to provide us with a valuable 

overview of the development of SE in Israel over the years as he experienced it being involved 

from early on. He states that the financial crisis in 2008 forced many non-profit organisations 

to find alternatives to philanthropic donations, leading them to develop revenue-generating 

activities. At the same time, a lot of people were laid off from their companies, leading many 

to rethink their priorities and look for ways to do good while also earning a living. This early 

forced focus of Israel on hybrid models is crucial to our definition and understanding of how 

SE works and why it can be essential also for NGOs to be not solemnly dependent on the 

goodwill of people and governments. According to Glanz, initially, it was a sporadic effort, but 

later, a discussion started in the newspapers, meetings and other places on how to support such 

efforts. The term SE was not used much until 2013. At that time investors then started to build 

specific funds for SE (IVN, ImpactFirst and Dualis) and also the Ministry of Economy began 

to support the model of SE, mainly through tax deduction. Glanz furthermore argues that today 

in Israel, it is quite regular for non-profits to seek revenue-generating activities, but overall the 

concept is somewhat stagnating, with not many advancements being made. He raises the issue 
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of defining what can be considered a social enterprise to be the main driver of this stagnating 

development. This again proves the importance of tackling the challenge of defining SE.  

 

Jennifer Werthwein – Etid  

Jennifer has a lot of facets to what she is doing but in short, we will describe her as a Social-

/Environmental Entrepreneur at heart, with strong networks in both Germany and Israel, a 

background in social/green politics as well as an education in Business, International Relations 

and Sustainability.  After working in various start-ups and consultancies, she is currently in the 

process of building her first own venture with three colleagues, called Etid, a software solution 

in the realm of education. She provided us with crucial input on the ecosystem in Israel as a 

whole, the entrepreneurial journey within this ecosystem and areas where the Israeli way of 

doing and interpreting things differs fundamentally from the central/northern European 

perspective she has, having studied and worked in Germany for a  good part of her life. Her 

hypothesis is “the world needs more social entrepreneurship” (Appendix F, p. 6) and the belief 

in a market reacting and adjusting to developing needs with social problem statements being on 

the rise.  

According to Jennifer, Social Entrepreneurship targeting inequality and sustainability, is never 

the main focus in Israel. Topics like Religion or the ongoing conflicts in the Middle East are 

usually valued higher, or rather they are addressed more immediately. However, a lot of 

educated Israelis are generally aware of today’s environmental and societal problems on both 

the local and the global scale and there are various initiatives with such a focus already out 

there. Also, Jennifer argues that the young state of Israel and Israelis are becoming more 

“gefestigt” a German phrase for being settled, safe and saturated, and that this decreasing 

struggle for existence allows the population of Israel to broaden their horizon and start thinking 

about other issues than the ones closest to their life. Here she emphasizes the importance of 

education, and points out cultural differences where for example the plastic consumption is way 

higher than the European average, mostly due to the fact that it’s hard for restaurants and hotels 

offering kosher food, providing the ritualic cleanness of plates and cutlery so it’s easier to use 

single-use plastic supplies. Furthermore, the branding mechanisms and logics are 

fundamentally different in Israel. Social Enterprises would not necessarily brand themselves as 

being social but mainly as profitable. One example she gave in that regard is a car fleet 

optimization start-up operating in both Germany and Israel, where it brands itself as being a 
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sustainability focused venture cutting greenhouse emissions in Germany, in Israel it markets 

itself as delivering a tool to cut costs for larger companies (Appendix F).  

 

Jennifer developed her idea for the start-up she is building at the moment in the course of an 

entrepreneurship seminar taught as part of her MBA. From there she and her team took it further 

and started investigating markets, trends and competitors, identifying their unique selling point 

(USP) followed by the application for various accelerator programmes. They got accepted into 

a start-up accelerator led by one of the largest global tech-corporations. Since this form of 

accelerator focuses on providing their start-ups with networks and connections, they kept 

applying for programmes that work with a more hands-on spirit, eventually getting accepted 

into a more practically and internationally focused accelerator, the Hive. 

 

Inbar Blum - Israel Innovation Authority (IIA) 
We managed to speak to Inbar Blum, who is a program manager for the growth division at the 

Israeli Innovation Authority. What was particularly insightful about our conversation, was how 

she explained that the IIA’s priority is not getting a high return on investment, but rather it was 

about taking risk; “We're looking for companies that will disrupt the industry…We want to put 

the money where the banks are not putting to entertain where there is a risk”. This is a unique 

stance that most other governmental organisations wouldn’t take. Whereas we often see 

governments trying to restrict disruptive innovation through policies, the Israeli’s are openly 

and proudly promoting it, with the idea that disruptive innovation is good for society in the 

long-run. Inbar also explained that the IIA predicts health, digital health and bioengineering to 

bring some of the most important innovations in the years to come. Finally, we found that the 

IIA’s social challenges division has similar programs as IVN’s RavTech, however their focus 

remains on high innovation rather than social ventures. 

 

The Israeli Innovation Authority recently replaced the Chief Scientist Office, with the goal of 

the new authority being to “adapt the previous innovation strategy… to changing 

circumstances” (STIP, 2017, para. 2). As explained by Inbar, this is a change in branding, going 

from pure R&D, to a broader mission that encompasses innovation as well as implementation 

of it. This shift of focus comes as many Israeli industries are maturing, and require a different 

form of support than previously. This shift is positive for social entrepreneurship, as some of 
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the direct beneficiaries are the disadvantaged and excluded groups (OECD, 2018). The IIA, 

supports entrepreneurs, VCs, enterprises (local and foreign), governments and academia, with 

various resources. These include but are not limited to; knowledge, experience, funding, policy-

support and governmental backing (IIA). While their main objective isn’t to increase social 

entrepreneurship, they do have a division that focuses solely on social issues, and the new 

mission is more aligned to helping disadvantaged groups.   

 

Nir Gordon - ESCO Center 

We interviewed Mr Nir Gordon in his capacity as co-founder and CEO of the ESCO Center in 

Tel Aviv via video call, with the help of our questionnaire. Originally, we had planned a 

personal interview on-site. He is a social business entrepreneur, business consultant, personal 

trainer and facilitator for organizational innovation and creative thinking. He started his career 

in the Israeli Air Force and completed his studies in physics and computer science. The ESCO 

Center has been the first accelerator of social entrepreneurship in Israel and since then, has been 

an essential enabler for creating and developing the Israeli SE scene. They build social 

businesses and accelerate social entrepreneurs by building their social businesses with them. 

ESCO’s mission is to enable social ventures to develop financially sustainable solutions to 

social and environmental problems, thus building a better and more sustainable world. Their 

vision is that by 2030, all organizations will operate with social business thinking. For the 

ESCO Center, a social business operates on an economically viable method, but does not 

maximize profit at the expense of social and environmental profit. Through this, their approach 

fits into our definition what SE should be as well as their conviction that social businesses 

operate in every area that ordinary businesses operate, only to reduce inequalities, build 

environmental quality and fulfil a humane, moral society based on social, environmental and 

economic sustainability. ESCO’s areas of activity include culture and education, promoting 

disadvantaged populations, peripheral promotion, youth at risk, environmental causes, 

economic and gender equality as well as the development of income for NGOs.  
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They support those areas by: 

• Initiating and planning social ventures 

• Conducting due-diligence to prove the potential that a social venture can hold a triple 

bottom line (TBL). A TBL strategy refers to the recommendation that businesses should 

commit to equally focus on social, environmental and profit concerns. According to Nir, 

instead of only focusing on profit, TBL-companies manage to focus on people and the 

planet as well, hence, following a strategy very similar to the hybrid model approach. 

• Pilot execution of businesses  

• Active entrepreneurship and management as Co-CEOs through business plan execution, 

including marketing, sales, finance, HR and operations. 

• Capital raising and / or direct investment through the ESCO fund “The LaunchPad”. 

This fund is covering pre-seed and seed funding, where private social impact investors 

and philanthropic funds invest in the ESCO fund to help bring forth and develop a TBL 

economy. For this, the fund focuses on both, a financial return on investment (FROI) 

and a social return on investment (SROI). They follow a patient capital approach, 

meaning that investors demand a 100% return on investment after six to eight years and 

the appreciation is situated in the five to ten percent range, rather than the 16 percent 

that traditional VCs normally look for. 

• Connections to ESCO’s business partners from the government, the NGO, the private 

as well as the social business sector. 

 

According to Nir, one example of a socially rewarding project of the ESCO Center is their now 

inactive training center for social entrepreneurs, where they taught one-year courses to five 

cohorts of 12 people, learning by doing in-depth classes on the idea of social impact businesses 

and how to build their individual social ventures. The most financially rewarding has been their 

social endeavour of helping to found the theatre in Elad, the southernmost city in Israel, which 

is underdeveloped in work centres, education and also culture compared to central Israel and 

Tel Aviv. They partnered up with two actors and a director from Tel Aviv who had the initial 

idea and built the theatre, which received half of its income from citizens buying tickets and 

half of its income from providing services to the government and municipalities.  
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The interview was ever more insightful as Nir provided us with a valuable overview of the 

development of SE in Israel, thus adding precious data to our general understanding and 

ecosystem overview. ESCO became the first accelerator for SE in Israel in 2010. Next to them, 

there were only a couple of small VCs focused on impact. This modest scene then developed 

into several accelerators, various companies working with some kind of corporate social 

responsibility and social entrepreneurship, five to six impact funds, a great range of macro 

organizations supporting the ecosystem in form of research institutes and academic courses in 

universities as well as a multitude (several dozen according to Nir) of social ventures. Our 

interviewee further explained that, in his opinion, the scene is still developing in Israel and is 

still small compared to other OECD countries, especially Europe, thus opposing our H2 that 

Israel is a breeding ground for social innovation.  

 

6.2 Israel Social Entrepreneurship Ecosystem 
In our holistic approach to mapping out the entrepreneurial ecosystem, we have attempted to 

acknowledge the socio-economic, political-institutional and cultural conditions of SE that are 

relevant, as well as specific to Israel. While some of the factors also appear in other ecosystems, 

we find that they serve a particular function in this context, which is non-identical to their 

functions in other countries. A fitting example of this, is the vast difference that the Military in 

Israel has on entrepreneurship, compared to in Denmark, to which we will illustrate the extent. 

In our mapping of the ecosystem, we reveal how relationships and networks within the country 

function, in order to gain a deeper understanding of the intricacies of said ecosystem. We also 

found inspiration in previous attempts to map out entrepreneurial ecosystems, such as from 

Bozhikin et al. (2019). The authors (2019) stake a claim that the key pillars to entrepreneurial 

ecosystems are government, education and financing, and while we agree with this, we consider 

there to be more factors. We also consider that factors are contextual to the setting, as explained 

with the example of the Military. The following is a collection of research, data, interviews and 

observations, with the effort culminating in an ongoing interpretation of what we see, hear and 

experience. Thus, the ecosystem is neither limited nor bound, to the factors that we mention, as 

it is ever changing and very specific to what we researched. Below, we have divided the factors 

and influences into 4 sub-categories; Education, Funding, Support and Other Factors, with the 

entrepreneur based at the centre in order to illustrate their perspective. 
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Figure 9 Social Entrepreneurship Ecosystem Map of Israel 

 

Development of the Ecosystem 

The SE scene in Israel is very much novel and has only been developing under the name of 

social entrepreneurship since 2010 (Appendix H). Its importance increased after the financial 

crisis in 2008, where many NGOs had to find alternatives to philanthropic donations, as funding 

was scarce, leading them to develop revenue-generating strategies (Appendix E). Additionally, 

at that time many people lost their jobs from regular companies which made them revaluate 

their priorities with regard to the use of their work productivity, leading them to put more 

attention on social causes and look for means to do good while equally making a living 

(Appendix E). The first SE accelerator was founded in 2010 by the ESCO Center, making up 

the scene along with a few small impact VCs (Appendix H). The term SE was only really 

starting to be used in 2013, which then also led investors to create SE-specific funds, such as 

IVN or ImpactFirst (Appendix E). Furthermore, the Ministry of Economy started to support SE 

initiatives through tax deductions (Appendix E). Through this, the modest scene grew into 

several accelerators, a variety of impact funds, a diverse field of macro organizations such as 
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research institutes and universities supporting the ecosystem as well as a multitude of social 

ventures (Appendix H). Today, Israel and especially Tel Aviv has developed into one of the 

world’s leading hubs for research, start-ups and innovation, providing a unique ecosystem of 

entrepreneurs, VCs, incubators and accelerators and leading universities (DIC). 

 

Education 

Following Bozhikin et al. (2019), educational organizations and universities play an essential 

role in developing competences and skills of social entrepreneurs as well as supporting their 

ventures. Well-developed educational systems have the potential to prepare aspiring social 

entrepreneurs for the struggles of founding a venture and provide access to above-average 

human resources (Sahasranamam and Nandakumar, 2020). Our research showed that Israel has 

one of the best educational systems in the world, with the majority of the population being 

highly educated and multilingual, in fact it is not uncommon to meet people that speak three, 

four or even five languages. They are taught Hebrew from a young age, and many of their high 

school classes are in English. Additionally, everyone is an early-generation migrant, from 

varying countries of the world, resulting in a very multilingual society. The two main factors 

that contribute to Israel’s innovative approach, however, are the effects of the military, and their 

superior universities.  

 

Military 

Due to the geo-political turmoil that the country has been in the middle of since its inception, it 

is mandatory for Jewish citizens to serve in the Military for two to three years, while other 

religions may volunteer to do so. From a young age, children are scouted, to evaluate which 

positions they will take in the Military once they turn 18. The adolescents which are deemed 

‘gifted’, will enter into the elite units, and receive intensive training in their field. The roles they 

receive range from combat soldiers, to commandeers, cyber security, high-tech, intelligence 

and many more (Appendix I). Thus, Israelis receive an incomparably high level of training in 

certain fields, often related to technology, at a very young age. Furthermore, due to the small 

population of Israel, the military relies on their young recruits as an integral part to their 

operations, giving them a high level of functionality and responsibility (Appendix I). Whereas 

in many other countries the mandatory service is merely intended to be training for worst case 

scenarios, in Israel it is a very tough job where young people are regularly called upon to do 
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complex tasks, resulting in advanced levels of leadership, problem solving and equality 

(Rubinstein, 2020). Finally, the military is a great networking tool for many entrepreneurs, as 

they meet other young, talented and hard-working individuals while serving. Oftentimes, people 

meet their future business partners in their military units, because they are able to forge a high 

level of trust. 

 

University 

In many countries, it is common practice to go straight from high school to university, or 

perhaps take a gap year to travel the world, and then start studying. Due to the military services, 

this is not the case in Israel, where the median age of attaining an undergraduate degree is 27 

(OECD, 2013). While one could argue between the pros and cons of this in the economy, one 

thing is certain: students are notably more mature than in many other countries. There is not the 

same affection to partying, letting loose and making bad decisions (Maltz, 2015), as is seen 

across campuses worldwide. This leads to the time spent in university being much more 

productive, whereby undergraduate students are more ambitious and less rebellious. They are 

also more likely to choose a degree that they are committed to, as they have a better 

understanding of what they want, compared to other countries where students will often choose 

a degree for the sake of doing something. Finally, the military provides students with a big 

network of peers that they have a history of working on complex tasks with, which is an 

enormous advantage when looking for co-founders. The results affirm this motion, with three 

of Israel’s eight universities making it into the Top 100 university for innovation (Ewalt, 2017).  
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Figure 10 Median age at which students get their undergraduate degrees in OECD countries (Maltz, 2015)) 

 

Funding 

Access to funding is a vital pillar in the success of any entrepreneurial ecosystem, as it is one 

of the most challenging aspects of starting a company. Influenced by Bozhikin et al. (2019) we 

identified the following three key players of relevance in this process to be; government, VCs 

and private investment and foreign direct investment (FDI). Traditionally when attempting to 

achieve economic growth, funding should be given to the good ventures, whereas one should 

implement protocols to distinguish from bad ventures, so as not to fund them. This avoids 

funding a bad quality venture or not funding a good quality venture, both of which result in bad 

outcomes, illustrated in the graphic below. 
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Figure 11 Traditional model (Isenberg, 2011, p. 4) 

  

In Israel however, they take a different approach to economic growth, which is shown in their 

government policies and the availability of funding. Firstly, there is a high availability of 

funding, through the government, VCs, FDI and private investors. Additionally, there are 

numerous programs in place to support entrepreneurship, such as loans that are only expected 

to be paid back if the venture succeeds (Aharon, 2018). The government also set up the Israel 

Innovation Authority, previously named the Chief Scientists Office, in order to promote 

innovation. There is a much more positive approach to entrepreneurship, where people do not 

differentiate between good and bad ventures, rather they understand that sometimes the 

circumstances were in the entrepreneur’s favour, and other times not. Effectively, this leads to 

more failures of start-ups, but also more successes, and failed entrepreneurs are much more 

likely to bounce back with a new venture, because they do not have the stigma associated with 

having started a ‘bad venture’.  

 

A common theme expressed specifically within social entrepreneurship, is the difficulty to 

attain funding. Nir stated that “in Israel, you have very, very little financing for social aspects” 

and he stressed that “It's very, very difficult for an SE to survive in itself because it's working 
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in areas where it's not lucrative for money. You know, it's super lucrative to work in the oil and 

gas industry. It's not lucrative to work with the elderly” (Appendix H). Omri expressed a similar 

opinion: “They're (investors) not looking to compromise the financial aspect” (Appendix D). 

Ann-Christina from the DIC, also explained that most governmental organisations are focused 

on innovation, rather than social entrepreneurship. And while many of these innovations 

undoubtedly alleviate some social problems, it is not the focus nor the aim of these projects. In 

order to attain funding in Israel, it is vital that the social venture has a business model or is in a 

very innovative field, because the vast majority of VCs and investors, are mostly interested in 

profits. Similarly, IVN only invests in social ventures with a profitable business model, albeit 

for different reasons. Their perspective is that ventures should be self-sustaining and not have 

to rely on philanthropy or government funding to survive, thus, they must have a sound business 

model in place. 

 

Government Funding 

Following Bozhikin et al. (2019) as well as Sahasranamam and Nandakumar (2020), the 

cooperation with and support from governmental institutions is crucial for a well-developed SE 

ecosystem. Building on Estrin et al. (2016), we find that Israel is a country with a strong rule 

of law, thus new venture creation is actively supported, and investment risks are significantly 

lower compared to countries with a weak rule of law. Governments are key in providing social 

ventures with financial support, tax incentives or non-monetary resources (Bozhikin et al., 

2019). The Israeli government is recognized locally as a catalyst for the insurgence of FDI and 

the creation of the entrepreneurial ecosystem, due to the large amount of funding available. 

Expenditure on R&D is 4.9% of the entire GDP, which is comparatively high in relation to 

Denmark (3.1%) and USA (2.8%), and it is the highest in the world. This, amongst other factors 

mentioned, has paved the way to Israel becoming the go-to destination for tech companies to 

set up R&D facilities. Additionally, the government also sets up many grants and funding for 

entrepreneurs and backs numerous VCs and incubators. Another example is a scheme they set 

up for loans, whereby start-ups can borrow money for their venture, and only have to pay it 

back if they become successful. This entices more people to take a chance in the entrepreneurial 

world and reduces the stress and anxiety of what may happen if they fail. This is all made 

possible, because of the fact, that Israel does not stigmatize people if their start-up fails. 
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Figure 12 Gross Domestic Spending on R&D (OECD, 2020) 

 

Previously named the Chief’s Scientist Office, the Israel Innovation Authority is another 

successful initiative funded by the government. Through our conversation with Inbar Blum, we 

understood that the IIA’s focus is not on financial return, but rather taking the risk and “putting 

money where the banks won’t” (Appendix G). They are openly willing to lose money, in the 

pursuit of innovation and new ideas. One of their divisions, Social challenges, is dedicated to 

improving the quality of public sector services while ensuring social welfare and quality 

through innovation. One of the main questions they have asked is: “ How do we get tech based 

entrepreneurship to be more accessible to the people in the peripheral areas?” (Appendix D). 

This is a recurring theme in SE and government funding, as the effects of the religious 

segregation and complexities surrounding it are a big threat to the prosperity of the country. 

The IIA has also been involved with similar projects to IVN’s RavTech, where they educate 

and train Haredis and minorities in technology-based classes, in an attempt to get them to be 

employable or start up their own venture. 
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FDI 

Foreign direct investment, defined by the International Monetary Fund as “investment by 

transnational corporations or multinational enterprises in foreign countries” (Mallampally and 

Sauvant, 1999), contributes to making economies more competitive, and is a key pillar in the 

Israeli start-up ecosystem. The country has positioned itself as a leader in high tech innovation, 

and it is a focal point for tech companies to base their R&D headquarters. “There are 300 R&D 

centers of innovative tech companies like HP, Microsoft, Google and Facebook present in 

Israel” (Baskar, 2016, para. 5). The reasons for this are a culmination of factors; highly skilled 

workforce, the ‘Chutzpah’ of Israeli employees, government funding of R&D, and the strong 

links between the USA and Israel, among some of them. While the causes and effects of these 

factors are explored in our ecosystem, we also acknowledge that FDI plays a significant role in 

its own respect. It is one of the reasons that Israel focuses so much on innovation, as the 

symbiotic relationship between Tel-Aviv and Silicon Valley has led to strong growth on both 

parts. The American companies benefit from the high-tech solutions which are being created in 

Israel, while the Israelis are compensated with Billion-Dollar investments, set up of R&D 

Infrastructure and everything else that comes along with being partners of the wealthiest 

companies in the world. This coincides with the ‘Israeli Dream’ – to start up a high-tech Unicorn 

and exit through selling to a large multinational corporation (MNC).  

 

Due to this high level of emphasis on satisfying the needs of tech giants, Israeli start-ups “start 

big from the very beginning, and then they want to export it”, instead of trying to provide 

solutions to the local community. Many Israeli entrepreneurs consider the local market too 

small to enter, and the countries around them too difficult due to geopolitical factors. Therefore, 

their immediate incentives are to enter the European or American markets, resulting in 

entrepreneurs that are highly influenced by large foreign companies. There are also some 

corporate venture capital (CVC), who invest in Israeli start-up projects. A lot of “corporates are 

being measured on the impact they have” (Appendix D), and therefore they are more inclined 

to invest in social ventures. The results of this, as Nir also said, is that social ventures are 

becoming more lucrative to start, because there is more emphasis in this area, from available 

funding to public interests. We consider that entrepreneurs are 1) influenced by the wave of 

“pro-social-impact” ideologies and strategies in CVCs and 2) entrepreneurs are finding more 

access to funding for social ventures. Thus, while the FDI that is available in Israel is mostly 
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directed at R&D, some of the financing is trickling down towards social entrepreneurship, along 

with the focus of some, but not all, large corporations. 

 

VCs and Private Funding 

Much like the government spending on R&D and FDI, Israel outperforms any other country by 

far in VC volume per capita (Deloitte, 2020), with around 70 active VC funds. And while we 

are “Seeing more and more... VCs funding social entrepreneurship” (Appendix B), Israeli VC’s 

are generally focused on profits and making money. This factor explains the dire need for social 

ventures to become businesses with a social mission, because otherwise there is limited funding 

available. As Oren said, “the term Social Entrepreneurship was not used much until 2013”, so 

it is still a relatively new area. “There are five or six big impact funds” (Appendix H), making 

it a modest scene that is still in development, from this perspective. However, with tax 

deductions, changes in social values along with numerous factors, SE is slowly becoming more 

lucrative in Israel. More businesses are emerging with missions to solve climate change, 

inequality and other externalities of capitalism, and these businesses are being backed by some 

VCs. The importance is developing a viable business model for social ventures, in order to 

attain investment. Our interviewee, Jennifer, was optimistic that “investors would also realise 

that there's a huge opportunity and potential in the long run” (Appendix F). 

 

Many of the VCs that are present in the ecosystem, are focused on short term profits and big 

exits. While this is not unlike VCs in other countries, it seems that in Israel, they are particularly 

interested in the potential for a quick exit. They are also willing to take risks on very early stage 

start-ups, presumably because in this case high risk may equate to high rewards. The culture of 

“trial and error” is also mirrored in the practice of the support mechanisms and stakeholders of 

entrepreneurial ventures as incubation and investment already happens at a rather early stage 

(Appendix F). In order to attain investment, a first MVP is common courtesy and a proof of 

concept has to be handed in as well - even though again here, it is not as important to have it 

laid out in every detail but rather in a coherent manner. Another important point Jennifer 

articulates is, that investors as well as Israeli entrepreneurs in the start-up world are rather 

focused on the short term, the quick exit, but a sustainable business concept with a clear impact 

metric and impact KPI measuring usually has to be seen in the long run, not being profitable in 

the “true start-up phase” (Appendix F).  
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Support 

Closely in tune with the funding available, entrepreneurs also have a wide network in Israel that 

they can rely on for support. This ranges from philanthropists and altruists, to formal institutions 

and NGOs that have been set up for the purpose of fostering the community effect. Therefore, 

we define one subcategory of the Support pillar to be Philanthropy and Community Effect. 

Additionally, we classified the support mechanisms provided by Incubators and Accelerators 

as the second key subcategory of this ecosystem. Worldwide, it is recognised that having 

support mechanisms in place in the entrepreneurial ecosystem, will increase the likely success 

of the entrepreneurs. In the early stages, there is usually little to no money coming in, the 

founders may not have a lot of experiences, and crises come by often and fast. The life of an 

entrepreneur is by no means easy, and relying on mentors, the community, philanthropy and 

other people, is vital for start-ups to succeed. 

 

Philanthropy and Community Effect 

The benefits of a system, whereby entrepreneurs are so generously rewarded, are multiplied 

once the entrepreneur becomes very successful. There are over 130,000 millionaires in Israel, 

which is a large amount, compared with a relatively small population of 8.8 million. An 

inevitable result of having all of these millionaires, is that some of them, who have benefitted 

from the structures and systems in place, will want to give back to society. This comes in the 

form of financial resources, as well as expertise and time. For example, most of the incubators 

have a long list of mentors available to entrepreneurs, whom they can call on for advice and 

help. According to Varda Shoham from IVN, the large grants that are given from funds, are 

often set up by successful entrepreneurs. These individuals have often, at some point in their 

venture been granted the same level of support and are now inclined to ‘return the favour’, with 

the result being that there is a very high level of support available. These individuals have often, 

at some point in their venture been granted the same level of support and are now inclined to 

‘return the favour’, with the result being that there is a very high level of support available. 

What is unique from the outside perspective, is the high concentration of said support, that is 

not seen in other ecosystems studied. This is also closely related to the community effect that 

was ever present in their society.   
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The community effect that we witnessed in Israel, is incomparable in effect, to countries like 

Denmark. There are many factors that have ascertained this effect, of which we will try to 

demonstrate as many as possible. Firstly, the country is united under the idea of a Jewish Nation 

State, under which the Jewish people can live in peace and flourish. In order to achieve this, 

they have recognized that their businesses need to prosper, as well as their government, social 

practices and relationships. While it may seem paradoxical for a country with such 

individualism to display signs of community, it was indeed the case. In the incubator that we 

visited, entrepreneurs were willingly discussing and aiding each other in their projects, with a 

genuine desire to help each other. This is also underlined by the fact that Oren, as one of the 

most influential entrepreneurs in Israel, and a lot of people with a similar background, are 

willing to drive out of Tel-Aviv to Ashdod, in order to meet 8 early-stage entrepreneurs and 

assist them in their development. Many businesses, without labelling themselves as social 

enterprises, are set up to improve conditions for the Israeli people. Their strong sense of pride 

in their nationality and identity, means that they aspire to create the strongest and most 

successful possible version of Israel (Appendix I). In other words; the entrepreneurs, VCs, 

incubators and other people that we spoke to, perceived themselves to be responsible in their 

own respect and actions, for Israel as a country. 

 

But there are also community effects visible outside the realm of Israelis supporting each other. 

In the area of high-tech jobs, it is regarded way more open to outsiders as well, as tech becomes 

a new form of religion to unite around. Also, Israel itself has multiple start-up exchange 

programmes in place, like for example the GISEP - the German Israeli Start-up Exchange 

Program with the aim to create a platform around the exchange of experience, development and 

any other information that is important when developing a mutually beneficial start-up 

ecosystem. So Israel is open to broaden their horizon and let outsiders be part of their unique 

position, but the focus remains on Israel, with one central claim being for example that with 

“all the start-ups that got funding from the Israeli state, the IP [Intellectual Property] needs to 

stay in Israel” (Appendix A).  

 

Incubators and Accelerators  

The ecosystem is also flooded with both private and government funded incubators and 

accelerators, making for a high saturation of suitors to fund new ventures. These institutions 
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vary in their influence on projects, with some merely providing funding, while others take a 

more operative approach and offer assistance to entrepreneurs. This includes workshops, 

mentors, sparring on key problems, and expanding their network. In essence, there is a vested 

interest in the start-ups succeeding, since they have invested resources in them, namely time 

and money. What makes these institutions so unique and successful, is the government’s focus 

on entrepreneurship, and thus the available funding that they receive. We witnessed this first-

hand, when we visited TheHive incubator with one of our interviewees and spent the day there. 

It was evident that they have a lot of resources available, as well as highly trained employees, 

who are able to assist entrepreneurs on their venture. 

 

In general, it can sometimes be hard to differentiate between the terms “Incubator” and 

“Accelerator” and they are often mistaken to be one and the same thing. While the work and 

services these entities provide differ from industry to industry and even then, can be widely 

different within industries, an Incubator would still insist on being defined as an Incubator and 

vice versa. Incubators, in a broad sense, deal with ideas and how to “incubate” them in a very 

early stage of the start-up process. Accelerators on the other hand take existing SMEs and 

“accelerate” their growth and position them in relevant markets, fostering a sustainable 

development of the readymade foundation of the new venture (Forrest, 2018).  

 

Taking off from there, the support these organisations provide can range from a simple network-

like structure of industry professionals and investment vehicles to a more hands-on workshop 

approach. Jennifer, who switched accelerators just before our interview because she was 

looking for more hands-on experience, told us that in her new accelerator program “[e]very 

week you have one specific topic that is relevant for the development of your start-up and you 

learn about it. Whereas Google for start-ups... is less structured, more of a network” (Appendix 

F). Similar to the Hive, also the Israel Venture Network employs 80-90 mentors with expertise 

in different subjects relevant to new ventures. They aim to meet at least once every two weeks 

and work on building and improving the business model, by assisting with topics like 

marketing, strategies and offering consultation services around topics like accounting or legal 

advice.  
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The effort required in order to be admitted into those programmes differs from the 

“specialization” of the respective organizations.  For the ones supporting start-ups in the early 

seed-stage, it usually suffices to have, aside from a well thought-through idea, a coherent 

elevator pitch. With later-stage incubators or accelerators the requirements increase, where 

“there are many, many accelerators or incubators where you already have to have an MVP, or 

you already have to have a paying client” (Appendix F), but where in turn there are more funds 

to obtain since the risk for investors is somewhat minimized. Thus, means to successfully apply 

and get admitted to accelerator/incubator programmes can range from a one-page pitch deck to 

multiple selection rounds including the assessment of MVPs/prototypes, proof of concept and 

general business strategies.  

 

In the realm of social entrepreneurship these organisations usually focus on a certain pool of 

issues (from local social inequalities to global environmental approaches). IVN and the 

Innovation Authority, both of which are mostly funded by the Israeli government, follow an 

approach that can be regarded as “Israel first”, focussing on minorities within the population 

like for example the ultra-orthodox Jewish population and finding ways to teach them 

technology to make them employable (Appendix B; Appendix G). But the socially oriented 

incubators and accelerators are still small in number compared to the extensive ecosystem of 

solely for-profit tech focused incubator networks around the area. So, in summary, there is a 

large number of incubators and accelerators present in the start-up ecosystem of Israel, the task 

at hand is more the one of figuring out which one is the best fit in terms of industry, funding 

mechanisms and ways of working. There are of course similar entry barriers than in other 

entrepreneurial ecosystems but the stage that the project has to be at in order to be admitted to 

support programmes, is significantly lower in Israel.  

 

Other Factors 

In distinguishing the particularities of an ecosystem, we acknowledge that there are infinite 

potential influences on it, and therefore our last pillar to the ecosystem demonstrates a few of 

the distinctive features. While the rest of our factors are distinctive in function, they are entirely 

possible to replicate in another society. The following, however, are deeply ingrained in the 

Israeli culture, and would be foolish to attempt to imitate, as they stem from the ideology of the 

people. But also, the society itself is a big support pillar for innovation. The country is very 
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young in its history and faced with several challenges both culturally and politically. This 

critical lack of security in those areas drives people to be entrepreneurial, to try and provide for 

themselves and not rely as much on governments or companies.  

 

Heterogeneity 

Research on venture creation has consistently ascertained that working in heterogeneous teams 

is an advantage on several fronts. Jin et al. (2017) illustrate that it is preferable to investors as 

well, with 55 empirical samples and 8.892 observations, and conclude that in their study, 

heterogeneous teams perform better. One could argue that Israel, on a meta scale, could be 

considered a heterogeneous venture, and some of its success should be attributed to this. The 

mass immigrations that occurred in their history, has united a variety of people under one 

nationality, in a short period of time. And while we don’t denounce this perspective, we focus 

specifically on the heterogeneity as a contributing factor to performance in Israeli start-up 

teams. Figure 13 below shows Israel’s demographics from 1948-2009, in regards to religion 

and ethnic origin. Strikingly, the population originates from all over the world, bringing 

together a divulgence of culture, perspectives and experiences. Simultaneously, the majority of 

them identify as Jewish, indicating that they have similar values and core beliefs. The 

significance of this team formation should not be understated, as individuals will have different 

ways of doing things, due to their homogeneity, while doing it for the same reasons, backed up 

by their religious affiliations. The effect on the ecosystem then, is that start-up teams are 

destined to perform better from the outset, and this results in more success stories rather than 

failures.   

 Figure 13 Population by Religious Affiliation in 1949-2009 / Population by Ethnic Origin in 1948-2009 
(Bystrov, 2012) 
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During our field research at TheHive, we noticed how diverse some of the founding groups 

were, which we consider an advantage in the entrepreneurial field. Jennifer’s start-up for 

example, had a generous mix of Israeli and German cofounders, as well as a balanced male to 

female ratio. She considered a heterogeneous team extremely important for her start-up. Firstly, 

it brings a wide range of ideas, as the team members all have different perspectives on things. 

Secondly, working with different people, opens up new avenues to explore, and expands one's 

network. Having heterogeneous teams, also means that the members have different skill sets, 

making the competencies of the team more well-rounded and their abilities further exhaustive. 

The Incubator in itself was also very mixed, with people of all ages and backgrounds 

participating. This was different to in Denmark, where founders will often be introduced to 

other founders that are in similar stages, fields or expertise. At TheHive, there was one founder 

who was in his 50’s, married and had children, whilst some of the others have graduated from 

their university in only the past few years. 

 

Israeli Dream 

Unbeknownst to us before we arrived in Israel, the dream of creating a successful start-up, is a 

widespread phenomenon. Similar to the American Dream, whereby people go to great lengths 

and are willing to sacrifice everything, to achieve an idea of prosperity and success. In Israel, 

the dream is to make a technology start-up, and sell to the likes of Amazon, Microsoft, etc. It is 

a driver behind many of the decisions that entrepreneurs make; entrepreneurs “think global from 

the word go”, and “Israel is third in the world for US-registered patents” (Baskar, 2016). 

Oftentimes, start-ups target their solutions to big markets, and in specific, niche areas of 

technology. This has led to the most unicorn start-ups being born per capita, which also 

continues to funnel the dream. Insofar as they aim their efforts in this manner, Israeli 

entrepreneurs are known to ‘think big’ and try to solve the most crucial problems that they can 

identify, which could be considered as another reason for their innovative mindset. This dream 

that they have, is what keeps many entrepreneurs going, even when their chips are down, and 

their start-up is struggling.  

 

Whilst the Israeli Dream unquestionably fosters innovation and entrepreneurship, we are unsure 

of whether it really increases the propensity of social ventures. This dream stems from a 

capitalistic mindset, whereby people want to amass together as much wealth as possible, in 
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order to gain personal and social recognition, because they ‘made it’. We did not find that Israeli 

entrepreneurs are more inclined to solve the pressing challenges of the needy, rather they tend 

to look to where they can make the most profit. This is of course not the case for all, but it 

seems to be for a vast majority. One could hope that the presence of such a vast entrepreneurial 

ecosystem, influenced by the Israeli Dream, would increase the amount of social 

entrepreneurship. This is entirely possible, however, we did not witness it in this respect. The 

primary focus of most entrepreneurs was not to solve social problems, but rather to ‘make it’ in 

their own business venture. 

 

Chutzpah (Courage) 

As also identified in Israel: The Start Up Nation, we consider Chutzpah a defining characteristic 

of Israeli entrepreneurs, and a crucial factor in the development of their ecosystem. It is broadly 

defined as courage and audacity, whether it be to challenge authority or to speak your mind. 

Israeli’s are not intimidated by status; they are generally also very honest about how they feel. 

While this could seem like a generalization to the unknowing, it is experienced immediately 

when you arrive in Tel-Aviv. It will be one of the first things that the locals will tell you, to 

describe their culture, and it is ever apparent when you walk through a market or sit in a 

meeting. When we went to The Hive incubator, we witnessed it first-hand in a formal setting. 

Oren, who has started multiple very successful companies, was frequently challenged about his 

ideas by the entrepreneurs, who had little to no experience. Furthermore, people were 

unapologetic about disagreeing with him, and he was not offended in the slightest, in fact he 

almost welcomed the discussions that were thrust upon him. This was a stark contrast to 

Denmark, where we often have a sense of conformity ingrained in our behaviour, and we 

automatically trust people with expertise, while failing to question the status quo.  We found 

that the effect of the Chutzpah is very positive on entrepreneurship, as people are; more open 

to take risks and less worried about what their peers think of them. “Israelis... don’t care about 

the social price of failure and they develop their projects regardless of the economic or political 

situation” (Singer and Senor, p. 77). 

 

After presenting our research findings in the context of the Israeli SE ecosystem and concluding 

our ecosystem map, we will now use our findings as well as existing research that we presented 

in the Literature Review of this paper to answer our six hypotheses. 
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6.3 Analysis of Hypotheses  
 

H1: Social Entrepreneurship is a key pillar for developing a more social form of 
capitalism. 

There is a fairly broad consensus nowadays, that today’s form of continuously unleashing 

capitalism, which is investing billions of dollars into business models that rapidly threatens our 

freedom and the environment, is not necessarily a good thing and that there is an urgent need 

for change (Precht, 2018). In our research, we looked at SE as a potential key pillar of change 

towards a more social and humane form of capitalism. Following existing research 

(Sahasranamam and Nandakumar, 2020; Bozhikin et al., 2019; Abu-Saifan, 2012) as well as 

our own findings in Israel, we confirm our H1 hypotheses that SE is a key pillar for developing 

a more social form of capitalism by fostering the positive development of societies and the 

decrease of inequality due to its capacity of targeting pressing global issues such as poverty, 

environmental destruction, supporting vulnerable groups, people with disabilities and those 

suffering under long-term unemployment, empowering women, gender equality as well as 

educational and health issues. This also goes along with the vision of the ESCO Center that by 

2030 all organizations will operate with social business thinking in the form of a TBL approach. 

However, it is important to stress that SE is a key pillar, implying that it cannot hold the burden 

of a humane and social form of capitalism on its own.  

 

Based on our findings, we believe that SE would not overcome capitalism as social businesses 

often are still capitalistic yet in a social form (Appendix B), but rather be a contributory benefit, 

an opportunity to individually and institutionally engage and improve communities and societal 

life as well as trying to create a different, more social form of society. Furthermore, SE alone 

cannot be seen as a valid alternative to capitalism, nor is it profound enough to create a more 

humane, social form of capitalism on its own, partly because capitalist market-based 

mechanisms are needed to attract and enable necessary large-scale funding in order for it to 

become a widely-applicable economical method and achieve prosperity without growth of the 

GDP being the main indicator for success (Jackson, 2009). To enable a socio-humane form of 

a capitalistic society, following Precht (2018) and our research, SE and the respective ventures, 

business models and economy for the common good approaches would need to be accompanied 

by three components. Firstly, a fundamental restructuring of social systems and the creation of 
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a UBI, financed by micro-taxes. Secondly, securing the dignity of citizens, especially their right 

to informational self-determination in the face of the fourth industrial revolution through 

digitalization and providing basic digital services in form of state-funded search engines and 

social networks with no commercial interest. And thirdly, a global and serious commitment to 

sustainability and the conservation of natural resources, especially in the face of digital 

innovations, where Israel is a global pioneer.  

 

Through our research (Appendix H), we argue that in order for SE to be a sustainably supporting 

pillar in this complex system of mechanisms needed to create a new, social and humane form 

of capitalism, a potential approach is the one of slow entrepreneurship, patient capital and the 

focus on a hybrid model and TBL approach. This is because social ventures are solving deep 

problems, which requires a long time span. To produce such solutions in a sustainable and self-

sufficient way, inter-sectoral cooperation is needed, where different sectors often operate at 

different rates. Furthermore, to solve deep social or environmental problems, social ventures 

have to mobilise and engage many different stakeholders from within their ecosystem, consider 

human and environmental factors, develop people’s capacities, find and train the right staff, 

analyse their activity in their specific market, learn and improve. Thus, a process of change 

requires patience and a lot of planning, hence the understanding of and expectations towards 

social entrepreneurs should become one of slow entrepreneurship and from an investor’s point 

of view one of patient capital, where an ROI is only expected after six to eight years. 

 

Despite our conviction of its potential for developing a more social and humane form of 

capitalism and the increasing importance of SE as a discipline in a global context, it is important 

to point out that this increase in attention from governmental and financial institutions is not 

because there is an inherent, sudden and strong urge for change and overarching justice and 

equality, but rather because environmental businesses or building solutions for social problems 

is getting more mainstream economic-wise and thus, getting more and more capital, not only in 

Israel but in the whole world (Appendix H). Issues like ageing populations in Europe, Japan or 

the US, sustainable transportation or better education, are being targeted due to the economic 

issues they present, and not for social reasons. Despite this criticism, we still argue that it is 

already a step in the right direction that such social topics are getting attention at all or to put it 

in the words of our interview partner Nir Gordon from the ESCO Center: ''So you get it [the 
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attention] for economic reasons and I’m ok with that, I don’t see any problem with that, I think 

what moves the world is economic reasons. I wish it would be more moral values and social as 

well as environmental values and not only economic reasons but because I understand that the 

economy and money rules the world, and it's because these problems are getting more and more 

tapped into with money, the scene of solutions increases, so the SE scene, in general, would 

increase. But it’s not increasing due to its pure essence because it is the right thing to do'' 

(Appendix H). 

 

H2: Israel, being a pioneer in innovation, can be a role model for the development 
of SE. 

Our assumption was that we would witness a high level of SE in Israel and Tel Aviv. We based 

this on the premise that the country is known to be the Start-up Nation and has the highest 

amount of innovation per capita. This high capacity for innovation and the presence of 

progressive ideas would present us with an ecosystem and processes that will help us derive 

best cases for introducing SE to other countries.   

 

“If you're specifically looking at Israel, then what's unique about Israel is the technology 

innovation part. [...] if we simply take that aspect into consideration then that's kind of why I 

shifted from social entrepreneurship to technology. It's what we do best here in Israel”  

(Appendix D). 

 

While it is true that the rate of innovation in Israel is one of the highest worldwide, the scene of 

Social Entrepreneurship is surprisingly small. We soon realised that when talking about 

innovation in Israel it mainly revolves around globally scalable (deep-)tech solutions that lead 

to a swift buyout and the entrepreneur to his/her first million dollars. Being a social/sustainable 

venture did not seem to be the focus of the entrepreneurial ecosystem of Israel. We thus kept 

investigating and tried to get to the bottom of this discrepancy of having one of the strongest 

innovation ecosystems but lacking a respective share of social innovation. During our 

investigation we stumbled upon various reasons that affect this circumstance which we point 

out in the following passage.  
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Firstly, there is a large debate around the definition of Social Entrepreneurship in academia in 

general, but also specifically in Israel. Whereas the issue of a proper definition was discussed 

before in the context of Israel, it will be addressed again throughout this chapter, but for now 

we will focus on the other factors that are impacting the status-quo and the development of 

social entrepreneurship in Israel. Ann-Christina, having a unique perspective as Innovation 

Attaché at the DIC in Israel, was able to point out differences in culture and perception when 

talking about Social Innovation in Israel and central Europe/Denmark. In general, in Israel, as 

in many other countries, the middle class is shrinking and there is a large amount of funds in 

the entrepreneurship ecosystem, thus there is increased pressure to come out on the “right side” 

of the inequality gap.  “It's something that drives the young people. In Israel, what we see is 

that the young people, they're driven by the dream of being rich. Creating a company, getting a 

big exit, and then getting rich. And that's a driver for the way that they behave and what 

motivates them” (Appendix A).  

 

Additionally, in Israel the market for social or sustainable solutions is close to non-existent. 

Most companies that follow the official guidelines for social entrepreneurship in Israel are set 

up as non-profits or rely highly on philanthropy. This tainted view on SE and the strong 

capitalistic coinage of the entrepreneurial ecosystem in Israel can make it hard for social 

enterprises to compete or even survive. An example that Jennifer gave during her interview was 

that of a start-up optimizing fleet management for large corporations. In Germany, a company 

like that would market itself as delivering a service to cut greenhouse emissions and thus, 

fostering sustainability. In Israel the same company would market itself as simply cutting costs 

and increasing efficiency.  

 

However, the SE / Impact ecosystem (depending on the definition) appears to be growing at the 

moment. One of the main reasons for this is increased economic interest in pressing issues like 

sustainability, due to e.g. global warming and social issues, like for example elderly care, due 

to a shift in demographics (Appendix H). Also the increased prominence of the SDGs is seen, 

not only as a cause to support, but rather a way to position and market a venture as “impactful”, 

also catching the attention of CVC investment initiatives of large multinationals, since “more 

and more corporates are being measured on the impact that they can demonstrate” (Appendix 

D).  
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The aspect of a close-to non-existing market for social and sustainable solutions within Israel 

can be dampened by the fact that the focus of tech-centred entrepreneurship is usually the global 

market due to scalability and a wide spectre of applicability that is attributed to most 

digital/technological innovations. This is not much different when talking about social and 

sustainable innovation. Within social innovation, there is always a clear separation between 

local, grassroot-like initiatives that for example foster the education of orthodox Jews in Israel 

(Appendix B) and scalable tech solutions that can easily be applied to a variety of international 

markets like for example platform solutions for caregivers or agri-tech solutions minimizing 

crop loss through plagues and weather (Appendix D). The latter can be seen as a true chance 

for disruptive solutions in the realm of 21st century’s social innovation.  

 

Considering all the points mentioned above, we still reject this hypothesis. Compared to the 

overall entrepreneurial activity in Israel, the social entrepreneurship sector is rather rudimental 

and started to develop due to economic reasons rather than social ones. There are still best 

practices and interesting aspects of the scene that can be witnessed in Israel - which we already 

touched base upon and will further discuss - and with a strong tech focus, it still yields the 

potential to play a crucial role in the development of a more social and sustainable tomorrow. 

However, the status-quo of the SE ecosystem of Israel can from our perspective not be taken as 

a role model for a strong implementation of social innovation in an existing ecosystem.  

 

H3: The definition of SE is a key challenge to create a wide applicability of the 
field in a global and sustainable context. 

In order to enable SE to become a key pillar in creating a more social, humane form of 

capitalism, the discipline needs to generate a wide applicability in a global and sustainable 

context, embracing a range of institutions and other stakeholders next to the underserved 

populations it aims to support. Following our findings and existing research (Abu-Saifan, 2012; 

Canestrino et al., 2020) we confirm H3, that defining what SE actually is or is supposed to be, 

as a key challenge in creating a wide applicability of the discipline due to too narrow definitions, 

the lack of theoretical boundaries and the challenge of competing definitions and conceptual 

frameworks. This leads to confusion and uncertainty of what social ventures are and to wrong 
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associations of other disciplines, such as when people think that CSR-strategies are a form of 

SE.  

 

In our research context of Israel, we identified three key issues related to the definition of SE. 

Firstly, we found that this great variety of different definitions caused a multitude of people 

from the traditional business world, both, potential investors as well as potential employees, to 

be deterred by the field of SE and disqualify its management approach (Appendix D). Thereby, 

the SE sector “only” attracts people with good intentions and skills, but that are not business 

people and hence, manage the social ventures in the likes of a non-profit. This is despite the 

fact that some businesses are clearly aimed at for-profit, but the founders do not possess the 

skills to drive it into financial sustainability (Appendix D). Secondly, the Prime Minister’s 

Office published an official definition of what SE has to be and created a policy around this. In 

their guidelines, a venture can only be considered as SE if it is incorporated as a non-profit 

(Appendix D). However, their vague guidelines regarding how much income ventures can 

generate before they are no longer considered to be a part of the SE cluster and receive funding, 

forces ventures to “be mediocre and only a little bit successful” (Appendix D). Thirdly, this 

governmental definition only allows for businesses focusing on providing employment to 

underprivileged populations, such as youth at risk, single mothers or people from peripheral 

areas. Therefore, many other social and environmental missions fall through the cluster and 

restrict the hiring pool of fitting employees even more (Appendix D). Linked to this criticism 

from our interview with Omri, we were told by Varda (Appendix B) that at IVN they define SE 

very specifically, only targeting ventures that have a self-sustaining business model, target the 

“special” population and have an impact on the communities of those special populations. This 

again means that a lot of social ventures who do not have any touchpoints with this specific 

category will not be able to get any funding from IVN because they do not match their definition 

of SE.  

 

Due to this inflexible take on defining SE, our interviewee Omri went on to explain that she 

considers the SE ecosystem in Israel to be very small, very niche, close to non-existing even. 

She argues that in Israel, all social ventures are focused on employment, everything revolves 

around underprivileged populations and the truly developing scene can be found in the Israeli 

“impact space” (Appendix D). Once again, we find that there are many different terms relating 
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to the same; social tech, tech for good, impact tech or just impact. She further argues that even 

though there are organisations in Israel that are business oriented but still have a lot of social 

impact, she would not call them social enterprises if it is not intentional. Even if organisations 

intentionally do good and it’s in their essence to pursue social goals, on the business side it is 

merely a means to achieve it, which again she would not consider a social enterprise. Our 

interviewee Oren Glanz also argued that the issue of defining what can be considered a social 

enterprise or not, to be the main driver of the stagnating development within Israel. 

 

Nir Gordon of the ESCO Center provided us with a more general take on the issue of defining 

SE as well with a potential solution. He supported our hypothesis, by claiming that the question 

of definition is crucial, and it is equally difficult to answer in both a philosophical and practical 

way. In his opinion a social venture is divided into two parts, depending on its stage of 

development. When it is still at the beginning, it is considered a social start-up and when it is 

already established and further down the development timeline, it is either a social business or 

impact business. For both, the common guideline whether it can be considered as SE or not is 

whether they measure their impact following the TBL approach with a triple (people, planet, 

profit) or at least a double bottom line. He further argues that the Certified B Corporation tag 

(https://bcorporation.net/), where they help survey and audit social ventures and measure their 

impact, to be a “fantastical practical implementation of SE” and that “if B Corporation is 

measuring a specific corporation under its tag, then it is an SE in my eyes” (Appendix H).  

 

The disagreements about the definition of SE and the narrow and inflexible understanding of 

SE from the Israeli government also hindered our research in the sense that many potential 

interviewees thought they were the wrong people to talk to or that our research would not make 

sense as there is no real SE scene in Israel. Even though we value this kind of input and benefited 

largely from every conversation, it is important to state for this research paper however, that we 

analyse the Israeli social venture scene according to our definition of SE, which is: the set of 

activities and processes carried out by individuals or organizations with the primary and 

ultimate goal to create social value, acting within the boundaries of mission-growth and self-

sufficiency as well as profit-growth and sustainability, allowing for non-profits with earned 

income strategies and for-profits with mission-based strategies. In our interpretation, we extend 

the definition of the Israeli government, which we consider and criticize to be too narrow, 
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thereby hindering the sustainable development of SE and wasting precious potential. The usage 

of a clear strategy that gives space to multiple approaches of social value and not just serving 

one specific social niche, should also be implemented in other countries. Furthermore, our 

definition enables us to find common ground with the approach of the impact space as presented 

by TechForGood’s Omri, unite the multitude of different terms under one clear definition and 

enable social ventures to be more flexible with regard to funding and financing, eventually 

leading to broader implementation and long-term success of initiatives. However, it is important 

to state that our definition is only a suggestion and will be critically reflected in the discussion 

part of this paper. Moreover, we do not fall under the false assumption that our understanding 

is in any way superior or better than those of the experts we were able to interview.  

 

H4: Financing SE is a key challenge to create a wide applicability of the field in 
a global and sustainable context. 

Our research showed that the definition of the discipline plays a crucial part in the successful 

development and implementation of SE and the lack of a clear and consistent one is a major 

challenge yet to overcome. Building on that and existing research, the next key challenge we 

identified is the one of how to enable better access to financing for SE. (Röhl, 2018; 

Sahasranamam and Nandakumar, 2020), contend that social ventures often fall through the grid 

of public and private financing mechanisms, but are however dependent on outside investments 

for long-time success and that the majority of external finance contributors still focus primarily 

on traditional ROI and less on e.g. SROI. Examining this statement with the help of our research 

and findings, we confirm H4, that financing is the second big challenge for SE to become widely 

applicable in a global and sustainable context and enabling proper access to financing 

mechanisms will be crucial in the successful and self-sustaining development of the discipline.  

 

In the specific context of Israel, our interview partner Nir from the ESCO Center not only 

confirmed our hypothesis by underlining financing as a key challenge for SE, he also stated that 

the access to financial support for social ventures in Israel is very difficult. He pointed out that 

Scandinavian countries are a global role model worth copying with regard to the focus of the 

financial and social welfare system on environmental and social issues and that the issue in 

Israel with regard to financing is made up of four major points. Firstly, Israel resembles the US 

more with regard to finances, where the dominant commercial financial system prefers financial 
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ROI and not so much SROI, thus confirming the theory of Sahasranamam and Nandakumar 

(2020). Secondly, this rather insignificant support for environmental and social causes is also 

influenced by the particularly tense security situation, with Israel being in a state of constant 

war, and thus the biggest budget going to Homeland Security and the military (Appendix H). 

The third issue he pointed out with regard to financing is also a global issue, namely the concept 

of externalities. This concept refers to external costs that occur, when “the private calculation 

of benefits or costs differs from society’s valuation of benefits or costs (Griffin and Steele, 

1986). Environmental destruction for example represents externality costs as individuals and 

societies have to bear the damages that are associated with it and they are not represented in 

market transactions (Koomey, 2014). Nir also talked about how in the matrix of OECD 

countries, some countries now tax or fine carbon emissions, but in his opinion, it is far from 

sufficient and representative of the damages they cause. In Israel and other countries, where 

they do not impose fines for external costs, the financing from the government for 

environmental causes is very low (Appendix H) and the market-need for environmental aspects 

like lowering emissions is close to non-existent in Israel. Finally, linked to the problem of 

externalities, is that the financial mechanism of philanthropy is very small in Israel. This is 

because the philanthropic scene is generally made up of business tycoons that donate a very 

small portion of their profits from their businesses that generally cause significantly high 

external cost (Appendix H). Israel is below the 1% world average with regard to tycoons and 

corporations donating, hence the insignificant scene. 

 

As stated, we confirm our hypotheses of financing being a key challenge that the participants 

of the SE ecosystem need to solve in order to create a wide applicability in a global context, 

thus, we also want to present a solution in form of impact investing and silent capital, so forth 

linking existing research (Battilana et al., 2012; Castellas et al., 2017) and theories presented in 

our literature review with our own research findings in Israel (Appendix D; Appendix H). 

Following Castellas et al. (2017) we previously stated that the discipline of impact investing, 

where investors link institutional finance with social ambitions, creating both financial and 

social ROI; economic, environmental or cultural impact, has the potential of being a solution 

for the challenge of financing SE. This is aided by the global market for impact investing 

constantly growing ($502 billion in 2019). Through our research and conversation with Omri 

from TechForGood, we confirm this approach as a potential solution, also for Israel, where the 
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“impact scene” is growing as well (Appendix D). One key challenge here however, is again the 

aspect of traditional, market-based influences in the form of too short investment time horizons 

and stage of investment as impact investors often prefer to put their money into businesses that 

are already at a developed stage (Castellas et al., 2017). Based on our findings (Appendix H), 

we present the solution of silent capital for this issue, where the investment horizons are 

between six to eight years, generating a solid return thereafter and thus enabling social ventures 

to develop into self-sufficient, sustainable projects, maintaining their primarily social goal 

without being distracted by achieving unrealistic short-term financial goals for paying back 

investors. Therefore, we confirm that impact investors can play a crucial role in enabling access 

to early-stage and long-term financing for SE.   

 

H5: Impact measurement is a key challenge to create a wide applicability of the 
field in a global and sustainable context. 

After confirming our hypotheses 3 and 4 about the challenges of defining and financing SE in 

order to create a wide applicability of the discipline, we go on investigating our fifth hypothesis, 

namely the key challenge of impact measurement in the field of SE for developing it into a 

global and sustainable practice, which is closely related to the previous two hypotheses 

mentioned above. Following existing research (Mason, 2015; Molecke and Pinkse, 2017; 

Arogyaswamy, 2017; Sahasranamam and Nandakumar, 2020) and our fieldwork findings 

(Appendix B; Appendix D; Appendix H) we confirm H5, that the issue of impact measurement 

is a key challenge of the SE discipline and that finding according solutions is crucial for the 

sustainable and long-term development of the SE field into a key pillar of a more humane, social 

form of capitalism.   

 

We confirm the importance of finding widely applicable impact measurement solutions in 

accordance to our H4 hypothesis about financing, as we found out that impact measurement is 

getting increasingly important for outside impact investors, who can provide much needed 

access to sustainable capital (Appendix D). Impact investment funds and mainstream 

investment funds in the form of VCs and corporate venture arms are becoming increasingly 

more impact-oriented. Linked to our finding for H1, that the increasing importance of SE is 

mainly due to economic reasons, this can also be said for the field of impact measurement. 

Start-ups and entrepreneurs realise that they categorise themselves as impact-oriented 
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companies and the ability to provide accurate impact measurements is an advantage. Also, 

corporate firms and global players, such as Nestlé and Unilever, are being evaluated and judged 

more by the public based on the impact they can demonstrate, leading them to invest in social 

ventures and putting increased emphasis on the ability to prove that they have a concrete impact 

side to it (Appendix D). Concerning the increased involvement of traditional VCs and global 

capitalist players such as Nestlé and Unilever, SE furthermore faces the challenge of balancing 

the risk of becoming too dependent on traditional market-based measurement systems, 

potentially hindering them to complete their social goals (Sharma, 2016). 

 

We further confirm the importance of impact measurement due to our interview with Nir in his 

capacity as CEO of the Esco Center (Appendix H), as he told us that he expects social ventures 

to do some kind of measurement and not only define themselves as SE based on a vision of e.g. 

helping the poor or the unemployed. Even though he does not expect hard data in the early stage 

of a start-up, he expects a declaration of the social mission and measurement of some kind, to 

indicate the impact that is achieved in order to be defined as SE, which links this hypothesis to 

our H3 regarding definition. However, he also claims that measuring impact in SE, especially 

at the beginning is very challenging. Referring to our Literature Review of Mason (2015), we 

further underline the importance of solid impact measurement processes not only in SE, but in 

general for the development of a more social form of capitalism. The increasing capability of 

correctly using the abundance of data available, to model policies before eventually 

implementing them, and deriving strategic management decisions from impact measurement 

data in the case of SE, is a key method for a sustainable transition into what he calls a post-

capitalistic society. We stand critical, however, towards the use of the term post-capitalistic in 

this context.  

 

In the concrete case of Israel, our research showed that impact measurement is a key challenge 

as the trend of investors and other key enablers such as incubators and accelerators go towards 

finding social ventures, where they can measure the social impact (Appendix B). Omri from 

TechForGood (Appendix D) also argued that they want to see some kind of measuring in the 

ventures they support in order to make sure that the “impact is something that helps the start-

ups to determine what they do, how they do it and what kind of opportunity they are pursuing”. 

Regarding the importance of finding appropriate solutions for impact measurement in order to 
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enable SE to become a key pillar of a more social form of capitalism, Omri suggests the 

approach they created at TechForGood, being “a very simplified method of how they (SEs) 

cannot only measure their intended impact, but turn it into something that is not a reporting 

burden. A tool that they can use to make decisions, build their company from the beginning, as 

a company that has a double bottom line in everything they do”, thus taking a slightly different 

approach compared to the TBL approach of the ESCO Center. However, the majority of start-

ups in the ecosystem are not used to getting such requests from investors to show their impact 

in form of data, thus most of them do not have, if at all, fully implemented impact measurement 

approaches. Furthermore, these key enablers have their own issues of implementing impact 

measurement systems, adding to the overall challenge and thus, supporting our hypothesis. IVN 

e.g. is developing a new tool to measure impact, as the old one was not sufficiently working, 

however, our interview partner Varda (Appendix B) was not able to specify exactly how they 

measure impact as there are no real metrics yet. She does outline that in order to grow their 

fund, they need this new tool of measurement.  

 

Nir from the ESCO Center (Appendix H) also helped us to confirm our hypothesis as he told 

us that they have difficulties themselves measuring impact and that it is a very difficult practice 

in the field of SE: “We want to understand what is going to be our impact. But I can tell you 

with being modest, we're not doing a very good job of this. It's very difficult for an SE to survive 

in itself. More so because it is working in areas where it is not lucrative financially. You know, 

it is very lucrative to work in the oil and gas industry. It's not lucrative to work with the elderly. 

So, to put on the matrix, and measure it, in itself, is very difficult”. This finding matches the 

theory of Arogyaswamy (2017, p. 604) presented in the literature review, who argues in a 

similar fashion that “anecdotal or broadly descriptive evidence of an organization or 

intervention’s success, while useful, needs to be supported by metrics reflective of the level of 

achievement of the mission and goals of the organization, and the enduring effect (impact) on 

the target population or on a broader segment of society”.  

 

We further confirm this challenge as we found out that, in a more general context, existing 

impact measurement models that are used by large corporations or very small businesses, are 

oftentimes not adequate for the needs of a social venture developing a tech-based solution. 

Related to H4 about financing, it is because of limited financial and human resources as well 
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as the lack of attention, leading start-ups to decide against implementing extensive impact 

measurement systems, even though this is needed to eventually open the door to needed capital. 

Secondly, a tech-based social venture normally does not generate any impact in the first couple 

of years, as it is focused on product or service development. However, it is important for early-

stage ventures to have impact KPIs and a theory of change in order to make sure that during 

product development, the go-to-market strategy and business model planning, they continue to 

have a social mission in mind as this affects the approach towards above-mentioned planning 

processes (Appendix D). 

 

Nir Gordon further raised the issue of conversion currency to be adding to the overall challenge 

of implementing impact measurement in SE. In the case of easily measurable factors such as 

monetary investment of a corporate electric company in new filters to lower their emissions, it 

is not difficult to calculate the impact based on e.g. saving on fines from regulators or a rising 

stock price. A company can measure how much they took out and how much they put in, having 

a clear conversion currency. In the case of many SEs, e.g. that work with the elderly, where the 

goal is to increase the amount of elderly people that are helped; the conversion currency is very 

hard to measure as they face the question of how to measure it. By time? By sense of happiness? 

Or another metric which is not objective? Metrics on people’s happiness, awareness or 

education are very difficult to measure. This confirms the theory of Arogyaswamy (2017); 

compared to purely commercial ventures, SEs face a different level of difficulty as they have 

to assess mainly qualitative elements like the ones Nir mentioned as well (luck, education or 

human rights). We further found out through our conversation with him (Appendix H) that the 

difference between output and outcome is a core challenge when trying to measure impact as a 

SE. Impact is measured by the outcome minus what probably would have happened without 

one’s intervention, where the second part of the equation is very hard to measure as a social 

venture cannot know how their focus group or problem would have evolved if they would not 

have existed. This challenge also matches the critique of Molecke and Pinkse (2017, p. 551) 

that social entrepreneurs often feel that their true impact is not being captured and that with 

existing measurement methodologies “social impact is immeasurable; the data collection is an 

imprudent investment, the underlying theoretical logic is incomplete”.  
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H6: The hybrid model of SE is the key to success in order to create a more social 
form of capitalism. 

After presenting and confirming the hypotheses about the challenges SE is facing in order to 

become a key pillar of a more humane, social form of capitalism, we now want to investigate 

our sixth hypothesis, dealing with the question of what structure and form SE should adapt in 

order to develop in the desired way. Here, we claim that the hybrid model, which we presented 

above, mainly based on Battilana et al. (2012) is the most suited form to achieve a long-term 

and sustainable success of the SE discipline. Following the existing research of not only 

Battilana et al. (2012) but also taking into the account the criticism of Sharma (2016) and 

primarily through our own findings (Appendix D; Appendix E; Appendix H)  we confirm that 

the hybrid model of social ventures is the key to success in order to create a more social form 

of capitalism.  

 

We found that in Israel, the hybrid model approach of ventures that combine social with profit-

oriented activities to achieve financial self-sufficiency and decrease dependency from 

government support and donations, create social value while maintaining a self-sufficient 

financial status (Abu-Saifan, 2012). This movement has been perpetuated by the impacts of the 

financial crisis in 2008, as entrepreneurs aspire to make a living while pursuing a social mission 

(Appendix E). With regard to Israel, we confirm our hypothesis as all of our interview partners 

were involved in promoting the approach of hybrid models, even though some used different 

names for it. The core remains to create social wealth as a primary focus, while establishing a 

profitable revenue-model to become financially self-sustainable (Appendix B; Appendix D; 

Appendix E; Appendix H). As mentioned before, IVN only invests in social ventures that plan 

to make profits and have a viable business model (Appendix B). Omri from TechForGood 

(Appendix D) argues that the tools, insights and best practices from the business world help 

social organizations to be more effective, efficient, valuable and impactful. In her eyes, many 

of the hybrid ventures in Israel are not looking at profits as simply a means but are aiming at 

maximizing their profit alongside their impact. She also mentioned that the way these hybrid 

models usually function in Israel is that the VC and angel investor part of the ecosystem are 

looking at the business side of a venture while the entrepreneurs are adding the social mission. 

This involves the global corporates in the impact investment market, who see profit-generating 

hybrids as a welcome investment to polish their own images. However, it results in some non-
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profits being overlooked, running the risk of a too strong focus on the market-based business 

aspects and falls into the same criticism of Sharma (2016), that hybrid models are the shape of 

how neoliberalism has taken over SE.  

 

As presented in the literature review of this paper, Sharma (2016) bases her criticism mainly on 

the suggestion that hybrid model ventures market their ability to generate profits as their biggest 

asset, instead of their capability and mission to create sustainable social wealth. Based on our 

research, we cannot confirm this statement and criticism as all of our interview partners that 

deal with facilitating or investing in SE, even though they had a clear profit-driven mindset, 

always put the social mission first. Sharma (2016) also criticises that the increased interest from 

the business world in SE in form of hybrid models has led to an uplift in related courses at 

universities that use it for legitimizing their progressive and social status. Based on our research 

and own experiences, we can confirm this. As Nir Gordon stated, after SE had developed 

increasingly in Israel, universities all tried to hop on the trend, competing with institutions like 

the ESCO Center, where one could raise the question why a progressive and social institution 

would want to take out a competitor instead of collaborating and creating cross-institutional 

value. While we disagree with Sharma’s view of the introduction of market-based instruments 

and financing processes as neoliberalist intrusion, we believe that when profit achievement 

goals, growth on a financial scale and pay-out to investors, are generated at the expense of 

achieving social goals, the criticism is valid and likely to destroy the premise of SE.  

 

This underpins the importance of achieving progress regarding our previous hypotheses by 

clearly setting priorities, subject-specific and relevant impact measurement and financing 

practices. Therefore, we only want to confirm and suggest hybrid models as key to success for 

establishing SE as a key pillar for a more humane, social form of capitalism with a special set 

of prerequisites in play. For this, derived from our findings and conversation with Nir and the 

ESCO Center and linked to our previous hypotheses, we suggest that each hybrid model should 

seek a TBL-approach, which would force them to analyse every aspect of their value chain. 

This means asking themselves what populations to employ and how to better the terms of 

employment, how to connect with fair suppliers, work with environmentally friendly raw 

materials, payment ethics and pay gaps. Furthermore, hybrid ventures should from the 

entrepreneur’s perspective, focus on the practice of Slow Entrepreneurship, in order to allow 
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them to take the needed time to develop a sustainable and successful social venture. From an 

investors perspective, the practices of silent capital enables this long-term development with 

access to capital and an expected (S)ROI after six to eight years. This is also what we aim for 

regarding our definition of what SE is or should be. 

 

In order to achieve this potential of fostering the idea of a more social approach to today’s socio-

economic landscape, hybrid models face a distinct set of inherent challenges, that we presented 

based on Battilana et al. (2012) in the literature review. Firstly, the problem of the legal 

structure; if a hybrid venture would be incorporated as a for-profit business, it would hinder 

them from receiving a large chunk of government support. On the other hand, it would make 

them more attractive for outside capital investment, but at the risk of losing the focus on the 

social mission. If they would be listed as a non-profit however, they could obtain significant 

tax benefits, donations, grants and other resources, but may scare off outside investors. We can 

confirm this challenge, also with regard to H3, because social ventures have to be incorporated 

as non-profit to obtain government funding in Israel (Appendix D), which significantly hinders 

the overall development of the SE scene. However, we could not find substantial evidence that 

investors would be pushed away by non-profit structures of a venture.  

 

The second challenge defined by Battilana et al. (2012) is about financing and markets. As 

previously stated, social entrepreneurs following a hybrid approach have to face increasingly 

high costs, cash flow imbalances, volatile demand as well as challenges caused by expansion 

and success (Arogyaswamy, 2017). For-profit businesses can benefit from finance mechanisms 

such as equity and debt, and non-profit organizations can draw from the infrastructure of 

venture philanthropists, early-stage grants and national foundations. These funding approaches 

have been long established, but for hybrids, financing is not that generalizable. Therefore, 

Battilana et al. (2012) suggest the discipline of impact investment to be a suitable solution. 

Based on our findings, we confirm this challenge, also based on H4, as financing was identified 

by our research subjects to be one key challenge of SE (Appendix H) and the approach of impact 

investment as advertised by enablers such as TechForGood present significant potential for the 

development of hybrid ventures (Appendix D).   
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The third challenge established by Battilana et al. (2012) is about people and culture, meaning 

that building a team and creating an organizational culture that equally commits to the social 

mission and the economic value is very difficult for hybrid social ventures. This is due to the 

novelty of the hybrid structure in SE, as suited candidates with prior extensive job experience 

from other hybrid organizations are very scarce (Certo and Miller, 2009). We can confirm, with 

regard to Israel but not with regard to a general context. Furthermore, we oppose the view of 

our interview partner Omri (Appendix D) that SE does not necessarily attract people with a 

business background, leading to a critical homogenous team structure as stated in H3. However, 

we only oppose her view because we look at the scene based on our definition of SE, through 

which the issue of SE only attracting people without any business background cannot be 

confirmed. People we met were very skilled and highly motivated to fulfil both strategic goals 

of hybrids, social and financial. However, in Israel as our interview partner Ann-Christina from 

the DIC (Appendix A) mentioned, most young people aim at having a quick exit and the field 

of SE is only beginning to develop. In a global and especially western context, as Sharma puts 

it (2016), working for a purpose and being able to say that one is trying to improve the world 

often serves as major motivation for young students nowadays, however normally they are not 

willing to give up the comfort of a solid salary either, creating an internal dilemma. Thus, 

funding becomes more important but raises the critical question of how much market-based 

processes the field of SE can bear, before turning into another vehicle for capitalism with the 

sole focus on financial return. Further research will need to be conducted in Israel and 

elsewhere, to prove whether this can be conclusively confirmed or not.  
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7. Discussion 
On the basis of our previous research on theories within both capitalism and social 

entrepreneurship, we were not satisfied with the current rhetoric or direction that society is 

moving in. Inequality is rising, environmental degradation is accelerating, and neither the 

government nor the free markets are adequately dealing with the issues at hand. And while 

innumerable alternatives to capitalism have been suggested in academia, some of which we 

dived into in our literature review, we find that the current economic system has remained the 

same and will continue to do so without major structural changes. Since we do not have a ‘magic 

wand’ to wave and instantaneously transform our society into a social utopia, we divulge into 

the notion that we can improve capitalism through researching strategies that alleviate negative 

externalities/outcomes of the system. Furthermore, we explore social entrepreneurship, which 

is an increasingly relevant topic in academia, from the perspective that it could potentially be 

an alternative to the existing form of capitalism. This chapter will use our concrete study of 

Israel as a prism to enter a more general discussion which concerns the concept of social utopias, 

observations of our case study in Israel, the three identified inherent challenges of SE, and 

potential hybrid models. Based on this we go on to evaluate the relation between; SE and the 

state, SE and capitalism, and to discuss our research question whether SE can become a 

trailblazer for a more social and humane form of society.  

 

We explored the current structure of social entrepreneurship with a qualitative study of the Tel-

Aviv entrepreneurial ecosystem, in order to observe some of the important factors that need to 

be in place, if social entrepreneurship is to be a viable strategy. We believe that an in depth, 

qualitative approach is the best method to evaluate our case study, as we need to consider a 

multitude of factors that determine people’s relationships within society. While it is certainly a 

trending topic, social entrepreneurship remains a novel and unexplored area, and big questions 

remain on how effective it is at solving social issues in our society. Scepticism also surrounds 

the topic, in respects to defining what it is and what it is not, due to a large amount of contrasting 

definitions. Finally, we found that due to the lack of research, there is insufficient knowledge 

on the best practices of fostering entrepreneurship, in the form of financing and impact 

measurement. Reflecting on our role as researchers, our aim is to demonstrate what we find to 

be the shortcomings of capitalism, how to address them, and the possibility that these changes 

are feasible or realistic in our society. Our approach to providing constructive and applicable 
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solutions, stems from a hope to further our knowledge within the realm of capitalism, instead 

of merely critiquing it with no scope for alternative solutions. 

 

Israel - The Case 
In the Analysis chapter we reject Hypothesis 2, that Israel, being a pioneer in innovation, can 

be a role model for the development of fostering SE. It is evident that Israel’s focus is on profit-

making, and that social entrepreneurship is still a relatively new subject in this country. 

However, this does not mean that we should disregard the case when studying social 

entrepreneurship. We find that there are still various phenomena that occur in this ecosystem, 

which we can use in order to formulate learnings on the effects of these local peculiarities. By 

analysing the practices that occur within this ecosystem, we can understand more about social 

entrepreneurship in general, as well as consider incorporating these practices into other 

ecosystems. As we show, these practices can stem from a whole ecosystem’s patterns and ways 

of doing things, but it can also be assessed down to the individual’s character traits. We will 

promptly analyse the most riveting peculiarities that we observed, and critically discuss how 

they may help to develop an SE ecosystem. 

 

Insofar as for Israel’s ecosystem being social, we have already acknowledged that this is not 

the case, at least not to the extent that we had initially perceived. However, Israel did display 

unique characteristics in the mindset of the people; willingness to disagree, trial and error 

culture, courage, high risk and ability to live under uncertainty. These characteristics, along 

with the strong community feeling that we witnessed, were key drivers of both innovation and 

entrepreneurship. We wonder whether these traits, which the Israeli’s themselves consider to 

be a crucial part of their character, are actually ‘neoliberal virtues’. And if so, the beckoning 

question then becomes, to what extent do we need to embody ‘neoliberal virtues’ in order to 

overcome capitalism? It seems paradoxical that we should embrace the ‘virtues’ of the system, 

that we are trying to change, yet Israel makes a very strong case for it. And it's hard to argument 

against it, for if it wasn’t for many of these traits, Israel’s entrepreneurial ecosystem would be 

much less developed. 

 

The importance of our inherent mindset should not be understated. We live in a time where we 

are judged by the outcomes of our efforts, the culminations of our work. And yet in Israel the 
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social fear of failure is very low, and we find that it is likely due to these exact character traits. 

Whereas the inability to be an entrepreneur may have been due to a lack of resources in the 

past; be that education or funding, that is no longer the case. These days, entrepreneurs have 

access to university (sometimes for free), large-scale funding, government support and many 

more resources, thus there is no longer an economic factor preventing (most) start-ups. 

However, the fear of not earning a certain wage after education, or not following in your 

expected progression of your parents or social circle, seems to be a far greater barrier to 

entrepreneurship. The absence of this barrier in Israel illustrates that these people are much 

more in touch with their roots and character traits, and do not allow social pressure to anchor 

them, or to change their actions. We consider this to be truly virtuous, and critical to fostering 

innovation and entrepreneurship. 

 

While there is a massive hype around entrepreneurship and the start-up world in Israel and Tel 

Aviv especially, the social entrepreneurship ecosystem, on first sight, seems fragmented, 

disorganised and small in scale. The culturally and socially enhanced aspirations of “hitting it 

big” and getting to a quick exit in order to make it in the tech start-up world along with 

misleading official definitions and ongoing conflicts, social entrepreneurship seems like the 

unsuccessful and less popular little brother of “Silicon Wadi”, the Israeli equivalent to Silicon 

Valley. The definitions and guidelines for social entrepreneurship made it difficult for 

companies to survive and funding is not that easy to get in Israel, when there is no business 

plan, revenue stream or some way to generate money with it. Additionally, between the ongoing 

clash of religions, military conflicts, not as proxy wars on other continents but right at their own 

border and political instability, marked with questionable decision-making, fraud and 

embezzlement, the people of Israel seem to have a lot going on already and simply do not care 

as much about what they perceive as smaller scale issues like sustainability and social justice. 

It’s not because they don’t care, but because of distance and priority (Appendix I). 

 

Nevertheless, we witness how the social entrepreneurship ecosystem benefits from the general 

entrepreneurial ecosystem in place in Israel. The fact that there is a big culture of doing things 

and founding own projects, initiatives and ventures paired with a very high tech-savviness spills 

over to multiple areas and industries in Israel. Some years ago, social entrepreneurship was 

stagnating and, on the verge to disappear, however the tech boom reached social businesses and 
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scalable tech solutions that address social and sustainability issues are now in high demand. 

This is of course part due to the fact that these issues suddenly become interesting from an 

economical perspective but also because the open, agile and honest way of cooperating around 

issues is different and special compared to other countries. Rather than build grass-roots 

movements to solve social inequality, Israeli founders seem determined to create high tech 

solutions to solve ‘big’ issues. We consider that this is due to many factors such as the high 

amount of FDI and R&D that takes place, as well as the role of the military, all of which 

influences founders to focus on technology. 

 

The Israeli military plays a pivotal role in the entrepreneurial ecosystem, and much of this 

influence spills over into the SE ecosystem. It plays a part in shaping the Israeli’s into having 

their strong character traits and gives them a deep sense of pride in their nation. Furthermore, 

it provides intense training in various skills useful to an entrepreneur, and many founders 

actually meet each other while working in the military (Appendix I). With an increase in focus 

on social ventures appearing in Israel, one might hope that the positive effects of the military, 

will increase the propensity of social ventures that are successful. One might also hope that the 

soldiers, who have first-hand experience dealing with the peripheral classes in Israeli society, 

will be more inclined to found social ventures to solve the issues. However, we did not find any 

evidence to support this, and it is hopeful at best, to consider the military to have this role. 

Finally, if Israel manages to achieve peace with its neighbouring states, which is also hopeful, 

then the resources that are dedicated to war may be partially reallocated towards society. 

 

In any study that is worth conducting, it is impossible to know what the outcome of the results 

will be, because if it were obvious from the beginning of the study, then there would be no point 

in researching more on the topic. Therefore, a researcher can only hypothesize, and then analyse 

the results which they get. On the premise of Israel being an SE hub, our results did not match 

our hypothesis, however we still consider our findings important. Exploring the peculiarities, 

we find in their individual character traits and ecosystem, has led to a better understanding of 

the role of the entrepreneur in general. It has also swayed us into a more confrontational 

approach, in our questioning of the complicated relationship between Social Entrepreneurship 

and Capitalism. This case study has laid the foundation of our discussion, where we investigate 
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the true nature of social entrepreneurship and how its interplaying relationship with capitalism 

can be a trailblazer for social and sustainable empowerment. 

 

The Issue of Defining SE 
Regarding the question of how we are going to achieve the successful implementation of SE as 

part of a solution for a more social, humane utopia, we defined the above-mentioned issues of 

definition, financing and impact measurement to be the key challenges of the field that need to 

be overcome. Concerning the first challenge, we showed that the multitude of different existing 

definitions, mainly fighting about the degree of profit-making activities and areas of social 

wealth creation, lead to the deterrence of outside institutions and investors, which are crucial 

for avoiding the development of SE to stagnate (Abu-Saifan, 2012; Appendix D; Appendix E; 

Appendix H). In order to assess the possibility of using SE to transform capitalism, the 

preliminary step should be to gain a comprehensive understanding of it, to the widest extent 

possible. Therefore, as previously mentioned we define social entrepreneurship as the 

following:  the set of activities and processes carried out by individuals or organizations with 

the primary and ultimate goal to create social value, acting within the boundaries of mission-

growth and self-sufficiency as well as profit-growth and sustainability, allowing for non-profits 

with earned income strategies and for-profits with mission-based strategies. 

 

Due to the justified critique of having numerous definitions, one might now think that having a 

universal definition of SE would be the right approach in order to be successful. Based on our 

research, however, we are also critical of implementing a ubiquitous definition. This is because 

executing a too narrow, universal definition from an institutional point of view, such as 

governments or investors, can significantly harm the development of the field, as we observed 

in Israel, where the official SE definition issued by the Prime Minister’s Office excludes every 

venture that is not incorporated as a non-profit, leading to a severe stagnation of the scene 

(Appendix D; Appendix E). Therefore, we arrive at the conflicting status quo, that on one side, 

having too many contradictory definitions hinders the development of SE as people and 

institutions are likely to be pushed back due to a lack of understanding and unclarity. However, 

on the other side, agreeing on one universally applicable definition is not possible in our eyes, 

due to the complexity of the field. It would likely lead to conflict and either previous non-profits 

would not be included or have the feeling of getting overrun by hybrid ventures, or for-profits 
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will be left out. Widely recognized tags such as Fairtrade or B-Corp can be a good and easy-to-

understand solution for defining SE in a consensual manner, however, there again some 

institutions and ventures will likely feel excluded (Appendix H).  

 

Nevertheless, it is impossible to satisfy everybody involved in any ecosystem and in order to 

get traction on SE development, clear cut-aways from certain ventures that fall under the 

definition-grid will be unavoidable. Rather, we advocate for broad boundaries that allow for 

flexibility which enables more room for different social ventures and include also for-profit 

businesses with a primarily social goal. That is why we developed our previously mentioned 

definition of SE, which would give space to multiple approaches of social value creation and 

allow social ventures to be more flexible concerning financing, eventually leading to broader 

implementation of the discipline and sustainable success of the respective initiatives. It is 

important to mention that it remains very complicated to grasp what SE actually is, as a large 

chunk of the individual understanding of the field remains subjective, which is nonetheless 

valuable in the sense that it might help to spark individual motivation of aspiring social 

entrepreneurs, to engage with the field and create social value. This is why we do not consider 

our definition to be correct or superior in an absolute manner, yet from our point of view it 

appears to be the most promising approach to tackling the issue of definition in a sustainable 

manner. 

 

The Issue of Financing SE  
The second key challenge we defined and confirmed in our analysis to develop SE into a key 

pillar for creating a more social, humane form of capitalism is about the issue of financing social 

ventures. As we established, access to needed capital can be very difficult for social ventures 

due to a variety of factors such as definition, the low interest of investors or too short investment 

horizons, issues with measuring impact and return on investment or simply low market needs 

and insignificant interest from politics and financial institutions (Appendix H; Battilana et al., 

2012; Castellas et al., 2017; Röhl, 2018; Sahasranamam and Nandakumar, 2020). With the help 

of our research and following the theory of Sahasranamam and Nandakumar (2020), we found 

out that not only Israel but countries in general that have a dominant commercial financial 

system focus rather on traditional ROI than on SROI. This underlines the importance of a 

drastically and extensive structural change at all crucial levels of society, like in education to 
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enable a shift of focus from what is considered to be “good” or “worth seeking”; on a 

governmental level to enable those changes in the first place; and in financial institutions, to 

provide for the capital in form of different, more socially sustainable investment strategies.  

We believe that dominant commercial financial systems should be transformed into less 

dominant ones, which could be enabled through a switch from traditional investment banking 

to a market focus on impact investing (Battilana et al., 2012; Castellas et al., 2017; Appendix 

D). This would also enable better and much-needed access to financial assets for social ventures 

in order to successfully support the sustainable development of SE. The market of impact 

investing is notable with $502 billion in 2019 and steadily growing (Mudaliar and Dithrich, 

2019). However, compared to the global equity market, which had a market capitalization of 

$74.7 trillion in 2018, it is still insignificant (Capital Markets Fact Book, 2019). We still believe 

that combining impact investing with the previously introduced approach of silent capital for 

long-term investment horizons could enable social ventures to develop into self-sufficient, 

sustainable projects and play a significant role in enabling access to early-stage and long-term 

financing for SE.  

 

We find that a drastic structural change at a governmental and financial market level is not 

feasible, partly because developing countries that are increasingly able to participate in global 

trade markets, may have a lower willingness to accept cut-backs or trade-offs than developed 

countries that benefited so long from the inequalities caused by the global capitalist system. We 

sympathize with these countries, as it is understandable that they would want to bear the fruits 

of growth. This is by all means not the only reason why a cross-continental, supranational 

transformation of the financial system from a traditional, highly market-based and resource 

exploiting focus on ROI, towards a new impact-focused market form, that is maybe less 

financially profitable but has a significantly higher SROI, is very unlikely to happen given 

current political developments of protectionism and conflict. In the specific case of Israel, the 

major budget allocation to military and Homeland security (Appendix H) is a factor that we do 

not see changing in the near future either, which is comprehensible given their geopolitical 

situation and historical conflict. A role model of Scandinavian countries was mentioned in our 

research (Appendix H), however, we acknowledge that those countries have special 
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circumstances and benefit from comparatively small populations, yet they show that more 

social forms of capitalism are possible. 

 

Linked to the need for extensive structural change on a cooperative international level, we also 

argue that higher support for environmental and social causes can be achieved by implementing 

higher externality costs, which has been explained previously (Griffin and Steele, 1986; 

Appendix H). This implementation of fining e.g. carbon emissions, which is the most prominent 

nowadays (Appendix H), would create higher market-needs and hence funding for solutions 

concerning solving such environmental and social issues. Even if some OECD countries already 

follow a strategy of fining such factors (Appendix H), this concept only works sustainably if 

every major country would participate and unfortunately, we again see that global cooperation 

is unlikely to happen for the same reasons of understandable egoism of some and the despicable 

neglect of others regarding the pressing issues and the necessity to address them. Furthermore, 

not only carbon emissions should be included in this concept of externality costs and the 

corresponding fines, but also, for example, resource exploitation and child labour in order to 

enable access to financing for a broad range of social ventures tackling such equally important 

issues. 

 

The Issue of Impact Measurement in the Context of SE 
The third key challenge we identified and confirmed in our analysis is the one of impact 

measurement in SE. We found out that it is especially hard to implement such measurement 

tools due to variety of factors, ranging from the impracticality of measuring social metrics, such 

as luck or happiness (Appendix H; Arogyaswamy, 2017), lacking financial and human 

resources,  the issue of output and outcome (Appendix H) or the inadequacy of existing impact 

measurement tools for social ventures, especially in the early stage of venture development 

(Appendix D; Appendix H; Arogyaswamy, 2017). Yet, we further underline that the importance 

of introducing adequate and widely applicable impact measurement metrics and frameworks is 

crucial for the successful development of SE as outside investors are becoming more interested 

in the field itself and increasingly looking at the capabilities of social ventures to measure 

impact as an initial investment reason.   
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This is favourable from one perspective, however, we should look at it critically as this 

increased interest is mainly due to the fact that it is getting more economic importance and it is 

not the urge of tackling the issues because they are social. Furthermore, if having impact 

measurement tools in place becomes an entry barrier for getting investment, most if not all of 

starting social ventures would fail to get access to investment, not only in the early stage, as it 

is so hard to measure impact if it is only focused on a short-term horizon and based on traditional 

corporate measurement metrics. This would then lead to increased inequality among social 

ventures, which should not be the case if one key issue you want to solve with SE is reducing 

inequality. Also, we again bear the risk that if players such as traditional VCs and corporate 

venture arms increasingly enter the field of investing in SE, it could lead to a dominance of 

undesirable investment techniques in form of short investment cycles, strong focus on ROI and 

pressure on the social venture by introducing too many narrow and unfitting market-based 

impact measurement tools. In turn, this would harm the social cause, as well as transforming a 

discipline that has creating social value as a key mission, into an outlet for boosting one's own 

global corporate’s CSR image as well as capitalizing on social issues while being purely 

economically motivated.  

 

Nonetheless, we argue for some kind of impact measurement as it is currently too easy for early-

stage social ventures, self-defined social business or corporate arm to claim to be social in the 

form of helping the poor or saving the environment. Despite the honourable nature of these 

causes and the difficulty of implementing impact measurement tools, a venture or company 

should be able to present accurate impact data to justify their status of SE with some leeway for 

early-stage ventures. Else, the field will become too crowded with ventures and entrepreneurs 

that do not really solve social issues and that might yet receive funding or government support 

that would have been more effective elsewhere. This would then also lead to even more 

uncertainty about what SE actually is, building on the challenge of definition and potentially 

resulting in a self-enforcing vicious circle.  

 

Regarding the aspect of the difficulty of measuring social impact in general, due to the complex 

nature of metrics such as happiness, it is also important to point out that impact measurement 

for SE would need to incorporate the analysis of outcome and output, meaning what would have 

happened without the initiative of a social venture, making it even harder to measure adequately 
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(Appendix H; Molecke and Pinkse, 2017). Linked to this is also the issue of defining impact in 

the context of SE and the question whether a social initiative can only be considered impactful 

when it leads to “lasting changes in the lives of individuals” (Ebrahim and Rangan, 2014, p. 

120) or already when it has been “significant” (Roche, 1999, p. 21). We believe that, especially 

when talking about SE and the hopefully successful addressing of social issues, an impact is 

definitely already accomplished when it touches people’s lives in a positive way, even if it only 

for a short period of time. For example, providing education for a child for three months will 

likely not significantly increase their chances to acquire lasting skills and enter the high-

qualified job market, but it will most likely have an impact on their daily happiness or 

motivation. And every day that is filled with more joy, better health, education, or infrastructure 

provided through the initiative of SE, is in our eyes better than having none. The people working 

for such causes should have the right to call their work impactful, as long as it is not an 

orchestrated PR move of a company to capitalise on the suffering of underserved communities. 

We can also find this in our research in Israel, where many of the ventures or initiatives that our 

interview partners (Appendix E; Appendix H) claimed to be the most socially rewarding are 

not active anymore. However, we would certainly consider them to be impactful. Of course, 

long-term sustainable impact should always be the mission, however, we disagree that it is the 

only manner of legitimate impact.  

 

Considering the above mentioned critical perspective, one potential solution for a social and 

humane future development, to avoid the risks linked to impact measurement, is presented in 

the form of the approach of an economy for the common good (ECG), where Felber et al. (2017, 

p. 5), following other authors such as Jackson (2009), Parker (2014) and Streeck (2014), argue 

that the nowadays focus on measuring economic success and impact primarily with monetary 

indicators is “the fundamental failure of the present system”. This can be connected to the 

inherent risk of introducing traditional, market-based impact measurement models from the 

world of VCs and corporate venture arms into the field of SE that might lead to an overly strong 

focus on financial performance and hence, significantly harming the cause. As previously 

shown, the ECG model suggests a “Common Good Product” (CGP) at the national level and a 

“Common Good Balance Sheet” (CGBS) at the business level to replace financial statements. 

This would have the aim to be able to measure exactly the impact of nations and companies on 

contributing to the common good.  
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In our view, this approach of presenting an alternative to capitalism is interesting, also as it not 

only criticizes but also tries to present concrete guidelines and metrics but based on our 

research, we would have to dismiss it. This is because the CGBS of the model are based on 

mainly non- or nearly impossible to measure, not objectively comparable and easily 

manipulatable self-assessment metrics by companies. As we established, factors such as human 

dignity, health, education or subjective well-being are far from being feasible to measure, 

withdrawing the model of its base. However, the approach itself, the idea and attempt of 

creating a practical approach for a social utopia is honourable and should be taken and analysed 

thoroughly. Also, such models should be seen as important road- and building blocks, where 

individual parts, theories and concepts can potentially serve to be crucial ingredients for a 

future, more applicable model of a utopia.  

 

About the Application of Hybrid Models 
A more practical and sustainable solution in our eyes that could help create a more social and 

humane form of capitalism with SE as a key pillar, is the hybrid model approach, where the 

validity, impact and success of a social venture is measured with a TBL approach, focusing 

equally on people, planet and profit (Appendix H). Through this, ventures will be able to 

combine social with profit-oriented activities while being financially self-sustainable and less 

dependent on philanthropists or government support (Abu-Saifan, 2012). Furthermore, this 

approach of blended value, mixing best practices, tools and insights from both disciplines, 

would enable SE to become more effective, efficient, valuable and impactful (Appendix D; 

Appendix H). However, following a TBL approach is not necessarily feasible as not every 

social venture, again, specifically those in the early stage, often do not possess the financial and 

human resources for following a TBL strategy (Appendix D; Appendix H). Therefore, even 

though we advocate a strong focus on achieving a TBL, we also stand in favour of the minimum 

of a double bottom line (DBL) for those ventures and businesses that do not yet have the needed 

capacities, as every step in the right direction is a good step (Appendix D; Appendix H). 

However, when following a DBL, it becomes challenging to decide which part to “leave out”, 

people or planet, as profit is necessary in the hybrid model strategy in order to be sustainable 

and self-sufficient. 
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Another criticism in our eyes linked to both, a DBL and TBL approach, is again the aspect of 

impracticable impact measurement. It is too easy to just define your company as TBL by saying 

it serves people and the planet. As mentioned before, when claiming of having a TBL, a venture 

would need to be able to back this claim with solid data and a stringent approach, what issue is 

being tackled in order to serve people and the planet (Appendix H). Then again, as established 

before, the challenge of how to measure complex factors such as human dignity or the impact 

of environmental initiatives is dominant when we look at the aim of creating a much-needed 

balance between the three bottom lines.  

 

Furthermore, we need to discuss the risk of hybrid models being compromised and misused by 

traditional investors that see profit-generating social ventures as means to polish their image 

and traditional market-based instruments of financial measurement taking over the discipline. 

We believe that once profit achievement goals, unconditional financial growth and pay-outs to 

investors become priority at the expense of social goals, the hybrid model would have failed 

and likely foster the destruction of SE as a discipline from within. Therefore, we argue that 

other factors directly linked to hybrid models and the discipline of SE need to be in place to 

enable hybrid models to be successful in supporting the positive development of SE. For 

example, the pursuit of a balanced DBL and TBL strategy, where hybrid ventures would be 

forced to analyse every aspect of their value chain. For example, the pursuit of a balanced DBL 

and TBL strategy, where hybrid ventures would be forced to analyse every aspect of their value 

chain.  

 

It is even more important however, to underline the importance of factors outside the realm of 

SE and hybrid models. It is too simple to just argue that starting to churn out one TBL social 

hybrid venture after another will automatically solve today’s pressing social issues and create 

a more social, humane utopia. No, only when other initiatives, such as the fundamental 

restructuring of social systems, the creation of a UBI and the securing of the dignity of citizens 

in the face of the fourth industrial revolution as presented in H1 (Precht, 2018), as well as 

globally connected issues, such as the serious commitment to sustainability and the 

conservation of natural resources, are tackled simultaneously, the discipline of SE has a chance 

to succeed. And in our view, the format of hybrid models is the most promising approach, 

helping it succeed from within.  
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About the Relationship between Capitalism and SE 
Regarding our argumentation of hybrid models being the most promising form, we feel the need 

to address the relationship between capitalism and SE. This is because the question might arise 

that when hybrid models are particularly promising, would it not then mean that capitalism is 

in fact the most promising condition of SE and thus, making it rather impossible for it to become 

a key pillar of change? As already mentioned in the literature above, Wright (2010) argues that 

any structure, from small venture to supranational economy is a configuration of multiple 

channels and paths taken.  

 

The impact space in Israel, while not being able or keen on branding themselves as social 

entrepreneurs or enablers of such, is already working towards reconfiguring the structure of 

socially impactful projects by introducing impact measurement as prerequisites and building 

ventures with a triple bottom line approach by default (Appendix D; Appendix H). The task at 

hand is to take the socialist configuration and combine it with capitalist factors in order to boost 

the economic success of the venture and increase the impact at the same time. Following the 

points stated above, we argue that it is crucial not to neglect any of the three variables; socialism, 

statism and capitalism, when dealing with the current status quo. In a world of global structures 

designed and functioning this way there is no viable, sustainable use case that leaves one 

variable out of the dynamic.  

 

Of course, we acknowledge that we are not able to give specific calls to action since we have 

yet to discover a one-fits-all solution to social empowerment and reconfigurations of existing 

systems. We also cannot conclusively say where to draw the line within hybrid models, on 

deciding whether they are a “capitalist-dominant” or “socialist dominant” system. Nevertheless, 

we are of the strong belief, that implementing a revenue stream or pursuing a “for profit” 

business model does not automatically mean that the pursuit for social empowerment has ended 

or all values are lost, but rather that the newly created hybrid, firstly, has a heightened potential 

to survive and pursue its mission in comparison to the majority of close-to purely socialist 

projects and secondly, that social entrepreneurship focused hybrids thus have the potential to 

offer a competitive alternative to strong capitalist dominant companies that do not offer any 

benefit to society. This, of course, has as a prerequisite, that on the path to creating such hybrid 

forms, the revenue stream is just one of the focus areas of the business, next to the impact that 
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the venture creates. A perfect example for this would be the TBL approach of the ESCO Center, 

that we described in the previous chapters. Part of the triple bottom line approach is profit, but 

it is seen as a lifeline for the business, that enables them to pursue and even grow their project 

and mission. The other two factors are social values (people) and environmental values (planet), 

so if we look at it bluntly, the economic interests constitute for ⅓ of the bottom line, making 

socialists values more important than the economic factors. If this distribution also holds in the 

realm of orientation and execution of a venture, this could not be seen as a form of neoliberal 

takeover, since socialist power is the most dominant driver which gives direction. 

 

About the Relationship between Hybrid Models and the State 
In relation to the hybrid model and in general with regard to the role of the state concerning the 

development of SE, we will discuss whether there can be an ideal role a state can take and to 

what extent the hybrid model suggests that no or limited state dependency is better than a 

substantial one. This is especially important as the surrounding factors we present in H1 to be 

crucial for SE to become a key pillar suggest a profound role of the state. We realise the 

contradictory nature of these two suggestions and will therefore present why different aspects 

complement each other and state that we do not have an ideal solution, our aim is rather to 

stimulate future debate around this particular question.  

 

Concerning the specific aspect of how SE itself can be successfully developed, we already 

stated that we believe hybrid models to be the most valid alternative. We also base our opinion 

on the idea that through this system, social ventures would be able to set up a financial strategy 

of self-sufficiency, and thereby decrease their dependence on the state. First of all, one might 

think that a state that plays an active role in supporting SE financially and otherwise would be 

desirable. Even though we partly agree with that, we argue for this low degree of state 

dependency in that context based on our research in Israel. As previously mentioned, their 

definition of what SE is allowed to be to receive financial support is very narrow and in the 

past; led to many social ventures not qualifying for any sort of support, which eventually 

resulted in an ongoing stagnation of the discipline in Israel. If the hybrid social ventures that 

we encountered would not have opted for a self-sufficient financial strategy and solemnly relied 

on state support, they would have been out of business after the introduction of the SE definition 

by the Israeli government. The critique here is less about the liberal conviction of minimal state 
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dependency and more about our discovery in Israel. Also, state support can often be slow with 

high bureaucratic barriers, which is undesirable in a flexible and fast-paced environment such 

as entrepreneurship and innovation.  

 

However, when we look at the big picture of how SE can actually become a key pillar in creating 

a more social, humane form of capitalism, we argue that there is a high state dependency, which 

is crucial for the success of creating such a novel, desirable form of our current system. SE 

alone is not going to change anything drastically nor in a sustainable fashion but, also through 

an increased focus on hybrid models without proper framework conditions, likely become just 

another, more socially acceptable or “politically correct” shape of the capitalism we know 

today. Therefore, as stated in our H1 and previously in this discussion, the three factors we 

believe to be in place alongside SE before we have the chance of creating sustainable and lasting 

change, are all factors that highly depend not only on individual states but also on cross-

governmental cooperation. Hence, we believe that in the greater context, a high state 

dependency is desirable if it is for the achievement of the three accompanying factors.  

 

The COVID-19 pandemic is a recent example that supports our argument for increased state 

dependency in the face of a broader global context. The situation has tested the limits of free 

markets and the importance of well-functioning politics are demonstrated in the fight against 

economic consequences during this crisis. Furthermore, the risks of what might happen if 

societies purely rely on free competition are overtly clear at the moment. Economist and 

president of the German Institute for Economic Research Marcel Fratzscher (Spiegel, 2020), 

puts it in an interview as follows, namely that “the corona crisis is something like the last nail 

in the coffin for neoliberalism”. Aid for employees, companies, clinics or schools are 

indispensable and without alternatives at the moment, the market can no longer function alone 

in crucial areas. Thus, the state functions as the last resort. The financial crisis of 2008 indicated 

this already, with other examples including the climate and migration crises. This pandemic 

makes the criticism of the cumbersome, bureaucratic state appear in a new light as a strong, 

efficient, well-functioning state is essential, not only in the development of SE alongside the 

other three key factors. For many start-ups and social ventures, this crisis presents a dramatic 

challenge in the sense that many lack financial stability and rely on state support in order to 

survive. It also applies to the health system, which should not primarily be subject to profit 
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interests as apparent in the United States and the failure of their respective health system, where 

many people are left without medical care.  

 

However, it is important not to glorify the all-powerful state in this situation and be wary of 

how easy it became for states to push through emergency laws that drastically restricted 

personal rights without much protest. We argue for a strong social state, that focuses its efforts 

on the aspects that matter in order to create a better, more social form of capitalism. The state 

must fulfil its role as the last resort and active supporter in times of crisis and prosperity alike, 

as that is what made humans believe in the system of a state in the first place and functions as 

its raison d’être.  

 

Generally, we can conclude that all of the challenges of SE that we defined are maximally 

intertwined and interconnected. They highly depend on each other and a solution for one 

challenge, for example the access to impact investment money, would significantly impact 

another. Here, the need of being forced to introduce most likely unfitting impact measurement 

tools as a social venture, potentially restricting oneself. Therefore, a general and wide applicable 

solution for each of the challenges is something that we have not discovered yet, neither through 

our research nor in existing literature. In order to enable SE to become a key pillar however, 

finding solutions to those challenges will likely be the essential pursuit of the next decade for 

the players of the SE ecosystem.   

 

Can SE become a Trailblazer for a Social Humane Utopia? 
Taking a step back and concerning our research question of whether SE is able to create a new, 

social and more humane form of capitalism and hence of society, people might raise the 

question that we should aim to overcome capitalism as a whole or that there cannot be a social 

form of capitalism. Regarding this, we first argue that the unleashed capitalism we know today 

will not be replaced by a revolution with waving flags and barricades. If it shatters to make way 

for a new form, following Marx, it would rather be through the technical revolution of the 

industry 4.0, which could deprive it of its foundation. As mentioned in the third volume of  Das 

Kapital in the form of the “tendency of the rate of profit to fall” (TRPF), today’s system is 

particularly threatened by a constantly decreasing profit rate of the capitalistic economy, 

decreasing even more as efficiency rises and that this might lead to a systematic crisis. 
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According to Marx, capitalist technological progress tends to mechanize (the replacement of 

labour with fixed capital) as now apparent in the automation of many jobs through digitalization 

and technology. When capitalist production becomes increasingly capital-intensive, the 

"organic composition of capital" increases (the ratio of "constant capital" to "variable capital" 

or the ratio of the value invested in means of production to the value of labour). If the increase 

in the organic composition of capital is not compensated for by an even stronger increase in the 

added-value rate, the profit rate would tend to fall (Li, 2018).  

 

No matter how much financial capital is invested in e.g. the Silicon Valley, it does not have a 

lasting impact on the consumer economy (Precht, 2018). And the more technologically 

advanced the digital economy becomes, the cheaper their products will be until they eventually 

do not generate any more return. However, what Marx describes as the “law of the tendency of 

the rate of profit to fall” should be regarded as a hypothesis, as some of the theoretical questions 

connected with this ‘law’ are unanswered and there is also no conclusive empirical evidence 

(Li, 2018). Furthermore, it is not as logical and certain as this line of argumentation may make 

it seem. Capitalism has already overcome many burst bubbles, e.g. financial-, real estate- or 

dotcom bubble, and capitalists have always acted creatively against the decrease in the rate of 

profit, either through globalised markets, wars and the increase of real money and fictitious 

capital (Precht, 2018).  

 

Moreover, when looking at the potential end of today’s capitalism, the pressing question arises, 

who would have to take action in the event of a crash in order to convert capitalist business 

models into a more social, humane form of economy or, to borrow the term from Felber et. al. 

(2017), an economy for the common good. Following Precht (2018), the “proletariat” as 

imagined by Marx, would certainly not be able to, neither would e.g. the US government or the 

European Union. A civil revolt, especially by the educated middle class, would also be very 

unlikely, yet, imaginable. But then the next pressing question arises, namely what kind of 

system would, and should they optimally build? Socialism? History shows that all socialism in 

its pure form either leads to a state dictatorship or to a form of anarchy, in which the strongest 

and most ruthless individuals and small groups eventually end up soaring themselves to become 

the new oligarchs (Precht, 2018). 
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Therefore, based on our research and our convictions, we argue that the realistic way is not to 

abolish capitalism. Firstly, there is no presence of what is often referred to in philosophical and 

socio-economical literature as “revolutionary subject”. In Das Kapital, Marx argues why it is 

so difficult for the working class to have full awareness of itself. Amongst others, because it is 

stuck in wage fetishism, which obscures the actual balance of power and replaces the political 

struggle with the economic struggle. Also, because it is materially dependent on the capitalist. 

Thus, an economic crisis of capitalism is also a crisis of the working class, and therefore often 

the first response of the workers to the crisis is the demand for "more investment", that is, for 

"more capital". That is why we argue that there is no “revolutionary subject” and furthermore, 

that socialism is not a blueprint for an alternative for the entire economy. We rather need to 

implement more socialism into the capitalist system as it has historically been done before, e.g. 

in the form of the social legislation of Otto von Bismarck in 1883/1884, or by the Freiburg 

School in the 1930s, where their approach of implementing socialist elements into capitalism 

to make it more attractive and sustainable paved the way for the German Social Market 

Economy after 1948 (Sauerland, 2015; Precht, 2018).  

 

Now, with the current status quo of drastic inequality, environmental destruction and the fourth 

industrial revolution with its potential to eradicate countless employments in process, we argue 

for a more social form of capitalism, partly enabled through SE. As previously mentioned, in 

combination with the fundamental restructuring of social systems and the creation of a UBI, 

financed by micro-taxes to empower each citizen to be financially secured, to motivate them to 

start their own venture, focus on their families and education or simply to follow their desired 

way of life. We believe it would lead to more freedom through socialism and people would 

actually put the focus on how and for whom they want to work. This would also be a valuable 

method to fight inequality as with regard to the threatening unemployment and resulting 

inequality from the fourth industrial revolution, the redistribution of rationalization gains from 

digitization via UBI would take the social explosives out of this development (Spannagel, 

2015). However, UBI as a stand-alone initiative should be criticized. Even if we believe that it 

will help to substantially decrease poverty and partly solve the issue of inequality, we do not 

believe that it will obliterate poverty and completely resolve inequality. Also, the critical voices 

of Kleiner (2016) and Navarro (2016) that UBI will likely decrease the standard of living 

through the vanishing of the rest of the social state needs to be taken into consideration as 
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referring to Marx, the nature of capitalism is that the capital pushes the working class to a 

subsistence level. With a UBI, the state would be the one doing it and not the capital anymore. 

Yet, we argue for the introduction of a UBI as part of a fundamental restructuring of social 

systems. 

     

Secondly, we argue for securing the dignity of citizens, especially their right to informational 

self-determination in the face of the fourth industrial revolution through digitalization and 

providing basic digital services in the form of state-funded search engines and social networks 

with no commercial interest. We deem this to be crucial for the development of a more social, 

humane form of capitalism and society as it would oppose what can be called Silicon Valley 

capitalism, meaning the ruthless exploitation of personal data through business models that 

promise us progress and more freedom. Through this, we would decrease societal dependencies 

on seemingly all-powerful global corporates that capitalise and commercialise on our every 

move and aspect of life. We need to civilise digital capitalism and make sure that we utilise the 

possibilities of digitalization to our advantage and that the digital economy serves humanity in 

the long term and not the opposite.  

 

Finally, a global and serious commitment to sustainability and the conservation of natural 

resources, especially in the face of digital innovations is essential. This would not only enable 

us to prevent drastic causes of environmental destruction, such as massive migration streams 

through e.g. rising sea levels but primarily it would ensure a liveable planet in the long run. Our 

current society needs to transform its economy and mentality to a point, where we don’t need 

to consume so much, or else future generations will face dramatic environmental circumstances. 

To ensure this, we also need more education in humanism. Insofar as to answering our research 

question, we do not consider SE to be capable of being a trailblazer for a more social and 

humane form of society on its own. However, combined with all the factors and complementary 

solutions that we propose, it can serve as a step in the right direction, towards a better tomorrow. 

Yet, we need to be realistic, so to put it in the words of the ‘all-father’ of utopias Thomas Morus 

regarding his vision of an ideal state, “it is easier to wish for rather than hoping to see it 

realised”.    
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8. Limitations and Future Research 
 
Limitations 
Concerning the limitations of our research, we have already acknowledged that no research 

method is without biases and simultaneously elaborated on a wide range of practical limitations 

in the Analytical Strategies and Methods chapter of this thesis. We recognize the limitations of 

our chosen qualitative research approach as well as of observational interviews. Further, we 

elaborate on the practical influence the COVID-19 pandemic had on our research as it forced 

us to cancel our fieldwork halfway through and led to a loss of some interviewees. We also 

needed to shift to less desirable interview formats of remote video calls or simple questionnaire 

responses via email, which we have discussed as well. Linked to that, we critique the method 

of using a questionnaire in general, our relatively small sample size and the lack of having at 

least one subject from every pillar of our ecosystem map. Therefore, we now would like to 

utilise this chapter to present the limitations of our findings, namely in the context of Israel; of 

SE as a concept, focusing on the key aspects definition, financing, impact measurement and 

hybrid models; as well as the dynamic nature of limitations present in the process of societal 

transformation. 

 

With regard to our research environment of Israel, we faced the limitation of what we assume 

to be a very homogenous culture in a comparatively small country and homogenous SE scene. 

Even though the culture of Israel is a very interesting and relevant subject to study and its rather 

small size makes it even more impressive regarding its innovation output, it may also limit our 

research results as there may be a lack of diversity in our interview answers concerning 

convictions and opinions about the SE ecosystem and the key challenges of the discipline. 

However, regarding the factor of homogeneity, we have to assume that we are biased ourselves 

by the outgroup homogeneity phenomenon, meaning that we tend to assume that members of 

other groups, in our case the society of Israel, are very similar to each other, especially 

compared to the assumed diversity of our own (Park and Rothbart, 1982). Furthermore, we 

experienced it to be a rather closed community, sometimes making it hard to get a foot in the 

door with interesting institutions. However, we want to stress that the majority of people we 

encountered were very open, friendly, helpful and we are thankful for the collaboration.  

 



 136 

Next, we will elaborate on the limitations of our findings regarding SE’s inherent challenges, 

being definition, financing and impact measurement. Regarding the definition, the ability of SE 

to combine elements of the business sectors with ones of the social sectors may equally be a 

key element and its greatest obstacle for defining the field. We have to admit that there is no 

exact way of defining the barrier between social- and commercial entrepreneurship and thus, 

under which level the mission of achieving social goals fails to qualify a venture or business as 

SE. Also, our own definition falls under the same limitation, however, we argue that 

establishing concrete definitions helps to get control of the vagueness of the SE concept, thus 

helping to overcome this particular obstacle in the research area. For the aspect of financing, it 

is important to stress the limitation that we primarily elaborated on the practice of impact 

investing as a solution for the external financing of social ventures. However, impact investing 

is still a rather novel approach, so we are yet limited by a lack of sufficient data on its capability 

to serve as a key funding source for SE without undermining its core social principles. Linked 

to that, we may have been too quick to dismiss or lump together other potential or existing 

external sources, such as equity, social VCs, grants or crowdfunding (Sahasranamam and 

Nandakumar, 2020).  

 

Continuing with the limitations in context to impact measurements in SE, we experience that 

even though we argue for the implementation of a widely applicable impact measurement 

format, social ventures are least likely to already have objective measurements in place due to 

the lack of available resources, their size and stage of development. Thus, we were able to find 

out that impact measurement is a challenge, but we were limited by the lack of applicable 

solutions we could have found in e.g. commercial entrepreneurship ventures. Later in the 

development stage of an SE, different measurement methods may become more frequent as 

resources increase. Thus, it would be worthwhile for future research to investigate how a 

venture’s age, size and resources influence a social venture’s capability to live up to impact 

measurement requirements from other stakeholders (Molecke and Pinkse, 2017). Furthermore, 

we discover a limitation inherent to impact measurements regarding the question of how 

accurate such methods can be or already are as it is still close to impossible to quantify variables 

such as luck or happiness. Also, they are limited by how easily they can be misused for ‘CSR-

esque’ image strategies of corporations.  
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With regard to our finding that hybrid models can be the key to success for the sustainable long-

term development of SE, we admit that the implementation of such social hybrid ventures is 

still limited by the need for innovations in acquiring financial capital, the question of their legal 

status and the training and acquisition of talent. This is necessary so that hybrid ventures will 

not be forced to make repetitive trade-offs between economic and social goals (Battilana et al., 

2012). Furthermore, linked to the issue of impact measurement, it will be critical but so far 

unlikely for the development of social hybrids to create and implement measurement methods 

that consider both financial and social value. Despite that we were able to provide findings and 

solutions for potentially well-functioning social hybrid models in the form of DBL- or TBL 

approaches, we are still limited by the lack of knowledge of how long-term successful those 

approaches are in a competitive environment and how they develop over time. Even if we argue 

that it would enable the focus on social missions to prevail, it could likely be that ventures 

solidify on the profit bottom line over a longer period of time, thus disqualifying this approach.  

 

According to Wright (2010) we have to acknowledge the limitations in regards to our scientific 

knowledge when it comes to real possibilities in the process of transcending or reconfiguring 

capitalism. There is not one blueprint for social transformation and empowerment. Every 

transition strategy has to be tailored to the historical, functional and cultural background 

inherent to the system at hand.  We cannot anticipate the limits to possibility that lie on the way 

as part of every transformational effort. “What sorts of institutional designs would enable power 

rooted in voluntary association in civil society to effectively control the production and 

distribution of goods and services? What does it mean to move in the direction of a society 

within which social empowerment is the central organizing principle of the economy?” (Wright, 

2010, p. 85). And what would the respective consequences of this “movement” be?  Those 

questions do not only arise when first thinking about societal change but are recurring with 

every action taken, or respectively reaction received which makes the limitations in 

transformation processes immensely dynamic and hard to grasp.  

 

In the end it could very well be that the desired outcome, the model that the transformation 

process should enable cannot be attained because there are yet-unknown limits that arise 

throughout the process that can never be overcome. In Wright’s book Envisioning Real Utopias 

(2010) he introduces the concept of a “socialist compass”: An imaginary device consisting of a 
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set of principles that helps making the right decisions on the path of social transformation 

consisting of different “pathways” enabling a reaction to shifting circumstances. We might not 

know if there are ultimate limitations to social empowerment, it might as well be, that the 

limitations are much weaker than initially assumed in a future with different needs, possibilities 

and general configurations of institutions, but until then we should be able to move in the right 

direction. The socialist compass is an approach to enable exactly this guidance in (semi-) 

ambiguity for dealing with different possible obstacles along the way (Wright, 2010). 

 

Future Research 

Noam Chomsky (2020) calls the Corona-pandemic “another colossal failure of the neoliberal 

version of capitalism. Massive failure.” And further states that “[i]f we don’t learn that lesson, 

it’s going to recur worse next time” (Chomsky, 2020). He is directly blaming neoliberal 

thinking with the dramatic development of COVID-19 around the world. Also, Vincente 

Navarro (2020) argues that through Neoliberalism becoming the hegemonic ideology of both 

national and international institutions all over the world, public spending is cut and crucial 

services like healthcare and social security become privatized. Two main policies are central to 

the statement that neoliberalism contributed to the reduction of society's capacity to react to the 

spread of COVID-19. One is the idea of free markets with deregulated flow of capital and 

labour, with the results being increased global mobility of people and products and weakened 

policies that protect workers and consumers. The second intervention he states is the cutting of 

public funds, especially for services that should foster the population’s well-being, like medical 

care and public health services (Navarro, 2020). When precariously employed workers cannot 

stay away from work, since it would mean they won’t earn money, they go to work even with 

symptoms of diseases. This is usually also the same share of society that doesn’t have any 

access to health insurance or other systems that ensure treatment when ill. Without diving more 

into detail, the before mentioned serves as a good example for the shortcomings of neoliberal 

thinking that surfaces in times of crisis and will probably (or rather hopefully) stay in the focus 

of the public debate even when COVID-19 is gone. It shows how quickly a system that isn’t 

diligent about the well-being of their participants will break without any form of regulation or 

intervention as long as capitalistic values are in the center of attention most of the time.  
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While Navarro (2020), focuses on the debate around the shortcomings of neoliberal capitalism, 

there is another realm of debates developing, entailing possible solutions. Firstly, there is a 

newly found appreciation for entrepreneurs that are able to adapt quickly to new circumstances, 

are able to analyse the “new-normal” for needs and react in form of the development of 

innovative solutions. A lot of countries started organizing so called “hackathons”, where small 

teams of individuals try to provide solutions for a specified problem (in this specific case the 

effect of COVID-19 on health-system and economy) in a short amount of time (EUvsVirus, 

2020). Also, the willingness to adapt and integrate new solutions is heightened as e.g. new 

forms of collaboration have to be implemented in order to make it possible for the majority of 

the population to work from home. This development can also be seen on a larger scale in 

national and international politics. The crisis has rekindled the discussions about some of the 

concepts we introduced in the earlier parts of this thesis. A lot of economists and politicians are 

currently proposing to think about the UBI as many citizens lose their jobs in the looming 

economic disaster catalysed by COVID-19. The United Nations Development Program for 

example states that “bolder ideas are needed, including some, that previously, were pushed 

aside” (UN News, 2020, para. 1) when bringing UBI back into the global discussion on how to 

provide for people, that don’t even have a basic income floor to fall back on in this time of 

crisis.  

 

In terms of future research this opens up a huge range of investigation topics that each deserve 

a publication on their own. We cannot say how the development of the pandemic will further 

influence leaders and participants of societies all around the world, but we can say for certain, 

that there is a strong influence. The way in which proposals for structural change are carried 

out and how impactful these are, would be a desired extension of our research. To see how 

many crises are needed, to provide rather radical ideas with an audience and how quick and 

forcefully implemented models of social change can lead to a more socially sustainable future.  

 

Looking at future research in the context of the discipline of SE, we suggest that researchers 

should continue working towards establishing it as a new discipline linked to the research field 

of traditional entrepreneurship, in order to enable its growth not only on a practical but also on 

a theoretical level (Abu-Saifan, 2012). Furthermore, future research should focus on creating 

consensus across the different academic convictions about what SE is allowed to be, how it has 
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to be defined as well as about the two other key challenges of impact measurement and 

financing. As previously mentioned in the limitation part, this would help to prevail over the 

still existing vagueness of the SE concept, thereby helping to further overcome research 

obstacles. We also argue for more empirical studies in the field of SE for better understanding 

of its development and potential outcomes. This would benefit not only the field of academia 

but also active and aspiring social entrepreneurs. Concerning hybrid models, we agree in line 

with existing research that, despite the debate over a potential neoliberal takeover of the 

discipline, SE can include both for-profit and non-profit businesses. We argue that future 

research should investigate variations in how ventures follow either a for- or not-for-profit 

strategy in accordance with their social motives and influence their resources and strategies, 

and how metrics like impact in different forms and measurements as well as the common good 

balance compare. Also, as mentioned in the limitations part, future research should focus on 

hybrid models with a TBL strategy in order to analyse the long-term success of such ventures 

in competitive environments. 
                

Regarding the limitation that a blueprint for social transformation and empowerment does not 

exist and that every transition strategy needs to be compliant with and inspired by the historical, 

functional and cultural background of the explored system (Wright, 2010), we suggest that 

future research should replicate our study and create an  SE ecosystem map in a different 

country than Israel, where there is less homogeneity. For this, it could be fruitful to research 

two types of countries, one where there is a low state-dependency and second, where there is a 

high state-dependency. This would allow researchers to; create a more detailed picture of the 

inherent challenges of SE, explore which circumstances allow for SE to be successful in the 

long run and study how important (in)dependency of the state is, in regards to SE becoming a 

key pillar for social transformation. For this endeavour, questions that may be worthwhile 

investigating in other cultures, where there is less homogeneity, could be how different cultural 

values influence social and entrepreneurial orientation and what combination of values works 

best for maintaining the growth and development of SE.  
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9. Conclusion 
 

This study makes four primary contributions. Firstly, we present a theoretical definition of SE. 

On account of this, we contribute to the academic literature of the discipline and help to clarify 

and bind the scope of the field. Secondly, this study makes a theoretical and empirical 

contribution to the research of SE ecosystems as well as of the innovation space in Israel in the 

form of an ecosystem map. Even though we rejected Israel as an excelling breeding ground for 

social entrepreneurship, this study shows that it is still highly relevant with regard to its 

uniqueness of technological advancement and entrepreneurial spirit, through which scalable 

tech solutions have reached the social scene as well. Our study shows that high tech solutions 

are equally qualified to tackle social issues than e.g. grass-roots movements. Thirdly, derived 

from the six hypotheses, this paper offers insights into the relationship between capitalism and 

SE, where it finds that any structure is a configuration of multiple channels and paths taken; as 

well as between SE and the state, where, in the context of Israel, it argues for a low state 

dependency but in the greater context, a high state dependency is desirable. Also, this study 

maps out the three key challenges inherent to SE, which concern the definition, impact 

measurement and financing. Furthermore, it provides a critical approach to a potential solution 

of practical SE development in the form of hybrid models with a TBL approach combined with 

silent capital and slow entrepreneurship. Finally, this paper concludes that SE can become a 

trailblazer in creating a more social humane utopia and it provides a future outlook of how this 

transformation could be achieved and thus look like, with the indispensable simultaneous 

implementation of three other key pillars, namely the fundamental restructuring of social 

systems and the creation of a UBI; the securing of the dignity of citizens with regard to the right 

to informational self-determination in the face of the fourth industrial revolution and a serious 

global commitment to sustainability and the conservation of natural resources.  

 

In conclusion, we do not believe that capitalism can be overcome anytime soon or that it even 

should be due to a lack of alternatives at this point in time. However, it is our strong conviction 

that it can and should be made more social. Furthermore, we wish to emphasize that we do 

support the utopias presented by other authors, because we find it imperative to continue to 

envision such utopias, to critically discuss them and to analyse which individual bricks of each 

of those utopias can be utilised and combined to be practically implemented politically and 
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socially at an appropriate time, insofar as to eventually arrive at a social utopia, still unknown 

to us today. We believe that people need to be presented with visions and possibilities of a better 

future in order to strive towards it, and the pessimistic rhetoric has already been richly fertilised. 

If we are all pessimists, we certainly will find ourselves in a dystopia someday. Our view is that 

an optimist whose expectations are not fulfilled has always led a more meaningful life than a 

pessimist who sees himself confirmed. In this sense, we would like to close this thesis with the 

words of Eric Olin Wright (2010, p. 270): “The best we can do, then, is treat the struggle to 

move on the pathways of social empowerment as an experimental process in which we 

continually test and retest the limits of possibility and try, as best as we can, to create new 

institutions which expand the limits themselves. In doing so we not only envision real utopias 

but contribute to making utopias real.”  
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Appendix 

A: Ann-Christina Petersen Lange 
AC: Hi, I'm Christina. And I work as what is called the innovation associé and posted by the Danish 

Minister of Science and higher education. So I mainly work to enhance collaboration with Israel and 

Denmark, in terms of research and innovation. And it's mainly working with the universities and other 

kind of knowledge based institutions. So it's also private companies and R&D companies. And also 

working it out with the commercialization of research. We have an Innovation Center here at the 

embassy that I'm part of, and we have what is called an executive director who was working with the 

more commercial aspects, and we have three local employees. So that's basically the setup. And it's a 

part of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs and the Ministry of Science in Denmark and that's him to 

enhance our diplomatic relations with Israel. So that's why we also part of the embassy so it's a new 

way to think about diplomacy basically. So now we have the ambassador, we have another person 

working in the political department with a more traditional science diplomacy, trying to solve the 

conflict in the middle east basically. And then we are working in the more new kind of untraditional 

diplomacy work economic diplomacy, science diplomacy. And it means that we are developing 

bilateral relations with the ministries here trying to make partnerships and agreements at the 

governmental level. And then we do concrete partnerships between institutions as well. And we 

service private companies who wants to enter the Israeli ecosystem and wants to advance their 

activities here. We are not doing traditional export promotion. That's what a lot of the Ministry of 

Foreign Affairs trade departments they do in Israel, it's not really a big market. So it's a very small 

market and it's not really an export target for Danish companies. They are here to look for talent to 

look for good students to employ for access to knowledge. And a lot of the big international 

companies, they have their r&d Labs here. So there's a big vibrant innovation ecosystem, Israel is 

really good at developing deep tech technologies and commercializing their research. So that's what 

we are helping the Danish companies to access. So that's just like the mainframe. So I would like if 

you could then introduce yourself and your project, and then we can take it from there and I can 

understand a bit better what it is that you actually looking for. 

 

NY: We also prepared a questionnaire with some guided questions, open questions. 

 

 

  

AC: Who wants to do that? So we'll introduce I think that's fine. Yeah. 
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W: But just to give you a well, I'm Will, this is Niklas and Niklas. So we studied together CBS and 

we're doing masters and right now writing a thesis and so the area we're looking at is sort of (what 

what is your degree?) It's called organizational innovation, entrepreneurship. (Okay.) 

 

NY: It's social science and also rather focused on how to approach societal problems with innovation 

and not like how can you achieve the most profit but rather how to solve problems in society with 

innovation and entrepreneurship. So also rather practical and also rather new. I think it's just been up 

for five years or something like this. So it's been good fun. Very interesting. 

 

Will: But yeah, so a thesis is basically looking at so we're trying to find some sort of a model of how 

to build sort of a social utopia, how you can provide these social entrepreneurship ventures and then 

we're looking at Israel specifically as a case study. And so we're trying to get here to sort of map the 

whole ecosystem and try to sort of to get some kind of framework that we can take back and sort of 

speaking to different like stakeholders from venture capitalists, entrepreneurs, maybe companies doing 

interesting things, people like you, universities, just anyone that we can sort of talk to in the ecosystem 

to get sort of an idea of how it works. And then from that sort of try to analyse what is it specific about 

Israel that makes it such a hub for innovation and that way, ways like this, because preferably it would 

be nice to take these sort of learnings back and apply them to Denmark? But we don't know. That's 

sort of depends on what what we get. 

 

NY: A little bit more background, how it came to this idea. We had this minor last year, which was 

called reimagine capitalism. So how can we kind of either change the existing system towards 

something more social, less inequality, and we really liked this course it was very insightful and one of 

the key pillars there was, we can kind of try to change the system will create a more social system and 

one way to do so is by boosting or enhancing social entrepreneurship and social innovation because 

we can also create jobs with this, you can also help the economy with this, but equally use help 

solving problems rather than maybe destroying resources or whatsoever. So, therefore, we find the 

very good mix that social entrepreneurship is one of our key study parts from the normal program. 

And then taking the second one being this more social science approach. And then, like you said, 

realizing that Tel Aviv was this hub of social entrepreneurship, we thought it would be a very nice 

topic for us and also culturally beneficial to come in for the first time and see it firsthand. 
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N: yeah. And maybe I'll say that Tel Aviv is kind of like the hub for this industry revolution for kinda 

like this new tech, combined with all those entrepreneurial endeavors. That's kind of interesting thing 

we discovered so far. 

 

AC: Yeah, yes, my immediate response would be that I've been working here for three years by now. 

So I've been here for quite a while. And I used to teach actually, at CBS, but in philosophy, social 

science. So I know a bit about the context you are coming from. I did a PhD in innovation as well, but 

more on art of innovation. So how to use that was a hot topic when I was a student 

 

AC: But that's a bit of a different topic, I think, from what you were looking for, the social issues, and 

I was curious when you wrote to me because it's something I've been wondering myself about what is 

actually going on in Israel and To be honest, the innovation center that the Ministry of Foreign Affairs 

they're building, it's focusing a lot on the high tech. So it's not focusing so much on the social side of 

things. It's more how can we enhance Danish competitiveness of danish businesses and advance the 

expertise that we have. So we are connecting to the best environments in the world. So it's in that way, 

don't quote me for this, but it's a bit of a more elitist way of thinking about it. Can we connect 

researchers to the (basement? - some kind of institute) Institute here that are the best university 

according to the ratings, and so on, so we are working a lot with that. And then there are other 

programs funded by the Minister of Foreign Affairs to look more into the social aspect, that but that 

would be people working at the other side, like at the Palestinian side, to enhance that like the society 

as a whole and get creation for innovation and all of that. I think it would make sense to you for you, 

maybe to look at that too. I don't know if it would be Due to time, sort of wise problem, but yeah, 

yeah. And I'm just thinking this is just because I saw an advert that I found was quite interesting for a 

job where they wanted the World Bank wanted to appoint some Danish person through the Ministry of 

Foreign Affairs to take care of job creation and innovation in the Palestinian territory. And then I was 

like, wait, Hey, wait a minute, I work with innovation. Why? Why are they doing this? Hi, this is kind 

of a weird mix. But it's, of course, because it's more working with the social, it's more of a 

development focus than actually getting access to capital. I mean, what we're doing is like, getting 

Danish start-ups to Israel, to expose them to the VC capital funds that are here so that we can enhance 

the danish kind of availability of money and so on. So it's a bit of a different purpose. It's probably not 

so much within the social field. But then, having said that, yeah, and then my other point was that in 

Israel, I think you should be aware that the culture is very different. It's something that drives the 

young people. So when I see you want to when I talk to you, you have a drive to change the world, to 

do something else within reason than just the capitalistic idea of earning more money. In Israel, what 

we see is that the young people, they're driven by the dream of being rich. Creating a company, getting 
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a big exit, and then getting rich. And that's a driver for the way that they behave and what motivates 

them. And it's because the sciences organized in a different way. So there's so much venture capital 

available here that the big companies like a Microsoft, Apple and Facebook, they have the r&d Labs 

here, and then invest in start-ups. And there's so many stories of the start-ups being bought up and then 

people getting rich. So the latest one you might have heard about is Intel, that bought Mobileye for 

like it was like 15 billion US dollars. So those stories out in the media all the time, and they're being 

celebrated in another way that we see it's being done in Denmark. I think we can use a bit of that in 

Denmark to drive and motivate the young people, but probably for different purposes. And that might 

be the purpose would be more of a social purpose. I think things in Israel actually starting to change. 

And because they also see that they need to improve society, the society is very divided and inequality 

is huge. So some people they need to have two day jobs just to get be able to pay the rent and it's quite 

expensive, yeah, to live. And then you have the people working in high tech that earned quite well. So 

So in that sense, it was not such a good case, I think, in terms of how you enhance social innovation, 

but then on the other hand, I see two other ways to think about it is that actually innovation in Israel, it 

happened before anywhere else and it happened for a social purpose, it was actually what created the 

state as such. And I think you can use that actually as a story and as a way to legitimize your case. So, 

I mean, it's a very young state. It was established in 48, as you might know, after the World War, and 

it was a country without any big companies without a big state and a big public sector, and but with a 

great influx of people, so they had Jews coming from all over the world with high education. So the 

state they realised we have to do something to make use of all this talent and what do we do, we want 

people to create their own companies. So already back in the 90s, they created what is called Israel 

innovation , where they have publicly funded incubators, that helps people to develop their own 

businesses, and they basically co fund with private companies and they pay 85% of the expenses of 

creating a start-up and you get a loan and you don't have to pay it back if you don't succeed. So that's a 

very good way of establishing the start-up ecosystem. So the state has taken great responsibility and 

have a lot of credit for it, doing that. And it was, I think, something that was very important to have to 

build up the state and to get a income for the state. And that's really how it survives. So I think that 

story is very important.  

 

NY: interesting that you pointed this out, because we did our research definitely before and also talked 

to our supervisor about the case if Israel is really the best approach to do so and she was convinced 

that it might be interesting, even though the analysis might then in the end, come to the conclusion that 

it's not that social as you might assume, maybe the focus is rather on high tech or rather on more 

capitalistic approach. Yeah. Still, it's an important case like you just said, how the social field came 

into being and also like for us, how is the state involved and how the cultural history influences it. And 
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this is the definitely interesting. I mean, in the end it can likely be with also different appointments 

with also incubators from Israel, and also very social focused businesses. And with their input maybe 

we will come to the eventual conclusion that yeah, it's actually completely capitalistic and not the 

social utopia what we believed was or might be, but this is then also good feedback. Good conclusion 

with what we can work. 

 

AC: Yeah. But I think so that's one side of it is the creation of the state itself and how innovation 

helped to build the state. Then another point is to say that they are actually because now it is like the 

start-up nation. And that's really true. I mean, when you look at the numbers, it's incredible. How 

many start-ups comes out of the universities. I mean, it's far advanced compared to Denmark. And also 

the states, if you compare it to the numbers of people actually living here is quite impressive what they 

managed to do, so and so it's the tool that they have to solve the sides of problems that are now 

appearing in Israel. So it's a bit funny, a lot of people they're afraid about the The Israeli state and 

security and can the state survive. Now there's enemies all around as well. But actually the biggest 

enemy, or the biggest threat comes from within the society itself. And that's the ultra Orthodox Jews 

and Arabic population. So there's like 10% of the population is actually ultra orthodox jews and they 

don't work, they get a subsidy from the government, to read the Torah and to be religious, to practice 

their religion. It started as a way to legitimize the state. So that it would be a Jew state, what would 

somehow make sense if it worked. But at that moment, the Jews, the ultra Orthodox people would be 

400. They get so many kids that wants to stay grow, they have got so many kids that now they're at 

10% of the population, and they're not really contributing to society. So that's a very, very big threat to 

the State of Israel because they're not paying taxes. They're not contributing and Yeah, so that's a huge 

thing that now that is being addressed what to do. And so there's a lot of actually social programs to 

include them into society. And there's a lot of incubators focusing specifically on this, too. They do 

target the ultra orthodox jews and arrabic women. So the women in the Arabic families, they do not 

work and they want to try to integrate them into society. So there are some programs, I think that 

might be interesting for you to look at. With these aspects. I think it's something I always really 

wanted to dig more into myself, but it's not really our what we are doing at the moment, but I think 

there's something Denmark could learn in terms of other, we also have problems with integration of 

migration and so on, not as extreme as in Israel, but sometimes it can make sense to look at an extreme 

case to then learn in Denmark. And also because we don't have innovation as our focus for how to help 

with this problem, and maybe Israel, they found a solution to this. So I think that could be an 

interesting case. 
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NY: Yeah. Also didn't think about this angle, like when you hear about Israel and problems and crisis 

was always, like you said, the first thought that pops into mind is like your enemies from outside. But 

with this said, I never heard about this was the third it was 

 

AC: Yeah, but it's actually now maybe you aware there was an election on Monday, and the whole 

issue was actually around the ultra-orthodox jews. So there are so many people that they are now the 

ones defining who will be the president. And then in the election, the Lieberman, the Minister of 

Defense, usually he would go with Netanjahu to form the government, but this time, he said, No, I'm 

not going to form a government with ultra orthodox parties and Netanjahu's approach because I don't 

want to agree that they are exempted from paying taxes, they exempted from the military service. At 

least we should make them join the military service so that they in some way they contribute, which 

would also be a way out, because then you get access to the young people in their minds in the very 

early states, and you can then educate them. So that's what they're trying to do. And because it's a 

parallel society, like they are totally excluded, and they are only marrying each other, and they have 

their own schools, they're only reading the Torah. They lack basic training in math and like the 

education that we normally have in natural sciences and so on. So that's what they're trying to do. 

They're trying to now on a voluntary basis to attract them to serve in the military and then update their 

basic educational skills while serving in the military but yeah, so now that's why they couldn't form a 

governemnt because of this issue, actually. And then now there was new election and Netanjahu then 

won and now nothing is going to change. 

 

NY: This is our first meeting here. And it's actually the perfect meeting because you from Denmark 

have also the Danish perspective on what we do. So it's nice to have like this intro to the entire thing. 

And then from here, we can go more specifically with the other interviews that we have. But for us as 

a starting point it's perfect. So please talk as many as you want. I would suggest to just ask them if you 

think it's repetitive or you already said it then you can just go on to the next one. And else just be as 

open as you want, go into every day as you want, like we said, we can use every input. And very 

grateful for that. 

 

Unknown Speaker  19:04   

W: Yeah. So as I told you, we're trying to like map out the ecosystem and who the key players are, you 

could say. So one thing you said was the government subsidizing incubators. I think that was a big sort 

of difference or key thing. We're also thinking like we have, so we've written down the key players 

and start-ups or is there a lot of corporate innovation, which, as you said, also the research and 
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development in the big companies have, but then we're also looking at sort of investors, influencers 

like, yeah, basically like, who the key players are in, in the ecosystem 

  

N: The main drivers for innovation in that sense. 

 

W: I would probably say it's not so structured. I don't know. In Denmark, this is structured around it is 

like if you start a company, you don't have this much support. Yeah, there's only my initial. 

 

AC: Yeah. So he has much more part of the whole culture and the DNA of the people. Basically, it's 

your idea when you're young that you want to start your own company. So in a way, it's a big part of 

the society. But it's also something that just happens, which is difficult for us because we want to get 

back to Denmark to give some concrete advice about what is actually is that Israel is doing. So if you 

look now you said universities in Denmark, they pay a big part. Definitely they do. Here, they do, but 

in a more indirect way. So they educate the young people, and then they go out and they do their start-

ups. So if you look at the numbers, the Israeli universities, they're much better at creating start-ups. If 

you look at the numbers of companies being established by students, the amount of VC capital raised 

by students and all of this, but they don't really have an incubation program where they have this done 

in structured way, in Denmark, we're much better doing that actually, we have it structured, it's 

integrated into the teaching courses and so on. So we are working to educate the Israeli on how to 

structure it better. And then we are trying to learn from what is Israel doing, actually by bringing 

students here. So we do start-up boot camps for students coming to Israel, because there's no way we 

will get access to the methods without (blowing it?). And that's very same for the Israeli way of 

working. It's like they do things. They're very pragmatic, and they don't, they're not so good explaining 

what it is that they actually do. But the number speaks for itself. And then but you asked, you wanted 

me to answer who is actually the main players, right, like growing up the landscape. So definitely the 

Israeli government has had a big impact. From the very beginning on it had had different names. So it 

was the Office of the Chief Scientist when it was first established. I'm just mentioning these names so 

you can look it up and read about it. And then now is the (Israel Innovational Forety?). So it changed 

its name. But that's the key main public funding body for innovation. And if you look at the numbers 

that they have, like the funding available, it's huge. Much bigger than what we have available as a part 

of the public funding for innovation in Denmark. And then they established, it started with a very 

famous incubation program where they make a tender, so a private company can get a license to run an 

incubator, but 85% of the expenses are paid by the state. So it's not very expensive for the private 

company to do this. And what that created was that so for instance, Citibank, they have had an 
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incubator like this. It was running, I think, for maybe eight years or so. And then afterwards, the 

government takes out the money, but then Citibank, already have people here and they invested so 

much, they got access to the deal flow, they saw the talent available, so they're staying for their own 

money. So that's been a really effective model for the Israeli society. They are thinking in a different 

way about it. They're like this is necessary for the state to survive. So it's not like in when we have 

presented this to the Danish government and showed the model, they're very interested. But then in the 

end, they're like, how does the State get the money back? Like this is a huge investment, but no 

obvious result in the end, you cannot be sure that what it will actually create in the end, but here 

indirectly, it was what provided the whole ecosystem and attracted the big companies. And then 

another point that they did, which was very smart, was that they said all the companies, all the start-

ups that got funding from the Israeli state, the IP needs to stay in Israel. So that meant that will private 

companies, they're coming here to scout and they are looking for the tech solutions. And you just have 

to say that Israel really provides some good tech solutions. So the big companies, they're here to scout, 

they're here to look for the technological solutions to buy the start-ups. And then they come and then 

they fell in love with this technology. And then they realise, okay, I cannot take the IP out. So I need 

to then in the end, they established r&d departments in Israel to get access to the talent to get access to 

the public funding. And that, of course, also enhances the private investments in Israel for innovation. 

But also at the Innovation Center, we definitely see a rule companies to go to Silicon Valley because 

it's the obvious place to start. It's access to a big market, investors and so on, and then they meet the 

Israelis who actually invented all the solutions that they're promoting, and then they come to us. So 

that's definitely a route where it's like it was kind of disturbed before the states. I think you could say 

So it's more of an experimental lab where the solutions are being developed. And then it's always to 

develop it for another market. So that's also a difference. In Denmark we think a bit more locally. So 

the start-ups, they are inventing things for the Danish market or for the German market, and maybe the 

local European and Nordic at some point. In Israel is like, well, we have no friends around us. So we 

need to expand immediately. So they're inventing solutions for the big companies from day one. So it's 

not like we start small and then we expand, they start big from the very beginning, and then they want 

to export it to the states or to Germany. So that's it is also a bit of a different mentality.  

 

N: So the way what you said like Silicon Valley is overcrowded everyone knows that. Yeah, no one 

really thinks about Israel. But for a fact Israel is where the big chunk of everything is coming from. So 

is it that they have problems marketing themselves, like the Innovation Hub Israel? 

 

AC:I think it's more like it's a smaller country. And then it's more specialised solutions. So because the 

start-ups they want to be bought up by the big American companies. So for instance, in the FinTech 
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space, they will invent solutions for the big banks to be bought up by the big banks, and it's very 

specialised solutions, business to business. So it's not like in Denmark we have a lot of great FinTech 

start-ups doing consumer solutions as inventing mobile pay, you know the things that we are using on 

an everyday basis. And that is more for bigger audience or big market like the States. So I think it's a 

different different ecosystem.  

 
 

W: So I was also something I've been wondering is my prejudice is a bit that it would be hard that say 

I was to come here as a Dane and start a company. From what I've read, it's just sort of not a closed 

society, but sort of is harder to integrate into it into sort of enter the type of social circles that you need 

to. Do you think that was such as? 

 

AC: It's actually a good question. I never thought about this, I think both yes and no. So I think I 

mean, at a general level yes, it's a very closed society. It's difficult to get a job here if you don't speak 

Hebrew and if you are not Jewish. So in that sense, it's quite exclusive. Than on the other hand in 

terms of research, and high tech jobs and so on is actually quite open. So they have agreements with a 

lot of countries to have exchange programs and special sort of deals where you can have a start-up 

company and actually they did something interesting. I don't know if you're familiar with the Erasmus 

student exchange program, Israel just issued another like Erasmus kind of start-up exchange thing. So 

you can get a visa, especially if you are a start-up. So definitely, if you bring knowledge and value to 

the country you are allowed to enter (laughter). 

 

W: And I guess something we're quite curious about, as well as sort of, with all these geopolitical 

issues and conflicts. How does that affect when we talk to people how open is it to talk about it? Or 

should we be very wary of bringing up, for example, Palestine or in Egypt?  

 

AC: It depends what, who you talk to. And I mean, yeah, so some of the VC funds can be a bit 

religious, it's American money coming from people being religious. OurCrowd is definitely a VC fund 

you could talk to they're quite interesting. And they have a big influence in the ecosystem here, but 

they are quite religious people. Not like the ultra-orthodox, but being more traditional. And I would 

not mention the conflict. Especially not the way we think about it being Danes. In the universities, 

they're quite left-wing. So left-wing here just means being sensible. Don't quote me for this but like 

that's being closer towards the Danish approach to things. But other than that the general population 

and people coming from Jerusalem can be quite right wing oriented. And but I mean, on the other 
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hand, we do talk about this openly with some, like in some cases, and also with the whole political 

environment, it does affect the way that we can create collaboration between them and Israel, of 

course. So we have certain limits for how we can work with Israel. So, when we do a bilateral 

agreement between two government bodies, we need to have a territorial clause written into the 

agreement, which means that it needs to be stated that we are collaborating with the will Ishwara 

which is within the territory that was defined after the Six Day War in 67. So that's called the green 

line. And of course, Israel itself thinks that the settlements is also part of the Israeli state and we need 

to put in that we are actually only collaborating with the official Israel that was approved by the UN in 

67. So we need to follow that guidelines. So that's always European countries, they have to follow this 

and the Israelis, they are aware, but still, they try to kind of go about in creative ways about this, I 

would say, and we do have problems, making these ready for them to sign the agreements that we 

want to have with them. So this is a big thing. And it's a big thing for innovation and for the 

universities, because in Israel there are seven universities, then the Israelis themselves think that they 

have eight because that's one on the wrong side of the border. In the palestinian territory, and part of 

East Jerusalem is actually not like Israeli territory, but they just kind of occupied that land and build 

the city. And so the Minister of Science is also on the wrong side of the border. So we are not allowed 

to, to have public meetings with the Minister of Science in that building so they have to come to Tel 

Aviv for us to have official meetings and to handle these negotiations. And of course, so we are 

negotiating. And I mean, I can just give you some funny stories like we are negotiating, negotiating 

like, so we should do quantum science, we should do something in solar energy. What can we do to 

advance these topics and our two countries, we both have good research on these topics. And we all 

agree on what can be done. We all want to have money backed agreements. And then at the end, the 

guy usually the young guys then saying, well, but we have to address the elephant in the room that no 

one is talking about the territorial clause, and then everything breaks down. It's like, Okay, well, yeah. 

So that it is really an obstacle for the way that we are trying to enhance the collaboration with Israel. 

So we will see now after the election, but it doesn't look too good. And now we will see the 

negotiating their association to the European Research framework program for funding and hopefully 

they will join but we Don't know. So we'll see. So everything has very political and environments 

quite tense.  

 

W: It's interesting, because in some ways, Israel very much mimics the western values or Danish 

values that we have. 

 

AC: Yeah, it is a bit. And when I talk to the people, at my level at the different ministries, they're like, 

Yeah, I know, because now, I'm bringing this up every time I speak to people in their voices, because I 
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don't want a situation where we spend too much time making an agreement, and then it falls to the 

ground because of this. So I'm saying it up front, and then they're like, Yeah, I know. And I know, it 

shouldn't be like this. And I know that we should just sign your agreement. But you know, that's what 

our minister wants. So it's not a general opinion of the well educated part of the Israeli population but 

it's, it's the political system, and it works like this. So it's mainly in the Tel aviv area and in the 

ministries people being well educated. They are sort of more sensible about these issues. And then you 

have the people being, like, very religious.  

  

N: But it's not directly sanctioned bringing it up, or they're talking about it? 

 

AC: No, no, no, no. I mean, it depends how you bring it up. Yeah. 

 

N: Good. Being sensible about it 

 

NY: But also in that sense, even though it's a big elephant in the room in that sense, but our research is 

not that much focused on, for example, the conflict between Israel Palestine, so normally it wouldn't 

really come up naturally in a conversation. 

 

AC: I mean, there's no reason to bring up the conflict when you talk to people in innovation space, 

because it's not a big deal. It's not really a big issue. And when we work with institutions like 

universities, it's not a problem or start-ups coming to the incubators here. That's no problem at all. It's 

as soon as it becomes official, kinda thing with the government to government. 

 

W: I think for us, it's more when we talk about social entrepreneurship is potentially what the 

population they should be addressing. Because now, you know, even perhaps, as you said, the Arab 

woman in Israel can really work or don't work. 

 
 

 

AC: Yeah. So that's very something they addressed very explicitly. Yeah. So you should look at the 

Israel Innovation foretys (?) website because they have some information, I think about these 

programs, and also the council for higher education. It's the public funding body for the universities 

here. And they are normally they did like basic research, but they're going more and more into also 
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enhancing collaboration with the industry. And now they have some specific programs for education 

for Arab women.  

 

W: I think another thing we're talking about this sort of the American influence. From the research we 

have there's a lot of American influence, sort of in terms of both politics, politics and funding wise. 

Does this play an influence on the way that Israeli start-ups started? 

 

AC: It's more like, too much actually. That was my assumption when I moved here, that it will be 

much more influenced by the states and that culture, not so much I think actually, because it's really a 

mix. There's a lot of Russian Jews. So the Russian culture matters a lot. French Jews are coming into 

the country now these days because in France, there are some enhanced anti semitism and there's a lot 

of the Jewish population not feeling safe there anymore. And then another issue - I don't know if this 

will be relevant for you - but they also have a lot of Ethiopian refugees. So there's a Jew community in 

Ethiopia. And they're entering Israel and they're poor. They often cannot read anything. So I don't 

know exactly how the Israeli state is actually dealing with this if they are just letting them in, and then 

they have to serve themselves because they are poor, they are the poorest part of the population. Or if 

they have targeted programs for them to enter into jobs, I'm not sure but it would be worth maybe 

looking into this. 

 

N: But actually, how does it work? Like, how's the asylum policy of Israel? Is it like when you have a 

proven track record of being Jewish? 

 

AC: Yeah. So like, if you're fourth generation Jewish, you can enter. 

 

NY: Yeah, so you also touched that point in the beginning about that even though you're not very 

much focused on the social side, and also you've said that Israel itself is rather focused on deep tech 

and more capitalistic approach to innovation. So would you, could you maybe give us a little bit more 

insight? What's your opinion about? Is it actual social innovation happening here? And if so, what may 

be the key areas? And what's your personal opinion? Is it really social then? Or is it rather 

greenwashing or they just pretend to be social, but in the end, actually, capitalistic? 

 

AC: Yeah, no, I actually think more and more is going to happen. And I see the people they 

approached us to get to know more about what Denmark doing in this area, because they know that we 
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are more socialist oriented or social oriented than Israel and (Bitcoin?) University specifically, they are 

starting a program now I think in this space. I don't know so much about the specific sectors of what 

that is going to focus on. But definitely, I think something is happening and I don't think it's a cover up 

because I think it is actually truly happening. And because it's not an idea like that would not be a 

reason for them to really try to pitch this without something actually happening because it's not a big 

focus area in Israel as such. So in that way, there's no reason for them to really use that as a cover, I 

think. But this is only my feeling. Yeah, I don't really know this. 

 

N: It might not be that conscious cover up. But this is a running gag. every start-up says they're 

making the world a better place. And some call that social already.  

 

AC: Yeah, no, that's true. But that's no, the Israeli are very direct and straightforward about what 

they're doing. And actually what the Danish delegations and companies are saying when they see the 

start-ups here pitching they're like, they are not focused on the social aspect like we are in Denmark 

they're very surprised by that and they're surprised that the Israelis they don't at least feel a need to 

address the fact that they actually came to New World. 

 

NY: that's a very funny insight our thesis because it kinds of rewinds our entire topic to was like 

Israeli model for the social scene actually saying that it's the complete opposite of this capitalistic 

example.  

 

N: We have a chance to analyse what is starting right now, today. 

 

AC: Do that, and also, I think you should, this is sort of my approach, but it's also because we haven't 

actively worked in this space. So it might be that you will find some areas in some communities in 

Israel, where you can really see that they are doing something quite unique. 

 
 

N: Yeah, we're dealing with social incubators and VCs. 

 

Yeah. So I'm very curious also, to know what you will find out. 
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W: So also, I think it's not just because they're not addressing it doesn't mean they're not changing 

things.  

 

AC: Exactly. They could frame it in different way. And actually, what's underneath would be some 

kind of social innovation. And of course, still the way how the government supports it, the way that 

the government is now thinking to develop incubators in different areas, because that could be another 

angle, that they do this very specifically to enhance sort of the greater good for the population. So, for 

instance, the Israel Innovation Authority recently had a tender to establish an incubator in the north of 

Israel within food tech, because they know that there's a bit of food tech happening there. But it's not 

an area that's very well developed. But it needs to improve, and also for the local people to get more 

companies where they could employ people and more people coming out of university so that they 

don't need to go to Tel Aviv or Jerusalem to get a job.  

 

N: Yeah, and just take out of context because I wanted to touch upon it. We didn't really get that: The 

military service. Because you read it again and again that's really part of the digital training. And also 

like this innovation approach, how I understood, like working with small teams coming up with 

solutions fast and iterate.  

 

AC: So everything that happens inside the military is very secrets, but we are trying to understand a bit 

more what it is that they're doing. And that has been the crush? we've been working with the industrial 

foundation and Denmark, because they are now issuing a call with a lot of money behind it to enhance 

cybersecurity in Denmark, and they went to Israel to see what's going on here. And then they wanted 

to know more about how they actually train people in this field. And so this is relevant for cyber 

security, but it's also because they have a tech unit in general in the military, but it's an elite unit. They 

train the young people to become like high tech expert. So it's the military, it was not only about 

combat services going to war, it's also about train people for intelligence. And they do that quite well. 

And so that's what famous so they have a unique called 80200, which is the elite unit, and where they 

take people in quite early. So they're looking out for talents already before High School, even when 

they start to test them, they start to talk to them about what they want with their life. If they want to 

enter the military at some point, then I think the military is paying for part of the education and they 

have an agreement with the high schools, so they have extra curricular courses. And then only a part of 

these young people are actually going to enter this elite unit if they qualify. So it's a very elite 

initiative. But then they have like 3000 people, I think in a year, so it's actually quite big. Denmark is 
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trying to copy this. We have 30 a year so it's not at the same scale, and you do see that also, if you take 

some of the tech gurus and some of the successful start-ups here, they all joined that unit.  

 

N: But that's also, like you said, being already implemented in Denmark, this could also be one key 

takeaway of this entire study that actually initiative like this to foster talent early on, to develop this 

talent, then lead into best innovation in the country can create something like this. 

 

So like, as we move forward, what do you think is the most interesting people for us to contact there?  

 

yeah, definitely, I would at this stage talk with one from each of the different stakeholder that I think 

would be important for establishing the ecosystem here. So the Israel innovational Foritude (?) for 

sure. And somebody of the VC funds - KVP or ourcrowd. They're the two main big ones. Some start-

ups also, story share the stories. Yeah. And then some of the universities. They have, like technology 

transfer officers. They are really good at commercializing research. In Denmark, it's more that we also 

have technology transfer offices at the universities, but it's more protecting the IP so that they make 

sure that the university and the research is going to benefit from the inventions. Here is a more 

proactive approach. So they have business developers employed, and they look and talk to researchers 

on a daily basis trying to understand what it is that they're doing and how to commercialise their 

research. So a different approach. They're actually much more productive trying to get the research out 

to the benefit for society and commercialise it. And they're very good at doing this. So maybe you 

could talk to some of them as well as the Hebrew University, they have a technology transfer officers. 

It will come up if you google Hebrew, University of Jerusalem and then TTO. So VC capital, start-

ups, universities. 
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B: Varda Shoham 
 

Interviewer   

Okay, like I said before, so we just gonna go through it, and maybe for clarifying purposes, even 

though we already know what you do, but just for the academic coherence that maybe you can state 

first your name, then the company and then the role you have in this company. As well as the mission 

of IVN. 

 

Varda   

Okay, so my name is Varda and I'm a manager of a big fund in IVN. IVN is the Israel venture network 

which is an organisation, they mentor and invest in social business ventures. What I mean by social 

being a business venture, we invest in mentoring only social businesses that have a sustainable 

income. And they don't rely only on philanthropic because we believe that they are social businesses 

in order for them to be for the long term. They need some nice safe income and they should be either a 

product or service for these 'special' population and I will really try to define what they mean by 

special population or either they employ this special population.  

 

Now what we call special population is either khalidi men, people from the arab sector, (DRUIDY) 

sector, people with special needs, people above age 65 years old and they don't have any pension, or 

women that are single mothers, and youth at risk. 

 

This is about the kind of population that what they say, special needs, that's what they mean about this 

kind of population. So, every social venture that employs these people either creates a service for these 

people or produces a product for these people we consider as a social business.  

 

Now, we publish a call for candidates once a year, and this year we got about 150 application, we 

reviewed these applications. And most of them, either we don't consider them as a social business, or, 

we don't think that they have a business model. 

 

 

So we interviewed about 15 of them. And at the end of the day we choose like about five of them. So 

we do a due diligence procedure where we review. We don't need them to be profitable, but we have 

to believe that associated with their business model is something good. We can evaluate that it will be 
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in let's say, two years could they be breakeven? Yeah. And also we don't choose a social businesses 

venture where they rely on more than 30% of the income on the philanthropic 

 

Interviewer   

So it has to be self-sustaining? 
 

Varda   

Yeah, exactly. And also we measure that if their employees are from the special population, we 

measure how many people they employ, what are the positions say for these people. And it can be 

considered only if they pay them at least the minimum wage and that they have a employer employee 

relationship. If they don't have this relationship, we don't consider them as employees. 

 

So we measure their social impact this way. If they employ these people, and if they create the service. 

We measure how many people may need, or use this kind of service? And also, if they produce a 

product, it's the same. How many people and what is their effect on the immediate consumers, which 

I'll call the special population, and the effect of their families or other people around them. 

 

Interviewer   

Right, that's perfect. Thank you very much for this perfect introduction. 

 

What is it then when you evaluate the impact that companies will bring to society or to the people in 

need? What do you then exactly do in cooperation with those companies? How do you foster them or 

what kind of process do you do? 

 

Varda   

The process; after we selected these ventures, we have in IVN about 80 to 90 mentors which are 

specialised in different areas. So for each venture with each right mentor; it can be marketing, it can be 

in business development, it can be in other interests. So a mentor usually meets with one of us at the 

beginning, every two weeks or even more often. And we built within the business model if they don't 

have very usually the business model that they come to this programme is not a final one. So we build 

with them the business model, we help them with the marketing and if they need special advice from a 

lawyer, accounting, digital marketing, or whatever else we have our people that can give them a few 
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hours in each area.  

 

And this is in the seed fund. This process is fully here, we give them usually grants because if they are 

seed, they cannot get a loan. So we give them a grant up to 50,000 Shekels and after a year, hopefully, 

part of them can go to our other funds that are more mature. They look for more mature businesses, 

social businesses. In the other funds that we have, we can give them a loan or equity of higher than 2 

million Shekels. And we give them mentoring of at least three to four years. But we look there for 

more mature ways social businesses and usually most of them are coming from the seed. 

 

Interviewer   

Okay, perfect. Hmm. Regarding the businesses that you support. So over the years now, what would 

you say are the I mean, you also already said it, but just for the sake of having this questionnaire, the 

career and way maybe also add to that, what would you say would be the key areas of innovation and 

like social innovation in focus for you at the moment and what markets do those social start-ups that 

normally target? 

 

Varda   

I'm not sure I understood your question. And what? 

 

Interviewer   

If you're looking for start-ups, what kind of area like what kind of social area you're looking in? What 

kind of social problem do you want them to solve? And what kind of markets those start-ups normally 

serve? 

 

Varda   

Ah, it's very hard to say because I can tell you that many of our ventures that we have up to now, about 

50 ventures. So, many of them are people who come from being at risk, usually produce products like 

carpentry, and produce candles. They work on the farm and they sell the vegetables to customers.  

 

Some are in the high tech scene, and they take adult men and give them one year education. And after 

that they open a software company either outsource these people to other companies or they produce 

their own product. If it is local people with special needs, usually these people are working in firms or 
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in food businesses like a restaurant. Bedouins by the way, they are also in the high tech industry. I 

have bedouins in the high tech industry. And that's about it.  

 

Interviewer   

Okay, perfect, but makes sense for us. And it's also, yeah, what you said, it's maybe hard to tell if you 

have such a broad diversity of different start-ups to kind of define one key market or something like 

this, but we can definitely work with this input. And he would talking already before about the impact 

that for example, you value the impact, according to that people have to be employed, have to have a 

minimum minimum wage, and there has to be this employer employee relationship and do maybe have 

additional information to test like how do you measure the impact of your social ventures that you 

support?  

 

Varda   

Yeah, we have a special company that does the research about these people, they introduce you to 

them. They have a questionnaire in the beginning where they fill out a questionnaire and they fill 

every year a questionnaire and you'll measure their confidence and how they advance in the job. Not 

doing the same thing all the time, how dedicated they become over the time to the venture. You know, 

we do it with an outside organisation that is doing this research for us.  

 

Niklas: 

Okay, perfect. And then you also told us already about how the finance plan is in place for when you 

decide to support an adventure. But we would also be interested in how do you finance yourself as 

IVN? Or like what kind of financing mechanisms do you use to support your ventures? How you as IV 

and how you finance yourself visits via the government. 

 

First of all with one of our funds, we did it in cooperation with the government, okay. So they invest 

half of money and we invest half of the money. And the money are from entrepreneurs and is coming 

from philanthropy or for people that give us say the money is loan and they get two and a half percent 

on their loan. Which is the low where percentage but they invest in a social organisation. So, you 

know, they put the money in, they get a low interest, but that's okay. So, we raise money for 

Federations, from private people which people call me, other funds, and that's about it.  
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Interviewer   

Perfect. Mm hmm. 

 

Niklas: 

And then could you maybe, again, tell us how exactly does it work from when you decide to support a 

venture? You said that two different or several different steps in the seed programme they receive a 

certain amount and then the more mature state there is a different amount. So what kind of financing 

mechanisms do you have in place for supporting those social ventures of yours? 

 

Varda   

We have an investment committee and when we come to this investment committee, we show them a 

prediction of three years from now on, what we believe will be the business model. And we have and 

we interview you know, people we interview their customers we interview the people in the ventures 

we do a lot of due diligence process is about a two month process, very intensive. And after that, we 

produce a presentation. We introduce the manager or the entrepreneur, because part of our decision is 

who is the entrepreneur, who is the manager and how much time they invest in this venture and how 

dedicated they are for this venture. We introduced the business more than and the Investment 

Committee decided how much money to give them. We don't give them money at once. We give them 

according to their business results and social results. For example, if they reach a decent amount of 

income, and they employ a decent amount of people, we give them the second tranche of money. If 

they don't reach it, we have to understand to explain why to bring it again to the Investment 

Committee and to see if it's a good reason to give them a second tranche or not. So that's the way we 

work.  

 

Interviewer   

So, then regarding all those questions now have been rather focused on your work at IVN, your work 

as a social incubator, and then afterwards I would have some questions regarding your opinions or 

your knowledge about the more general social entrepreneurship scene in Israel. But maybe before 

diving into this, could you maybe tell us one example or your favourite example of a success story of a 

venture of yours? 
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Varda   

Yeah, I will give you. We have a great venture in Bnei Brak, which is called Raf tech. They are a 

venture that began 5 years ago. And they looked for Haredi who are above 25 years old who are 

married and they took them through a year of education to teach them mathematics, English, and 

python.  

 

In the beginning, there was a cycle of, I think 10 people and only seven survived the one year. And 

each year, more and more and more people came to this programme. It was unbelievable because in 

the beginning the Haredi world was against it. Now, this venture, I forgot to say they learn Torah 

every day until one and they work only from 1pm to 9pm. 

 

Although they didn't leave the Torah, the (Haredi) world was really against it in the beginning and it 

took time for the (Haredi) world to accept this programme and right now when we open a new cycle of 

education, we have about 600 people that request for it. And, now we have each cycle with about 30 

people nowadays studying in the maybe 2 out of 30 don't finish the programme. 

 

And right now, we have about, in Bnei Brak end in Jerusalem, we have a software company which 

employs these men. We have about 95 people that earn a really great salary like they could earn in the 

business world, in the outside business world and they are working in a religious environment. And 

they also continue to learn Torah, to practice. 

 

And I think it's a great success. After RafTech, during the past two years, there will be at least two to 

three other ventures which are much smaller but they started to also create ventures, which are like 

RaftTech. They offer great salaries, possibilities for extremely religious people, and are a great role 

model for other ventures. 

 

Interviewer   

Yeah, exactly how I said before maybe now it would be very, very interesting if because you as an 

expert, you being already working in this scene for quite a time, maybe you could give us some 

insights about how the social start-up ecosystem developed in Israel, because from what we kind of 

heard from other people working here as well, they told us that this entire social start-up scene is rather 

new. It's rather new and rather now starting to really develop not only Tel Aviv but also other cities. 

So maybe if you could give us a bit of insights about how in your eyes this social start-up scene has 
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developed now over the years.  

 

Varda   

I think it's true. I think it's much more popular these days than it used to be four-five years ago, but 

still I think that many ventures are social but not many of them are social business ventures. You know 

a social venture is really nice but we believe that they should have a self-income model because 

otherwise they cannot rely only on the philanthropic or even not the cannot rely only on the 

government. 

 

I cannot say it is new but I think we are the leaders and in the past and I can say that in the past 5 

years. We see more of them in the Israeli market. 

 

Right now the trend, I think, is social businesses venture that we can measure the social impact it can 

be. To measure social impact, it's not just to measure, as I said before, to how many people they sell 

the product or how many people employ. But it's also the surrounding people, what is the effect? And I 

think right now in IVN at least, we try to develop a measurement tool, how to measure it and what to 

measure. It is not done yet. But eventually we are going to move to these say a to ventures with more 

impact. So we need to provide them with more money, we are talking about at least 2 million Shekels 

for each one. And that's the new direction of IV in for the next year. So it's scaling up, basically. 

 

Interviewer   

Interesting. Definitely. Because also for us it is very interesting looking at this, not only social 

ownership, it's exactly what you said that it's nice to have the entire social aspect in it. But there's more 

and more this connection between business and social, so that in order to be self sustainable, you need 

to have a certain business aspect. And then also what you just mentioned this aspect of how to measure 

impact becoming More More an important factor in order to work in that field. You also said that IVN 

is the leader in this social business incubator system in Israel. But we will also be interested. Maybe 

you can tell us a bit about that about the general ecosystem. So maybe you have also other like key 

players in that field of social business entrepreneurship that you could maybe tell us about, or other 

incubators, or who kind of makes up the field of social business entrepreneurship in Israel at the 

moment. 
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Varda   

I think Bridges are more in social impact but are referring to different populations than we choose at 

IVN but they are in this type, Bridges. 

 

Interviewer   

If you don't know or if you're not familiar enough for if you don't want to answer a question, it's not a 

problem at all. We just go through it. And any input you can give us is highly appreciated. And also, 

what you already told us is very, very helpful. 

 

What else I think that's more or less it on the questionnaire, or do you guys have anything to add or 

any other questions you want to ask? No, I think that's good. 

 

Okay, so that's so far what we have from our questions. So if you have any other points or where you 

think maybe it would be interesting for us for our research here in Israel to look at or what is the most 

interesting fact that's going on at the moment or anything to add for us? 

 

Varda   

A lot, something that maybe if you sent me the summary, I can make it more stuff after they see what 

perfect, 

 

Interviewer   

Okay, cool. 

 

So about that. Thank you very, very much for your time. It was very interesting. Thank you. And yeah, 

we have your email we're gonna get back to you after we kind of summarise it. And apart from that, I 

 

We wish you thank you and speak soon. Yeah, goodbye. Goodbye Bye bye 
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C: TheHive 
 

The Hive Incubator Ashdod Monday 9th March 2020 

 

One of our main contacts, Jennifer Wertschein, brought us along to her incubator program, which is 

located 30 km south of Tel-Aviv, in a city called Ashdod. We arrived at 10am, and walked into a 4-

hour seminar about pretotyping, under the instruction of a serial entrepreneur in the field of Biotech, 

Oren. “TheHive Ashdod Accelerator is an initiative of the Small and Medium Business Agency at the 

Ministry of Economy and Industry, in collaboration with the Ashdod Municipality. The accelerator 

serves early-stage Start-Ups and is operated by Gvahim, an Israeli non-profit organization that is 

committed to enabling business and career success for new immigrants.” (TheHive website). Gvahim, 

an Israeli NGO, is also responsible for other support actions in the social environment, such as 

education and employment. We found it to be a refreshing and unique composition of an NGO, 

specialising in unique fields. 

 

The group seminar consisted of Oren and the 8 start-ups currently housed at The Hive, and the purpose 

was to instruct them on how to approach pretotyping, taking them through several collective exercises. 

This type of seminar was very open, with entrepreneurs discussing their real-time problems, and others 

chiming in to relay their frank opinions. Oren, the mentor and seminar leader, acted as more of a 

facilitator, than a teacher. While his opinions were respected and listened to, we found that the 

entrepreneurs, who have little experience compared to Oren, were not afraid to challenge his views. 

Further to our surprise, Oren welcomed both critique and questions, forging an open environment 

where people had the freedom to be honest. While we had read about the Israeli ‘Chutzpah’, and the 

culture of challenging the status quo in favour of finding the best solution, this was the first time we 

witnessed in a formal setting. One startling difference that we found was that people are not bound by 

their own ideas, and so they do not get offended when other people criticize these ideas. Rather they 

are motivated to find the best, or most innovative, solution to the problem. This creates an inquisitive 

environment whereby participants are able and willing to spar with each other on their projects, and 

where conformity is not necessarily seen as a positive trait. 

 

One of the outstanding traits of the seminar, from our perspective, was that the young founders were 

not afraid to challenge someone more senior and with decades more expertise. They were also not 

afraid to disagree with him, and this could be interpreted two ways:  
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1) Their search for the truth means they are not afraid to challenge someone, or of hurting their ego, as 

they are more interested in learning and getting the best result. 

OR  

2) they are perhaps less humble in their knowledge; there were some instances where they questioned 

the validity of something, rather than realising they did not understand.  

Either way, it was a very open environment, where there was no hierarchy interfering with the debate 

in the room. People were also very happy to share their own troubles, give advice to others, and 

generally there was a non-competitive atmosphere among the entrepreneurs. They were also very 

respectful of each other’s time, not challenging each other for more attention from Oren. Judging by 

our experience in the entrepreneurial field, we found that this class could not have existed in Denmark, 

as young entrepreneurs generally; conform with seniors, compete with each other, are less open to 

critique and are not able to spar with each other in a formal setting.  

 

In this particular seminar, the founders seemed to be more tech-based, meaning their major issues were 

understanding the business aspect of creating a venture. Most of them were very confident in their 

technology and ideas. This concurs with our preconception that Israel is very strong on R&D, 

software, deep tech, and high tech products. It was interesting to see that they also struggle with how 

to; go-to-market, who to target, generating profit, and the other issues that Danish companies often 

struggle with. Another factor that we witnessed in the meeting, was how entrepreneurs do not seem 

phased with uncertainty, as many Danish entrepreneurs might. “Why we are the start-up nation is 

because we are in constant balagan (chaos, uncertainty).” (Oren). This is completely different to 

Denmark, where a constant focus in the entrepreneurial world seems to be to decrease risk, make 

‘safe’ bets, and to formalise the creative process with the help of tools and frameworks. It was 

apparent that the entrepreneurs who we met here, were more aware of how uncertain the road can be 

for entrepreneurs, and better equipped to deal with it.  

 

Generally, the environment seemed to be more inquisitive, whereby the young founders were not 

afraid to challenge someone more senior and with decades more expertise. They were also not afraid 

to disagree with Oren, and this could be interpreted 2 ways: 1) their search for the truth means they are 

not afraid to challenge someone, or hurting their ego, as they are more interested in learning the most 

possible. OR 2) they are perhaps less humble in their knowledge; there were some instances where 

they questioned the validity of something, rather than realising they did not understand. Either way, it 

was a very open environment, where there was no hierarchy interfering with the debate in the room. 

People were also very happy to share their own troubles, give advice to others, and generally there was 
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a non-competitive atmosphere among the entrepreneurs. They were also very respectful of each 

other’s time, not challenging each other for more time with Oren G. 

Notes Niklas: 

 

• Oren: “Why we are the start-up nation is because we are in constant balagan (chaos, uncertainty).” - 

not the case in EU, Denmark 

• “Israel is good at criticizing in start-up development context; first criticize before building” 

• “Fail Fast” mentality compare to EU and Denmark (not dwell too long on ideas that are not working 

out (e.g. NC) 

• High focus on Tech 

• Focus on what industry is predominant and what kind of markets the start-up wants to serve (niche 

high-tech for majority) 

• Networking and collaboration environment in TheHive, also very direct. Not like in Germany, where it 

is very competitive. 

• TheHive is set up by an NGO (Jennifer’s contact), which is also responsible for other support actions 

in the social environment (education and employment). This is interesting to mention as an interview 

partner and generally regarding what kind of infrastructure is provided in Israel -> NGO combination 

for venture building, education and employment) 

• Start-ups were involved in CloudTech, EdTech, HR tech, Cybersecurity, E-Commerce automation and 

others. 

 

We were joined by 7 other start-ups that are in the same incubator, as well as Oren G, a serial 

entrepreneur who has expertise in Biotech, health tech, etc. He led the seminar, and instructed the 

groups in how to assess where they are at, and he went through some of the difficulties that each Start-

up was facing.  “TheHive Ashdod Accelerator is an initiative of the Small and Medium Business 

Agency at the Ministry of Economy and Industry, in collaboration with the Ashdod Municipality. The 

accelerator serves early-stage Start-Ups and is operated by Gvahim, an Israeli non-profit organization 

that is committed to enabling business and career success for new immigrants. Situated in Ashdod’s 

Kivunim entrepreneurship complex, that serves as a hub for entrepreneurs that seek to be part of a 

vibrant and active entrepreneurship community.” - TheHive website; 

https://finder.start-upnationcentral.org/program_page/thehive-by-gvahim 
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D: Omri Boral 
 

Niki  0:01   

Okay, no, it's okay. Cuz I'm in Germany and those guys are in Denmark. So. So the work is spread. 

Yeah. 

Omri  0:09   

So how come you're doing this together? 

Niki  0:11   

Because we all live in Denmark and study together and Denmark normally. But when the parenting 

happened, I decided to go with my family first, which lives in Germany. And you two decided to go 

back to Denmark. Yeah, exactly a bit of background. So our study or master studies is called 

organisational innovation and entrepreneurship. And towards the end of it, we kind of deep dived into 

the aspect of social entrepreneurship, which then led to the motivation and idea of investigating the 

social entrepreneurship ecosystem in Tel Aviv, because we deem it to be very special and unique in 

the sense how it is created and what kind of initiatives are there. This was just a hypothesis because we 

never actually were in Tel Aviv. I didn't know anybody from there, but this was kind of the 

motivation. This is also why we're doing those interviews with you experts to then conclude all those 

pieces together and come up with the kind of qualitative assessment of the scene there. Yes. So 

regarding the structure, I would maybe say that we start by going through some of the questions which 

are a bit more general. And then for those where you say, Okay, I don't have any answers I don't want 

to answer - that's also completely fine. And with you what we think is very interesting with your 

background, because we are now after the research and also after the feedback from some of the 

experts, we kind of wanted to put the focus more about the aspect of financing social entrepreneurship 

ventures, and also how the impact measurement happens in those ventures. And we saw your profile 

that you are actually doing a PhD in this direction at the moment with like, hybrid financing and 

impact measurement. Yeah. 

Omri  1:57   

I was supposed to - Yeah, things kind of got in the way. But I wanted to ask you how, when you say 

social entrepreneurship, what do you mean? Is it social businesses? Is it social initiatives that can be 

non-profits? Is it business oriented social initiatives? Is it technology oriented? like where do you kind 

of what is the framework that you're referring to? 

 

Willi  2:34   
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I think it can be quite a range of things. And often in, in Denmark, there's a different definition for as 

per se in Israel. So what we've sort of found so far is a lot of Israeli businesses, they may do some kind 

of social entrepreneurship without actually knowing it, because they don't put a name on it as such. 

They don't call it sort of charity to that extent. Whereas in Denmark, social entrepreneurship is more of 

a broader thing. of companies or start-ups trying to enact social change, but not necessarily non-

profits. And so it's also businesses trying to do better for the world and not purely looking at profit. 

But it also has to be financially sustainable. I think 

 

Niki  3:19   

That's also interesting for us seeing this development from what will exactly just said, coming from 

this, back in the days purely social that most of like NGOs or companies which are very much just 

focused on doing good without actually wanting to create a sustainable business model. And now the 

development went to more of this hybrid system where social businesses take input and also kind of 

learnings from the business world and then mix it together to try to create this self sustaining ventures. 

And I think this is very interesting how those two worlds can merge together and actually learn from 

each other as well. And I think that's also where Israel has a very nice input to give, coming from more 

very high tech background, how high tech can then help social causes as well, by also equally, making 

money next to it, this is very interesting. 

 

Omri  4:09   

Ehm so I can tell you from, again, everything I say is my personal perspective, you know, and so do 

with it what you will. But I'm about 11 years ago when I started kind of, I came originally from the 

social sector, and I was looking for ways to kind of get like tools and insights and best practices from 

the business world and implement them in the social sector because I thought it would be it would 

make social organisations more effective, more efficient, more valuable, more impactful, etc. And then 

I came across the term social enterprise or social business. It was just it was a little bit after 

Muhammad Yunus won the Nobel Prize and it was There was kind of a buzz. And I was one of the of 

the people who kind of started the social entrepreneurship, ecosystem sector, whatever, in Israel. And I 

think that when we look at it today, it's it's very different from what I do today at Tech for good. From 

my perspective, I left the social entrepreneurship world and went into the technology for good or the 

impact space. And social entrepreneurship in Israel is kind of is almost non existing today. It's kind of 

a failure, actually. So it's also interesting to look at. But I do think that it's important to make that 

distinction. And be very clear on what you're talking about, because I think you're right that there are 

organisations in Israel that are business oriented, but also do a lot of have a social impact too, as an 
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addition to what they do, or As one aspect of what they're doing, but I personally would not call them 

social enterprises if it's not intentional. But even if we look at organisations that have an intentionality 

to do good and it's their essence, it's kind of what they're aiming to do in business is just a means to to 

achieve it. There's a very, very big difference between local businesses that are doing that what we 

would call social enterprises. And in Israel, they're, they're very unsuccessful. Unfortunately, it's a 

very small niche. They're all focused on employment, and it's all around underprivileged populations. 

And there are a lot of things as to why this has happened. And then there's the impact space or the tech 

for good space, which is very different. So this this introduction that I'm like, everything I'm saying 

right now is just to ask you guys what you would like to focus in by I think these are two very, very 

different things. Mm hmm. 

 

Niki  7:04   

That's also very interesting for us, because that's also what kind of feedback we received in the very 

beginning when we started to interview people in Israel, but they said, there guys, it's interesting topic, 

but you are in the wrong space, because social financial is not really happening in Israel anymore. And 

possible is kind of this urge then to kind of re refocus a little bit. So I think, what do you guys think 

because I think this angle of technology, and utilising technology for a good cause, would also be 

considered, in my opinion on the Danish definition of social financial, but also my colleague just said 

that this would still count have some kind of social venture. And I think having this input would make 

sense for us to go then more into this direction, how technology can kind of help enable social cause 

and also For our thesis for the development that we started, okay, we had this idea in the beginning, 

then through interviewing the experts, we actually realised that this assumption was wrong. However, 

we then were guided into this direction with this assumption. And this was also one of the questions 

which knew you now kind of very well explained the development of the social entrepreneurship 

scene ecosystem, Israel that you said, started maybe back in the days, but then now became a failure. 

This I think, if we can maybe elaborate a bit more on that how or why it became a failure. I think that 

would also very much help our structure. And what do you guys think about it? I agree. Yeah. And 

also to say, I like to investigate the angle of like investing, combining impact and business practices to 

make the system sustainable in a sense. Yeah. Because at the end philosophy makes also sense 

because our school is a business school. So we come from a very business focused background. So I 

think if we put together What you just said, the angle of finance and impact measurement together 

with the bit of social production texture as well, kind of, I think that would make more sense for our 

academic background as well. So if we could maybe then focus more on the tech for good - now more 

business focus angle, that would be great. I guess 
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Omri  9:17   

I think that you know, if you're if you're specifically looking at Israel, then what's unique about Israel 

is the technology innovation part. So even you know, if we simply take that aspect into consideration 

then that, that that's kind of why I shifted from the social entrepreneurship to technology. It's what we 

do best here in Israel.  

 

Niki  9:45   

that's also what we heard from a lot of people and also witnessed firsthand. Huge respect for that. 

 

Omri  9:53   

So how do we, where do we go? 

 

Niki  9:56   

Okay, so maybe just for the sake of academic conduct, so maybe please, you could state your name, 

then your company, your role in this company and then maybe in one or two sentence, the mission of 

the company. 

 

Omri  10:08   

So Omri Bural - my company's name is tech for good, I'm a co founder and co CEO. And the mission 

of the company is basically to bridge between growing global demand for innovative solutions for 

social and environmental issues, challenges, opportunities, and between the potential that we think 

Israel has in playing a key role in it through innovative tech, tech based products or services. Yeah, 

that's, that's basically the mission. 

 

Niki  10:47   

Great, perfect. And then now I would like to go into more of the general overview of the Israeli social 

entrepreneurship ecosystem, but as we discussed in the introduction, when we now talk about the 

social partnership, that might very well be more of this high tech influenced tech for good aspects. So 

just avoid any misconceptions here. 

 

Omri  11:08   

So ... did you come across the the Rothschilds foundation report on the Israeli ecosystem?  
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Niki  11:18   

No doesn't ring a bell? No, 

 

Omri  11:20   

I'll send it to you. It kind of really articulates. And and I think it, it maps the ecosystem pretty well. So 

what you'll see, and again, so we're not talking about the social entrepreneurship ecosystem, which is 

very, very small at this point. But we're talking about, well, what isn't mainly referred to as the impact 

that's also an interesting thing to look at the the terms that people are using, because there's no one 

right term and you'll hear probably you've already heard so there's tech for good, there's social tech, 

there's impact tech, there's impact, there's whatever. So looking at the impact space in Israel. There are 

now hundreds of start-ups that are intentionally using technology in business tools to address social 

and environmental needs. It is very global in the aspect of like, the issues that that people are focusing 

on are global issues, as these are tech based start-ups. So in order to be successful and to be financially 

not only sustainable but profitable, it didn't make sense to look at the at the local market, as it's way 

too small for tech companies. So they're looking at global issues. These are however, all of these start-

ups or many of them are not are not looking at profits as simply a means. So they're, they're looking to 

maximise their profits alongside maximising their impact. They're not looking to compromise the 

financial aspect. So what you will see is that in terms of if we look at the ecosystem, not only the 

entrepreneurs, but the entire stakeholders, the ecosystem that they see in front of them is usually made 

up of investors, many of them VC investors or angel investors that are mainstream investors. So 

they're looking at the business side, and the entrepreneurs are adding the social mission. There are also 

the impact investors, very, very small in Israel. There are probably maybe a dozen impact investment 

vehicles. All of them are pretty small. And the biggest one is bridges. As I'm sure you've, you've come 

across them, $75 million. But many of these start-ups when they're looking at the available funds, 

They're looking at different sources. They're also looking at mainstream VCs, but they're also starting 

to look at philanthropic funds. So grants and the Rothschild foundation two years ago entered this 

space and started giving out rounds. And so if if, in the beginning, entrepreneurs were hesitant to 

appear too social oriented, and would kind of step away from these organisations now they're 

understanding that they can use a very diversified or blended finance approach. And actually, it's an 

advantage. So there are more and more organisations from the investment side that are becoming 

engaged in the impact space, both from the social sector and from the business sector. The government 

has a role. I don't ...I'm not sure how to define it. There is the Israeli Innovation authority which is very 

immersed in what's going on here with the tech space. There is a section or a department that is 

focusing on social issues. They used to be very much kind of ... they started out by looking at 

underprivileged populations, how do we get tech based entrepreneurship to be more accessible to these 
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people to the paripherial areas. And about a year and a half ago, I think they realised that they can look 

at it from a broader perspective and they're now very aligned with how we would look at technology 

for good in terms of getting more and more start-ups and more and more organisations to realise how 

they can use or how they can embed social ... a social mission .. or social values in to their business 

model, and it's something that the Israeli innovation authority across the board is now giving an 

advantage to when getting when or when companies are submitting applications to receive grants for 

them. So we talked about investors, entrepreneurs, government, there's also the business sector. More 

and more corporates are becoming interested in identifying and engaging and then embedding 

innovation that not only drives forward their business but is also impactful. They're measuring 

themselves on that - Israeli corporates are a little bit behind when we're looking at mostly European 

companies and how advanced they are. But and that's part of what tech for good is doing. We're 

reaching out to global players, Nestle, Unilever, Procter and Gamble, Danone.. All of these consumer 

facing companies that already understand that their consumers and their stakeholders are measuring 

them not only on the quality of the product, not only on the pricing, but also on how impactful they 

are. So they're really incorporating a strategy that is part of their core business. And they're looking for 

innovative solutions to support that. So that's the business space and you can see a few companies that 

are doing that in Israel as well. And the last part is the social sector which is somewhat involved. Some 

of the non-profit's are trying to kind of generate their own mechanisms that are kind of incorporating 

innovation in business and technology. They're not like many of them are not really part of this game, 

unfortunately, but there are some non-profits that are like one of our partners is Matab, Matab 

Association. It's the largest homecare provider homecare services provider in Israel. So there they have 

a few 10s of thousands of professional caregivers that they match with people with older adults that 

are living at home. And although they're a non-profit, they don't raise any like donations or 

philanthropic funds, everything they do, they earn money from services, basically giving services to 

the government. So even though they're a non-profit, they're a very wealthy organisation. And they're 

very active in terms of looking for innovative solutions and drawing new business and creating new 

revenue sources for themselves. So there are such players that are already involved in this game and 

are looking at this from a more business perspective. So this is I think like a very, very general 

description of the ecosystem. 

 

Niki  19:03   

Perfect. Thank you very much. That's exactly what we need, I guess exactly what we were looking for. 

One question that we wanted to ask you also referring to what we discussed before, we now re-focused 

on talking about the impact ecosystem rather than the social entrepreneurship ecosystem. And you said 
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before that the social entrepreneurship scene actually failed more or less in Israel. Could you maybe 

elaborate in a couple of sentences why you in your opinion, you believe that it failed. 

 

Omri  19:35   

I think it was taken to the to a very, very niche direction by some of the people in the sector working in 

the sector and by the government. And when the government I think it was 2011 I'm not sure about the 

about the date. Oh my god. I'm like dementia is all over the place. I don't remember the exact year. 

Okay. Under the Prime Minister's Office, there's a department that every year, takes an issue and 

creates a cross sector forum that convenes for an entire year and discusses that issue. And then like 

generates, you know, just a report and makes recommendations for the, for the prime prime minister's 

office as to how to kind of create a policy around that. So again, I don't remember the exact year but 

they did that around social entrepreneurship. And they came out with a definition of what social, what 

a social enterprise is. And they said, it has to be a non-profit. So it has to be incorporated as a non-

profit, if it's a for profit company doesn't count. Doesn't make sense as it it's an organisation that is 

supposed to be financially sustainable. They kind of say that like They're allowed to make to make 

money, but not too much. Which is like, again, if you're a business, then you have to try to maximise 

your your financial profits. Otherwise, it's like saying, Yeah, I'm going to try and be mediocre, try and 

be like, a little bit successful but not really successful. So that that was a second issue. A third one was 

that they defined the impact or the social mission of those organisations as providing employment to 

underprivileged populations, like youth at risk, single mothers, people from the peripheral areas. And I 

think, first of all, that leaves a lot of different social and environmental missions out. And this specific 

issue is something that kind of creates almost one model for social enterprise, which means I would 

have to take employees that are almost by definition, not the best employees. So they work slowly or 

they have, you know, like, all kinds of issues, which means that as a business, I would have to have 

more employees. Okay, employees basically as the highest expense that I would have. And so there's 

like this burden that comes along with the fact that I'm a social enterprise, and there's no gain from it. 

Because the fact that I'm employing youth at risk is not helping you make more money, it just means 

more expenses. nobody really cares if I employ youth at risk like it might get more people to buy from 

me, but definitely not Not more than what I would have to be like the added expenditure that I would 

have. And the last thing is that all of these definitions caused a lot of people that come from the 

business world to say, That's not for me. This is not like how you can manage a business. So I'm not 

going to do that. And the people that came into the social entrepreneurship sector were, you know, 

really good people with good intentions, but they're not business people. They don't have the business 

skills and experience and connections. And they managed it like very, very much like it was a non-

profit, whether it was a non-profit, but they don't, they didn't have the skills to really drive it into 
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financial sustainability. So all of these combined. It kind of led to the fact that there weren't any 

success stories people started to kind of feel that tagging like categorising them As a social enterprise 

is something that would hurt them more than more than than help. And I think in 2015, the National 

Insurance Institute in Israel came up with a plan to do something that was meant to be a little bit 

similar to yosma funds. Did you hear about the yosma funds in Israel? 

 

Niklas Hencke  24:23   

I think we talked about it before 

 

Omri  24:30   

You can read about it. It was like the main step that the government took in Israel that is still learned 

by a lot of different governments around the world. And people, many people think that this step, these 

yosma funds that the government initiated, were the main reason for the success and for the kind of 

growth of the Israeli high tech scene in the 90s. So the the Israeli National Insurance Institute wanted 

to do something a little bit similar around social issues. So they did something called the social yosma 

funds. It was I think, two funds of 10 million shekels each and the funds that won the tender to to 

operate these funds were Dualis and IVN. Have you heard of of those two? 

 

Unknown Speaker  25:33   

Yeah, yeah, we did an interview with one as well. 

 

Omri  25:35   

So they raised a little bit more money from from other investors, and they are the main funds that exist 

today that are still investing in social enterprises, but they're committed to a very like the criteria for 

what they can invest in are very, they narrow down the deal flow to two a stage where it's just it 

doesn't make sense financially. So I think Dualis specifically is is not being successful. And it's, it's, 

you know, it just kind of drove everything to a stage where people said, you know, this is, this is not 

something that I want to kind of associate myself with. 

 

Niki  26:27   

Perfect, great, thank you for this detailed input. And actually, it's funny because normally we had 

scheduled an interview with IVN yesterday. With Nir 
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Omri  26:39   

Nir? Okay. 

 

Niki  26:42   

Okay, maybe now after talking about the more general overview of the impact scene in Israel, maybe 

now we could deep dive into your tech for good as a good company. So we were interested in the 

market trends. So what are for you at tech for good the key areas of innovation that are in your focus 

now and also in the past. 

 

Omri  27:03   

Okay, so everything that we do at tech for good is aligned with the sustainable development goals of 

the UN, which is something that when we started was very unfamiliar to Israelis. It took a while until 

and still I think we're a little behind on on public awareness to the SDGs. But everything we do is is 

under the framework of the SDGs. And basically what we do is we select specific topics and then 

around them, we form an alliance of different organisations that have specific innovation needs around 

them, and then we start working around that. And the way we choose the topics, part of it is by 

looking at where is the intersection of where technology can make a difference and can really have a 

good, you know, value and contribution to to that issue. And also, where is Israel's business? Typically 

strong so I can, like what we're focusing on is first of all agriculture. Israel has a very rich background 

in innovation around agriculture and taking that and kind of harnessing that into technology is 

something that a lot of people think has a lot of potential. So agriculture, water, food, the food scene, 

the food tech scene here is incredible. And there's a lot that can be done around food waste and 

minimising food waste. So that's one another is health ,Israel is very strong on digital health. There's 

also like social like specific parts of the population that again, Israel being an immigrant society, 

there's a lot of sensitivity here to the different needs of different groups in the population. So there are 

a lot of innovations here regarding providing solutions to people with disabilities, different mental 

health conditions, the ageing population and things like that. And and, and they're a little bit like it's 

not, I think it will be in the in the future an interesting topic. Israel is very strong on FinTech. We 

haven't had like a lot of success stories around FinTech start-ups that are focusing on social issues. But 

I think that's something that will happen in the future. If you want to use my zoom account, then we 

can use that as it's not limited in time because I see the Time's running out. 

 

Niki  29:53   

Yeah, that would be great. How do we do that though? 
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Omri  30:00   

Do I have your email accounts? Can you? 

 

Niki  30:04   

It's Nicholas. If peter@gmail.com it's the one I wrote you with. 

 

Omri  30:15   

And another and you guys, the other Nicholas. 
 

Niki  30:20   

Exactly. 

 

Omri  30:22   

So, if I have it and then I'll just send you through your email accounts, just an invitation to the zoom. 

 

Niki  30:30   

That's very, very kind of you. Thank you sure. 

 

Niki  0:01   

Okay, I'll send it to you. Perfect. Again. Thanks for that a lot. All right, so we just talked about the key 

areas of innovation and tech for good. And we covered that, I guess. And then what would be 

interesting for us would be regarding the aspect of impact measurement. So first question here would 

be Do you use specific models on what ground theory or scale do you measure your impact? 

 

Omri  0:30   

Ehm, so we've developed our own model, which is very simplified. For two reasons. One, you if you 

look at  different existing impact measurement models, many of them are not adequate for the needs of 

tech start-ups. So they're either good for large corporations, or relevant to like, very simple businesses. 

But a tech start-up for the first few years is not generating any impact. It's only, you know, it's simply 

developing the product yet so there's no impact to measure. But it is important to have impact KPIs 

and and a theory of change. Because the idea is to make sure that when you develop your product, and 

when you think of your go to market strategy, and you define your markets and you define your 
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business model and use cases, you have a social mission and goals in mind, because that would affect 

how you do it and what you decide to do. So that's one aspect. The other is that start-ups are very 

limited in terms of resources. Whether it's money, whether it's people, whether it's attention, and it's 

simply doesn't make sense for them to have like, you know, a very heavy impact measurement system 

model and you know, it, they just won't do it. So what we've created is a very simplified method of 

how they cannot only measure their intended impact, but turn it into something that is not this kind of 

reporting burden. But a tool that they can use to make decisions, build their company from the 

beginning, as a company that has a double bottom line in everything that he does in the people that is 

that it decides to hire and how it creates the decision making mechanisms in the investors they decide 

to take money from and how they align themselves with different stakeholders etc. Many of the Israeli 

kind of what have you. Have you looked at the start-up nation central finder? Do you know what that 

platform is? It's like this, this database of almost every start-up in Israel, they have over 6000 start-ups. 

And just recently, they added, they have a tagging system. And they've just recently added they want 

to add, like an impact set of tags. So right now they did an SDG tag. And it's an like, it's an automatic 

tag that was added to all start-ups that were kind of had the right words or like, emphasis that that kind 

of that was that was translated by the system. Due to the fact that they're SDG oriented, so there are 

about I think about 520 start-ups that are tagged as contributing to the intentionally contributing to the 

SDGs actively addressing those issues. There are over 2500 start-ups that are active in SDG related 

sectors. But the fact that they're doing that doesn't mean that they're really like monitoring and making 

decisions based on the impact that they could have. And this is where we draw the line at Tech for 

good. So when we talk to a start-up, we want to see that they're measuring. You know, it doesn't 

matter if it's like a little thing, but we want to make sure that the impact is something that helps them 

determine what they do, how they do it, what kind of opportunities they're, they're taking, etc. So this 

is the main thing that I have to add about the measurement issue. And I think it's a real it's a very 

interesting issue when it comes to technology because on one hand, it's sometimes easier to measure 

because you have a technology using so your ability to gather data and to analyse it might be better 

than that of other social enterprises. But on the other hand, it's a it's it's like it's not a common practice 

for for start-ups. And it's not something that they are used to getting demand from investors to do. So 

it's it's something that has not been kind of fully implemented yet. 

 

Niki  5:43   

Perfect. That's very, very interesting insights, especially what you just mentioned with the start-up 

monta and the impact tax that they implemented now. I think this is very much worth looking at also 

flow analysis then later on. Hmm, okay, so now we talked about the impact measurements and now 

We would like to go into the aspect of financing as we define this one to be one of the second or the 
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second most important pillar. So first regarding tech for good itself, how do you as a company finance 

yourself 

 

Omri  6:17   

Ehm - write claims? So one model is that we take specific issues like ageing, like sustainable agri tech 

like food waste, and we create a cross sector alliance of organisations around it. Such organisations 

can be metabo Association can be Kimberly Clark, Israeli companies, investment funds, government 

entities, non-profits, anyone, and these organisations pay an annual fee to be part of the Alliance. So 

that's one model. Another is we work on a, like a project base with mostly governments. So we have 

two government entities in South Korea that we have agreements with, and they pay for our services. 

And we do, like UN tenders and things like that. But basically, we're a service company. So, 

everybody, everyone who gets services from us pay for that for those services. 

 

Unknown Speaker  7:34   

Mm hmm. Okay, great. And then talking about the ventures that you support or the companies that 

you work together with, and when we talk about funding those who are financially supporting those, 

how exactly does this work in your case, and what kind of financing mechanism do you have in place 

for financing those ventures, 

 

Omri  7:54   

So we don't invest ourselves. There are a few things that we support our service with so one is simply 

introducing them to relevant investors. It could be angel investors who are very impact oriented. It 

could be investment funds, and then their, you know, it could be it's the entire array of funds. So 

investment funds, it could be impact investment funds, it could be mainstream investment funds like 

VCs, but that are either interested in that specific sector or are becoming more and more impact 

oriented. And that's something that's happening. And also, some of the of the start-ups that we work 

with are raising funds from like philanthropic funds like the Gates Foundation, like different horizon 

2020 programmes, the SIE funds in the European Union. So it's something that's really developing 

more and more entrepreneurs realise that the fact that they categorise themselves as an impact oriented 

company is something that is it's working for their advantage, like it's becoming an attractive thing. 

People are looking for it. And it just opens more doors. Last kind of investor that I didn't mention is 

the CVCs, the corporate venture arms. And as I mentioned before, more and more corporates are being 

measured on the impact that they can demonstrate. And so when they're invited In companies, it's 

becoming more and more important to them to see that there's an impact side to it. 
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Niklas Hencke  10:08   

relate to that, for corporate companies, as they all those endeavours to get more money partner with 

more impactful companies or invest in low, impactful companies. Is it solely like CSR measures? Or is 

it something bigger? Is there a true belief in return to those investments? Or is it more like an outside 

effect - enhancement project? 

 

Omri   10:36   

So for most of these companies, it's not related to the CSR at all. CSR is I think, something that will 

either disappear or stay, you know, that kind of like, side kick of the business and no, it's donations, 

it's partnering with NGOs, it's employee volunteering. When companies are investing in the start-ups 

that we work with, or if they engage with them, it's the business units. It's looking at their business 

core, how they can drive business growth, and generate impact at the same time because this is 

something that they are being measured on. It's also an aspect of mitigating regulatory risk. Their 

expectation is that the regulator will start taking this seriously more and more. And so when, when 

they're looking at, you know, what will be happening in five or 10 years from now, it's clear to them 

that they need to incorporate into their business solutions that demonstrate, you know, further further, 

either new revenue sources or open them up to new populations or new markets, and the impact is 

measurable. 

 
Niklas Hencke  11:59   

Okay, Yeah, no, that clarifies things seem to see that the true big, big corporations believe in the 

central position of impact businesses in the future, 

 

Omri  12:10   

whether they believe it, I think it's more of a it's a personal, like it differs from from person to person. 

You have people like Paul Polman, who was the CEO of Unilever. He definitely believes in it. It's like, 

super, super part of his core as a person and as a leader and as a CEO. But there are companies that are 

doing this probably too, you know, that's still part of their ability to differentiate themselves to get 

more PR to, you know, kind of answer, a demand that they see from their consumers. So it doesn't 

necessarily mean that they believe that it's a good thing. It's just, you know, them reacting to, to the 

trends. 
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Niki  12:52   

Mm hmm. So, thank you again, so not a waste of time, because you just said that you have maybe now 

only three minutes left. Do you guys have any more question? Like one last kind of question? Or else- 

If not the case, only do you maybe have anything final that you would like to add or? Guys, final 

question? 

 

Niklas Hencke  13:16   

I would have one closing question around actuality - just because we kind of work around this whole 

topic of Corona. I know everyone's very fed up with talking about it. But how do you see this affecting 

the whole start-up culture right now? Is it that you're more prepared because you're gonna either like a 

different technological level that you can work from home or is it tough because the funds have been 

shifted around and money isn't accessible anymore that much. How do you see this development 

affecting you? 

 

Omri  13:49   

Really interesting question! I've heard some people talk about the fact that due to this crisis, It will 

kind of give a positive push to impact investing and to impact entrepreneurship because people will 

even more than now kind of care about the mission of the organisation. And so that's that's one thing I, 

I like I'm not, I don't know yet, but there's definitely a positive reaction that we're seeing to the fact 

that so many of these companies are tech based so they enable remote anything and, and it's now 

becoming, you know, more of a necessity. So specifically if we look at the ageing sector, and you 

know, this Corona thing, it's super serious for people under 60 - 70. And if up until now it was very 

difficult for start-ups in this space to convince organisations to embed a tech based service, because, 

you know, it's tougher for older people to get used to new technologies, etc. Now, it's on fire, like 

everybody needs these. And you know, and people are at home alone, they're lonely, they're stressed. 

And so all kinds of interesting start-ups like together that you can look at, like legacy like Juniper. 

Now their technologies like, you know, it's a saviour for these people. So that's maybe like one of the 

positive things that are happening. 

 

Willi  15:46   

Okay, well, that's good to hear.  
 

Niki  15:47   
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Yeah, definitely. Very good input. So, okay. Do you have anything to add or anything 
 

Unknown Speaker  15:55   

like that, like if you have any other questions? in upcoming weeks, months, then, you know, feel free 

to email me and I'll do my best to reply. And I'll send you the Rothschild fundation report and the 

recording. And if I forget, please remind me. 

 

Omri  16:16   

And that's it. Good luck. 

 

Niki  16:19   

Thank you. Thank you. Thank you very much. That was very, very insightful. Very, very interesting. 

And I think we can hugely benefit from that. And I'm also sure that we might touch base very soon 

again with any follow up questions. So all right, then also good luck with the lockdown. I hope you 

and your family will be safe. 

 

Omri  16:39   

Bye, guys. 

Niki  16:42   

Thank you. 
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E: Oren Glanz 
 

1. Personal information  

Could you please state your:  

•  Name - Oren Glanz  

•  Company - By The People Ltd.  

•  Role - co-founder and CEO  

•  Mission of the company - Develop and implement new employment models for supporting 

people from work-deprived segments  

2. General overview of the Israeli SE (Social Entrepreneurship) ecosystem  

 Please elaborate on how, in your opinion, the SE ecosystem has developed over time in 

Israel.  

The financial crisis in 2008 forced many non-profit organisations to find alternatives to 

philanthropic donations, leading them to developing revenue generating activities.  

At the same time, a lot of people were laid off from their companies, leading many to rethink 

their priorities and give more attention to social causes and look for ways to do good and also 

earn their living.  

Initially it was a sporadic effort, but later, discussion started in the newspapers, meetings and 

other places on how to support such efforts. The term SE was not used much until 2013 or so. 

At that time some investors started to build specific funds for SE (Israeli Venture Network 

ImpactFirst and Dualis were amongst the more active ones) and also the ministry of economy 

started to develop the model of Social Enterprise (tax deduction mainly) and also government 

support for special investments was made.  

Today, it is quite regular for non-profits to seek revenue generating activities, but overall, the 

concept is somewhat stagnating, with not much advancements made. The discussions on what 

qualifies an enterprise to as a social enterprise (i.e., Is the national lottery an SE? - it gives 

money for good causes, but gets that money from people who become addicted to gambling)  

 Please elaborate on how your company has developed within that ecosystem over the 

years.  
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We started in 2009 without realising that we are developing a social enterprise. With my 

Personal mission of educating the business community that it is should be “doing good while 

doing business”  

We first offered support to unemployed people teaching how to become independent 

(freelancers mainly) and working together to actually run their business.  

We then added a program for developing businesses (small and medium)  

And started to expand from high-tech in the centre of Israel to other geographies as well as to 

other work deprived segments (People with disabilities, new immigrants, retired people etc.)  

We also started several technology based start-ups ( that develop technology that does good, 

in a profitable way) - i.e.; smartphone for blind people, online game for kids in trauma, 

application for physician and more.  

Today, we are mainly teaching organisations and people how to do what we did (using the 

tools developed internally) and support non-profit organisations in building new revenue 

streams.  

 

Can you tell us two examples of a success story of your ventures or projects  

• Most socially rewarding Runway for people with disabilities - we have developed a 

model by which people with disabilities gain real life work experience and enter the 

work market.  

• Most financially rewarding  

A freelancers company - an hybrid model where for outside, to our customers, we are a 

regularly operating company, offering technology based services, and providing standard 

warranty, management, etc. yet inside, our team is comprised of freelancers cooperating to 

delivering the services and sharing the income. The goal was to help people at elder age (45+) 

who were previously employees in companies, become freelancers and start getting income 

from it.  
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F: Jennifer Werthwein 
 

Jennifer   

Okay, so my name is Jennifer. Currently I'm founding a start-up in the field of presentations, and and 

at the same time, I'm working as a consultant. I'm doing business development mainly between 

Germany and Israel, focusing on sustainability and digitalization. 

 

Niki   

And then now regarding your expertise on the social and partnership or sustainability landscape of 

Israel. Could you maybe first elaborate on how the total polar ecosystem has developed over the time? 

 

Jennifer   

Please repeat the question because I didn't understand it fully. The connection was wrong. 

 

Niki   

So please elaborate on how In your opinion, the social entrepreneurship ecosystem has developed over 

time in style. So with your knowledge of the sustainability of your knowledge or your expertise as a 

consultant, what is sort of how the ecosystem? 

 

Jennifer   

Yes, I think we've already spoken about it. I think that is that our sustainable ecosystem differentiates 

a little bit from the way in Europe. So obviously, it is not the main focus and is also not an 

entrepreneurship just because of the fact that here are a lot of other topics more important. For 

example, religion, for example, the ongoing conflict in the Middle East. So it's not the primary focus 

however there are a lot of Israelis in general are very aware of environment. And there are initiatives 

that want to tackle it. And I see that more and more networks are coming up and more and more is 

developed. And there's actually like a nice summery idea how it developed . First you had the ones 

building up the nation and the ones that have to defend it and now the country is more of you say this 

"gefestigt" like, like You know, yeah, we like settled, settled, settled. And now people are thinking 

more about this sustainability values that are also important in Europe, and especially true people 

moving to Israel who come from rather the United States or Europe, it's also becoming more of a 

topic. It is obviously, it's more of an academic discussion and like, people who who studied who care 

about animals. But to start becoming more aware. Yeah. Like there are a couple of challenges as well. 
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Yeah. And that differentiates Israel from Germany and I give you one example. The plastic 

consumption here is a lot a lot higher. Like reusable, non reusable plastic cups, or plates, forks and 

knives. Also, Hotels, that is because of this culture. Because to keep closer you would have to separate 

plates And it's easier to just throw it away. And, and again, what, like what I want to emphasise is that 

there needs to be a lot more education done especially like in the lower income sections. You know, 

some less educated people care less about sustainability than the Ashkenazi Jews, like you can see a 

lot of differences there. It's closely connected to education. And so where you're coming from which 

place you have in society, yeah. 

 

Niki   

Right. And like we also discussed in person and also what we have learned from being in Israel and 

talking to people previously, there is another definition of for example social entrepreneurship. But 

could you elaborate more now about how to how the system works. It's also completely fine, just from 

your experience in the general sense of entrepreneurship and education as well 

 

Jennifer   

They just don't brand themselves that much, you know. In Germany for the same, like the same start-

up, who, for example, I have a start-up, it's called out of fleet. What they do is fleet optimization. In 

Germany, they would brand themselves as they sustainable start-up because they, you know, reduce 

the use of cars, they optimise it. In Israel they frame it as saving money. 

 

Niki   

Yeah, that's that's I think what we've gotten as well, it's a great example. Yeah. 

Great, great. And also what you said before, when you said that social or sustainable is important, but 

however, there are also other focus areas in this realm compared to, for example, Germany. What in 

your experience or your opinion, would you say are the key areas of innovation in Israel at the 

moment? 

 

Jennifer   

The key areas and its innovation in general or sustainability? Well, I just think, like cybersecurity is a 

very important topic in Israel at the moment. In all kinds of fields, there is entrepreneurship and it's 

usually connected to where the money is. You can also say the whole topic of AI. There's a lot of 
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money, but it's not like one specific field like cyber security. I would also say future mobility is an 

important topic that is pushed. 

 

Niki   

Yeah, that's, that's great. 
 

Jennifer   

For sustainability, I can say it specifically, you know, in all fields, you have some sort of sustainable 

start-ups. 

 

Niki: 

And then when we are looking at what also Will told already, we're kind of trying to map out this 

ecosystem of the entrepreneurial scene in Israel or like the social philosophy. And for this, we are 

looking at the following groups like start-ups and corporate innovation as well, incubators, investors 

from the venture capital world or the private world, also the government. And in your opinion, what 

are the key players in Israel that enable in this kind of ecosystem? 

 

Jennifer   

So first of all, coming from Germany and looking at Israel and vice versa I always differentiate two 

types of innovation, the innovation, we haven't Germany it all usually comes from within an 

organisation because you have large companies that have their own r&d. But the innovation they do is 

usually specifically on product improvements. 

 

Whereas in Israel the innovation, is maybe a bit.. I can call it disruptive. It's like trying to find new 

ways to solve problems. And it's able because of the digitalization, it becomes more important, more 

relevant, because it's much harder to do just within an organisation than if you have people doing the 

digitalization or factors in Israel. There are a couple.. First of all, the society itself you know, it's a, it's 

a country that has not existed for so long, so people always had to be creative to build it up, having all 

these challenges, so early on people, you know, grow up with this knowledge, there's always tension. 

There's no security or something like that, which plays an important role in Germany. And like, also 

the income within the corporate, it's much lower than in a corporate in Germany. So, like, having the 

trade off is different, like founding a start-up or working in a corporate. So the incentives are different. 

But then obviously, it's like a self fulfilling thing. Like when you know, people working in a start-up 
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or founding a start-up, you're more likely more interested more enthusiastic about doing it yourself and 

failing. So you just come from The failing culture. However, there are other factors like the military, 

that people actually work after they went to school and also you know are put into groups where 

people with similar capabilities or interests are put together and get to know each other. And studying 

is not that important for people here. That's why many people stop with having a bachelor and not 

even proceeding with a master. So yeah, doing things is more important here. And then, you know, 

since you have this environment, you have also a lot of international money coming through, so it's 

easier for you to get start-ups and I have a good friend she liked what she told me of like how to see 

that an outcome is that investment and innovation in Israel it's like, it's like trial and error, it's much 

more risky. So the products in which they are invested, they are earlier stage, while in Germany to get 

funding, the products are much more advanced already, to have to be much more proof that it's going 

to work out. Yeah. 

 

Niki   

So so if we sort of move now, sort of the context of, of your personal experience. So maybe talk to us 

a bit more about your start-up Some of the difficulties and some of the good things for example, 

getting to beta, your products or finding funding and stuff like this. 

 

Jennifer   

So, first what is a Etid about. Etidor the idea of Etid it happened last summer when I was studying an 

MBA programme focusing on sustainability. And we had to prepare a lot of presentations and those 

presentations. If you want to make a good presentation, it's very time consuming. But the attention 

span isn't there. So there was a disorder I observed the disbalance between the time invested into 

presentation and the outcome actually the attention the learning effect that you Every time you have a 

problem you find trying to find a solution, which was this self develop tool for building presentations 

for making beautifully content wise structure wise like storytelling wise, design wise presentations that 

engage the audience. So, so this is the idea of Etid to get there to enable people to get presentations 

and beautiful presentations in a minute. Yeah, so now you want to know more about the way to go 

there, right. 

 

Niki   

maybe you could talk about your experience. So actually one of the really cool things that you showed 

us was the incubator. And the day that we went there. 
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Jennifer   

So after the idea developed, we, I had the luck to be part of this MBA programme, where we had an 

entrepreneurship course. So within this entrepreneurship course, we learn skills, how to develop an 

idea into a first pitch. So within three months, we actually worked on getting to our first pitch in a 

study environment and we were able to win us time for the start-up, and which motivated us actually 

to to start thinking, whether we can also get it out of the university context and think about it in the 

real world. So, in the next couple of months, we worked more or less on the competitor analyses, 

finding the unique selling point, finding the start-up more concretely. And when we were all interested 

in advancing, we applied for accelerator programmes. We applied for Google for start-ups. 

 

So we did what was necessary to have, you know, first draft off of a website, of a pager. So you had to 

do Pre work, obviously, in order to get into it. But yeah, so we applied, and we got into Google for 

start-ups. And what they do is they provide you with that network through different communities, their 

own communities, and you get easy access to Google employees that you can also ask. And you kind 

of have a hands on approach. And at the same time, we also applied for a more workshop kind of style 

accelerator. So we applied for the Hive in Ashdod. And the Hive in Ashdod is very interesting. I can 

tell you a lot about this. My office like one of the big players when supporting innovation is about 

what also like the hive is supporting, especially people moving to Israel and internationals coming to 

Israel and want to found their start-up. So so it was very suitable for us because we are an international 

team. Yeah. You can apply for the innovation visa programme from the Israeli government, especially 

visa for people, entrepreneurs who want to develop innovation as well otherwise pretty hard to get 

work visa vie these kind of things at this first time. 

 
Yes, so the process was also to to be on a stage where you actually thought about the start-up, where 

you already invested the time and your research and your strategy. And after sending the application 

we had an interview with Isabella. And then we had a screening process where we pitched and after 

that we got accepted. Yeah, we've kind of had to pitch again in front of the people who are part of the 

accelerator and and it started and it's like twice a week. And it's very hands on much more hands on 

than Google for start-ups. And because you actually every week you have one specific topic that is 

relevant for the development of your start-up and you learn about it. Whereas Google for start-ups, it's 

like, you get what you ask for. It's less, less structured, more of a network. Whereas my office is really 

like workshop style. It's similar to having an MBA, just dedicated to the start-up like studies how to do 

the start-up. And yeah, it does keep going, what I want to say is that those accelerators we are in at the 

moment, it's for really early stage start-ups. So start-ups that don't necessarily have a revenue already 
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or don't necessarily have an MVP. There are many Many accelerators or incubators where you already 

have to have an MVP, or you already have to have a paying client that would come afterwards. So I 

was already in discussions with an incubator here in Tel Aviv. But they said it will only become 

relevant once we have the MVP and like we need them for getting connections for testing the product. 

And then to the question whether it was easy or difficult to get in it primarily. So it depends really on 

the start-up idea. I think it needs to have that. You have to have done your homework. It's not like 

yeah, I want to be a start-up. We worked months. Yes. Six months on, on finding our Start Up defining 

our start-up idea defining or finding out working on the competitors analyses working on the technical 

possibilities. So and then the team has to fit as well. You have to have a team that is dedicated that 

wants to work full time or committed full time to work on the start-up. So there are some requirements 

and they have to find the product actually in a beta mode and at the same time, feasible enough. 

 

Will   

I think we also like to ask you sort of, in terms of financing, firstly, for what's available and secondly, 

as someone who's not from Israel, Is it hard? Is it difficult to get financing? 

 

Jennifer   

Yeah, well, it's never easy to get funding for your start-up. Especially if it's your first start-up, because 

you have to prove yourself. Yeah, in my experience, are what I can say from our start-up. There's a 

huge interest in the product. But investors usually want to have MVP they want to have a first proof of 

concept. We are a bit of an advantage because we are, I would say a very special constellation, very 

unique constellation, having this Germany's early bridge, bringing the German structure together with 

the ??? You know, working like problem solving skills like that. And the same time, also being a 

mixed group. There's there's there studies that mixed groups or mixed start-ups are actually more 

successful. So, being a female entrepreneur actually also helps to get the attention from potential 

investors. And, and we're in discussion with some investors, but it's definitely not easy to convince 

them. It's, it takes time it takes trust. And I have the great advantage to be part of the hive. They 

actually help you to get to the investors. 

 

Will   

Yeah, no, I think it's it's definitely difficult to get financing no matter where but also just sort of, in 

general, would you say there's more funding available or sort of funds and government grants or 

would you say there's less if you were to compare it with for example, Germany?  
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Jennifer   

So it's difficult. Yeah. So it's it's structured differently so in Germany for example, the government you 

can apply as a student or just finished student for a scholarship. You don't have this and is and it's a 

great opportunity for people who studied and who want to, you know, try for one year to get the idea 

moving. Investors in Germany they need they require some more sort of professionality which means 

and it's like this for me the ridiculous path. The more structured you appear, the more you can fake or 

like, you know, like, like serious nests, you may pretend, the more likely it is to get funding whereas in 

Israel, you can come with a pitch that is not perfectly designed because They focus more on the actual 

idea. Things here, not like they are less on the image, rather on steep insights, I will say this that 

there's more money available in Israel for start-ups. But again, I would say it really depends on the 

topic. A lot of money is always available for hot topics like AI right now. If you go if you found an 

education start-up, either in Israel or in Germany, there is always no money. Of course, it always 

depends on where the country's headed, right. So if it will be more deep tech funding available, maybe 

a bit more healthcare or whatever.Exactly. Right. So, so if you put the core numbers, probably in his 

head as more money available because more international constellations. But if you have a topic that is 

not relevant in Israel, but in Germany, you'll get easier money in Germany.  

 
Niki   

A bit of another step to another point, we are close to be done. But we can definitely talk to you. It's 

very good to have it on record. And we can because you're kind of our kind of narrative of the social 

entrepreneur, sustainable entrepreneur. Like we also know that we can interview so it fits very well 

into our research. That's pretty nice. And one thing like you said, right now we're talking about 

financing and financing in general and other variable that we kind of put Trying to be a possible nurses 

is the aspect of impact measurement. And so, for you just as a general question, you maybe have some 

thoughts on that. But this is now rather focused on the side of the sustainable aspect of the career. If 

you have some points in that don't be great, but in your opinion, what would you say are the main 

obstacles with regard to impact measurement in sort of a very broad question. Looking for broad 

thoughts.  

 

Jennifer   

So again, the question is on impact measurement, when, like in order to analyse the start-up? So, I had 

a discussion with a friend of mine, he is politician and I talked to him about start-ups. And, and he is, 

you know, part of the group like this member of the Green Party. And he is not so happy about like, he 
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doesn't see start-ups as a great opportunity to change the world make it more sustainable. Because 

instead of start-ups, they just care about the money and crashes. And innovation doesn't really need to 

be connected to sustainability. Like the problem of rebound effect. You're familiar. When it comes to 

energy solution, like savings, setups that save energy, there might be more energy produced. And so 

he told me, we need to put money into sustainable start-ups, like social entrepreneurship environment , 

Entrepreneurship however you want to put it. And then and then I told him if he actually knows what 

he's talking about, because the term social entrepreneurship, and environmental entrepreneurship isn't 

saved or is covered isn't even defined. Just if you say you are within social entrepreneurship. 

 
Do think that it would be great to deep dive and to find core core insights, how we want to develop 

this, or you know, how we want like, I think the world needs more social entrepreneurship that is like 

my hypothesis. Coming from an economical background, okay. I see this whole market and I try to 

understand the market mechanisms. At the moment it is, in fact like that that investors primarily care 

about money. They don't put their money into a start-up because they claim to be social 

entrepreneurship. However, I think the government should incentivize start-ups that focus and care 

about problems related to environmental topics or social topics. And what I mean is that the main 

focus of the society at the moment is not on those problems. Like it's getting there, it's slowly going 

down. But I think if you incentivize and support, actually setups that focus on those problems, then 

you like, investors would also realise that there's a huge opportunity and potential in the long run. This 

usually is short money, and some most of the like, I would say most of the solutions are only relevant 

in the long run. But again, like what is the environmental start-up? This is like, it's hard, like to define 

first. 

 

Niki   

This is also a big part of our work, the wording and semantics of everything. 

 

Jennifer   

Yeah. But it's an opportunity. And I think there's some need and more and more people get aware of it. 

But, you know, start-ups, innovation is around problems and problems need to be seen in the world. If 

I don't see environmental change as a problem, then I'm not going to find a solution. Right? If I see 

what I'm working on. If I see climate change as a problem, and then you know, you dive into it, for 

example, energies and everything, or finding new ways to generate energy, then I will find solutions to 

it. So it's not just put money into social entrepreneurship but put money into like mapping out the 

problems. 
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Niki   

That's really really helpful for us. 

 

Jennifer   

Can I give one example? So, the European Union forbid the straws, right, like the plastic straws, then 

in a very, very short amount of time. Suddenly you had like, either no straws, or straws made out of 

different things. So just you know what I mean, like suddenly there was a need in the market? Yeah. 

And then you had the innovation in a very short amount of time. And investors also! 

 

Niki   

that's a great thing that you said that specifically with regard to not only environmental problems, but 

also like social needs or social problems. Once there is an awareness being created, then the market is 

very quick to respond. And that's also what we try to investigate with regard to social ventures. That 

right now there's a kind of a fight between, like the classical side of it, where there was only always 

just focused on solving social problems. That now kind of the news side is where they tried to create 

this hybrid form of creating a mix between social and also commercial partnership in order to attract 

institutional finance and institutional investors. So to create more awareness of the problem, getting 

more money in order to be even more sustainable in the long run, but there's kind of also disconnect to 

what's actually our mission is just to earn money or really, social. And this is very interesting at the 

moment to see like how also people in academia are fighting against each other about what is right and 

what is wrong. And also people from the fields, like active entrepreneurs, they're also not agreeing on 

one or the other. Because it's very interesting. Your perspective is nice. 

 

Jennifer   

I come from, you know, this environmental, the green, social side in Germany, and these are my 

friends. This is like my home base. And I always find it so frustrating talking to them about 

entrepreneurship, because of exactly this argument that they say, Oh, they just care about the money. 

And it's always exclusive. Like, either you care about the environment or you care about money 

because of capitalism, capitalism, right, because capitalism destroyed a lot in the last year. But I do not 

think that it's exclusive, excluding each other. I think we have to reduce. And so maybe there's less 

commercialization where, you know, big corporates will make money out of that individual 

entrepreneur can also go for the money of it. 
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Niki   

But in general connected to to the example you just gave. What do you see the future of social 

entrepreneurship going? Is it more time for politics, policies and imagination, or is this maybe maybe 

rather form of neoliberal development that the market itself sensing demands will shift in that sense 

that Social Entrepreneurship marketable or profitable, rather like further extension nowadays. 

 

Jennifer   

So I'm a very optimistic person in this regard. I do think that people get more aware of the need of the 

necessity of caring about your environment. And it's not just happening now that Corona is that people 

realise that maybe working is not the most important thing in life. And so, so I think that this change in 

society will lead to new interest and requests like we saw in Germany, you know, recently the last 

couple of years there was a higher interest in biological products. So they were integrated in the old 

system, right. So, so I believe that as the future is bright for social entrepreneurs, and also like this 

awareness in society will also lead to different policies and this different political decision making. It 

will also lead to a change how investment is done, and it will also cause more people trying to find, 

see problems and find solutions in this field of environment. 

 

Niki   

So in the end it's more and more complex than just politics or just market trends. 

 

Jennifer   

No. Yeah, I really don't believe that it's it's one aspect. I always see the interconnection between 

things. And this was also something I'm always telling people who are interested in this system that 

want to adapt it to another country. And I tell them that it's not, it's not just one thing, and you will not 

change the German society just by doing this or doing that. Yeah. Make it suitable for your country. 

 

Niki   

Okay, that's a lot of valuable input. And we just want to add a little like actuality to it, considering the 

deal right now I think taking one of your first walks outside. How do you evaluate the crisis we're in 

right now? Because there are different standpoints from economical destruction to kind of like an 

opportunity in disguise where there is a shift in perception of both like key players and participants in 

the market. Do you have any thoughts on that? 
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Jennifer   

Yeah, it's definitely a very, very interesting time in history. I wouldn't value it too high. I'm very 

optimistic when it comes to this crisis, I think that it at least shake a little bit, to foundations of how 

things are going If you compare it to the financial crisis happening 2008-2009, you could observe that 

it also shaped a little bit on the foundations of financial markets. But the effects and the changes took a 

long time. We're still now like more than 10 years after work came on finding solutions or you know, 

working on the financial market itself. So, this is the same as I see it there, this crisis, this current 

crisis, it will change society, but it will not happen immediately. What we can see is that people 

change their behaviours. In Germany we say "Gewohnheiten" (to english: customs) they had to 

change. Yeah, being locked in the house has tremendously changed. I need the interaction. Yeah, 

people realise a human interaction, this may be very important to my life. Being outside being in the 

nature is also some sort of important. But what it will cause, we will only know in the long run, but I 

think it will cause discussions about becoming more resilient, caring more about, you know, general 

things or also small things. Yeah. And now, coming to start-ups. for start-ups, it's actually more 

problematic. Like, like, where you see the optimistic side and how society advances for start-ups it's 

very difficult times. And many start-ups will also get bankruptcy, it will be like cleaning up the start-

up environment. I think 50 to 75% of the start-up won't be there after this crisis just because of the 

economic crisis, but also larger companies. 

 

Niki   

Yeah, you see it everywhere. 

 

Jennifer   

But this was, you know, this is market mechanism. And it's hard for the people within those 

companies, and you don't wish it for anyone. What I see is that especially young people are hit the 

hardest, like, the ones that are just left University, like the ones who are very motivated to work. Those 

are the ones who hit the most so. So yeah, it's not nice for them itself, but it's, it's Regular market 

procedure. 

 

Niki   

Okay. Yeah. And you would still say that that extended disruption can still bring positive things with 

it? 

 
 



 208 

Jennifer   

Yes. But we can also see you know the crisis caused a lot of innovative things. Like just looking in 

Germany, how all of a sudden, young people popped up a platform, which, like, they help elderly to do 

shopping that can't leave the houses. You know, you could actually you like, you could start seeing 

that people care about other people, which is great. You know, because sometimes I had the feeling in 

Germany, people were a little bit frustrated the days, they lose this social responsibility, but then all of 

a sudden, you can see it that people help each other and want to help each other, it's great to bring 

societies together. And innovations, healthcare. Like every crisis creates change and it opens up new 

doors for innovation. 

 

Niki   

Nice. I think that you covered pretty much every topic pretty well for us. That's amazing. Thanks so 

much. Like you said, I mean we let this send you the question as to after the interview so you can kind 

of just recheck yourself if you have anything to add. We're glad for everything that you can say to us. 

But also of course, if you don't have anything to add ... 
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G: Inbar Blum 
 

Interviewer   

Just to give you a quick summary, we're writing about social entrepreneurship within Israel. And 

specifically looking at sort of how the ecosystem works and trying to talk to different stakeholders in 

the ecosystem so that we can get a better understanding of it, and then do our analysis. So for the sake 

of the interview and  good practices, could you give us some personal information such as your Name, 

company role or mission of your company. 

 

Inbar   

In the growth division, I'm a programme manager. In this division, we are in charge of two kinds of 

companies. So one of these companies, are already companies that have funding from other investors 

of $10 million or more. And the other party's company or company that have like product already or 

technology that's being bought for $1 million or more. And they want to do like more r&d, and then 

we, the next, next step of the product. So that's one bucket and the other one, is companies with 

governmental entities. So for example, it can be governmental companies or governmental offices or 

for example, factories. The environment ministry had the regulations for this kind of you know, they 

were building the factory so during the time and do pilots. So for example, there's a factory and 

somebody wants to test their technology, the environment ministry gives different regulations for a 

couple of months. So it can be tested out during the during a period of time. So we do pilots with lots 

of ministries. 

 

Q:Some of the key areas of innovation at the moment both perhaps for for the Israel, innovation 

authority, but also in general in Israel. 

 

I: The Israel Innovation Authority has put a very strong focus on new conversions so on connecting 

engineering and biology together, because this is very, I think there are a lot of people here in Israel 

that are very good at this thing. And Israeli can be elite, if they connected together. So like AI, 

medicine, biology technology all together. So this is something that has been the focus and now 

Coronavirus it's even more in authority. For example, we had just recently two proposal for call for 

solutions for the Coronavirus. So I think I think this would be, you know, like this connection between 

health, digital health engineering, would be bio engineering will be very strong in the years to come. 

So that's one thing and also to create innovation. I think inside the governmental offices, this 

something also I think they, the ministry has started in and done and wants to have more of. 
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Interviewer   

Cool. So speaking about this sort of whole innovation, how would you say that you guys measure, 

measure your impact of innovation? Is it purely in finances or are those other parameters that you use 

to measure impact? 

 

Inbar   

We're looking for companies that will disrupt the industry. We're looking for. We are not looking for a 

financial aspect. We want to put the money where the banks are not putting it to entertain where there 

is a risk. We want to take the risk So we want to see companies that succeed in the end, for example, if 

you go to their website, you will see companies that have succeeded in innovation Israel, 

 

So for example, Ways, that we have funded. Or there is many like success stories that we have funded. 

When in the beginning, nobody wanted to fund it, and we were the one that gave the money. So we're 

not we're not looking for the money, we want to really create things that are good and will change 

technology. 

 

Interviewer   

So moving on to a general overview of the Israeli ecosystem. Could you elaborate about how perhaps 

the ecosystem has developed over time in Israel? Anything that you give us a super valuable 

 

Inbar   

I can tell you for the innovation authority, it had a different name. It was called the chief scientist 

office. And you know, because of what's happened in Israel with all start-up there. The branding has 

even changed to the authority. So I think this is something maybe this is something that is interesting 

how the branding also has changed to be more focused on innovation. 

 

Our specific focus is also a little bit on social entrepreneurship. Have you had any experiences with 

this  ecosystem with any people that are in within social entrepreneurship? 

 

Well, it's not in my division. But if you'll go through the website, there is a whole division, which is in 

charge on social and public. Let's see I can look for it and see, but you don't know hebrew, Ill see if 

there is something on it in English, and I will send it to you and you can see all the things just division 

is doing. 
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There is a whole division, called social challenges. I'll send yousome info and you can go through the 

website and see all the things we're doing. 

 

the 5th division, social challenges: improving the quality of public sector services while ensuring 

social welfare and quality through innovation. So you can look through here and here it's actually it's 

really interesting because there is programme for ultra orthodox and minorities. To help these minority 

groups and usually ultra orthodox, they're not working, they're only studying Torah. So this is very 

good that, they teach them code through the innovation authority. And also, if they ask for funding 

from the government, like from the innovation authority, they get a very high percentage of the of the 

funding.  

 

I'm not sure who is working at the moment, because we are on forced vacation right now.  I think there 

is a mail there. But I think it will work like just, let's see, I think there is you can connect. Go through 

each and see if there is their email. And if it doesn't work, then just tell me and I'll try to connect you 

But first, just try to look, look on the different programmes and maybe see if there is something 

specific that you want to find, like, digital innovation for public sector challenges. But I'm not sure like 

who is working right now. 
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H: Nir Gordon 
 

NY: Yeah, sure. Okay, great. Thanks a lot for good. So for the sake of academic conduct and general 

applicability, could you maybe just state your name the company and the role you have in this 

company? 

  

N: Okay I'm Nir Gordon, the company's called ESCO, environmental and social company, and one of 

the founders and the CEO, the company is focusing on three levels. It started on three levels. Now 

currently, we're focusing only on to the first level was the training center courses on social 

entrepreneurship impact entrepreneurship, to the public and to academia and to different organizations. 

The second was consultation services to more NGOs and corporations in the public sector being the 

government or municipalities. And the third is actually hands on entrepreneurship where we build 

either from our idea or our partners idea, we actually act as hands on entrepreneurs and business. 

 

NY: Perfect. Thanks for that. And as you know, our topic is about the Israel social condition 

ecosystem. That's what we try to investigate. And could you maybe elaborate on how in your opinion 

the ecosystem has developed over time in Israel? 

 

N: So what I said is that when we started 10 years ago, in 2010, when we found that and we were the 

first accelerator of social entrepreneurship in Israel and there were only two more VCs small VCs for 

impact.  And basically that was the scene and they has developed into several accelerators so several 

Corporation working there with some kind of CSR corporate social responsibility, with some aspects 

that they deal with social entrepreneurship, you have several impact funds, I think five or six impact 

funds and a lot of of macro organizations to support the ecosystems like research institutes or in some 

kind of a courses in academia in different universities. When we started 10 years ago, there was none. 

And you have a of course that the field is with this several, several start-ups. I guess several dozens. It 

still in my eyes, it developed but slowly and it is still small. The place it should be or the place It is a 

in other places around the globe, especially in OECD countries and they in the US, of course in 

Europe, of course, it's much more developed. So, so in a sense, we have a lot more to do. 

 

NY: Perfect. And next question would go for you, because we discovered in our research so far that 

one key issue in general for the field of se is that there is no clearance really about what the exact 

definition of social ownership is. So in your opinion on your eyes, also in the way your company 

works, what is your definition of SE?  
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N: 
 It's a very good question and a very difficult question. And also can be very philosophical or if you try 

to make it practical with key guidelines and on how to work, the philosophical question becomes a 

difficult, a practical question to answer. In my eyes, an SE, a social entrepreneurship is divided first of 

all into two things. It's a regarding its stage of development. So, it can be a start-up or it could be a 

business. So in SE you have either social start-ups or you have social businesses or impact businesses. 

So if you look what is the common guideline for both parts, so the corporations is whether they 

measure a triple or at least the bottom, a double bottom line. You start getting here very difficult in 

understanding what's the way to measure because if you're familiar with b-corp, are you familiar with 

the B corp tag? B corp: b for benefit, benefit corporation. It's a global tag that is given to businesses 

that are doing good. So they started by giving a tag to regular corporations. If they put the different 

aspects of their business as a social or impact business and measuring it, so they help you survey and 

audit the organization and measure it. I think this is a fantastic practical implementation of an SE. I 

think having a corporation, it could be Virgin Atlantic, for example, it could be IBM, it doesn't matter. 

If it measures like, B Corp is measuring the corporations under its tag, then you are an SE in my eyes. 

You could be already an impact business. You're not in the entrepreneurial stage anymore. You're in 

the corporation or business stage, but you're an impact business. When you go to The lower level of 

the development, which is not a corporation, but it's a start-up. So SE in terms of its being established, 

the question becomes even harder, because it's very hard for a small start-up to impact or to measure 

its impact. It can talk about its impact, it can talk about his vision on how he wants to change the 

world. But then on that regards, being socially entrepreneurship, the clip names that it wants to help. I 

don't know in public transportation, you have many SEs that deal with public transportation or 

increasing public transportation that don't declare themselves as an SE. So what does it mean if you 

don't declare you're not an SE and if you declare you are an SE and if you declare but you don't 

measure what does it mean, are you an SE? So when you start your business, when you are Social 

entrepreneurship, when you are in entrepreneurship, doesn't matter if you're social or not social, it's 

very difficult already to bring something innovative, making a product, build yourself, raise capital, 

and start fighting the big corporations as itself without your social mission. So, of course, when you 

take a social mission and you want also to measure its impact, it becomes very, very difficult. So, I am 

more how to say flexible on the definition, meaning I don't expect a hard measurements of se in the 

beginning of his work, but I do expect that they do some kind of measurement and not only define 

themselves with a vision of doing less carbon emissions or helping the poor or helping unemployment 

or bringing gay I don't know, this social topic or that environmental topic to the agenda of the public, 

all these are very good missions. If you want to be an SE in my eyes, I expect you not only to declare 

it, I expect you to measure some kind of the way you do the impact. But I do understand that it's very 
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difficult as it is in the beginning of an SE to measure impact because it's difficult in itself just to being 

a business that starts. 

 

NY: So we just talked about definition and you also talked a lot about the impact measurement. And 

this is for us the second key challenge of what we defined for the SE scene that it's very hard to 

measure impact and also to kind of create a valid impact measurement approach in order so that SE 

gets a more widely applicable impact in the general scene, so even though you already talked a little 

bit about it, could you maybe just for the sake of the questionnaire again elaborate on what in your 

opinion are the main obstacles with regard to impact measurement in the field of se? 

 

N: 

measuring is something that needs a matrix and when you want to measure financial stability of an 

organization It's very difficult, but it has a methodology and it has a matrix. Why is it difficult? I don't 

know how much you're familiar with accountancy, but even accountancy is, is a discipline where a lot 

of creativity exists. And you can play a lot with the numbers according to who want to see the 

numbers. So the way you can play with the numbers to show your CEO, you can play as a CEO with 

the numbers to show to your investors. And if you're a public company, you can play with the numbers 

and show where different numbers according to what you want to show to some extent to your public 

investors or the institutional investors or public citizens. So you can imagine that if for financial 

measurements, there is room for playing with the numbers, how much room you have playing with the 

numbers when you want To deal with education or happiness of the elderly, or the increase or decrease 

of your polluting the environment with your emissions, but on the other end, in order to do that, to 

decrease pollution, you heard it in another metric of how you define or how you build your business so 

that you can show great results in one metric, but it can be a trade off on another important metric. 

And this makes it so difficult, so difficult in order to measure because you don't have a conversion 

currency like you have in financial measurements. What do I mean by conversion currency? Let's say 

I'm a electric company and I want to buy new kind of vents or new kind of filters to lower my 

emissions and it cost me such and such and I decreased profit. But on the other hand, I increased for 

example, the survival or resilience of my company versus regulation. It has some conversion currency 

because I don't know for example, my stock price would rise or I would not get fines from the 

regulators. So it cost me $50,000 to buy the filter and I saved myself From a fine of $5,000. So you 

can measure how much you took out and how much you put in. You have a conversion, a calculator. 

But if I'm working for example with the elderly and I want to increase the amount of elderly people I 

touch, so I recruit more people in order to touch more people, I'm increasing how much I touch. But 

for example, if I don't want to increase my staff and so far I have five people. And until now they had 
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one hour of work with each elderly person and now I want to tell them to do it in half an hour so they 

can do 20 people. So you could say now what you show is that you increase the number of elderly 

people you engage with, but for certain you decreased the amount of happiness that they have because 

for one hour of engagement, you lowered them to half an hour engagement. But I can argue with that, 

who says that an hour is more than half an hour in terms of happiness, or even more than that. But 

through video call technology I can work with all ten for one hour, I'm hitting 10 people, so now I can 

do 10 hours with them. So I actually increased the amount of time I'm with them. So how do you 

measure it? You measure it by time? Do you measure it by sense of happiness, sense of happiness 

subject to the person, it's not an objective measurement. So it's very difficult, you can imagine, I just 

gave you a very specific small example. The more complicated the businesses, the more complicated 

how to measure it. So measurement, the measurement matrix on people's happiness or on people's 

awareness or people's education, on different topics are things that are difficult to measure. That's why 

I think the SE measurement and measurement of impact is very difficult. And another thing that comes 

into that is the difference between outputs and outcome. You're familiar with the metrics of input, 

output and then outcome? 

 

NY: We think we know it, but we will still be happy if you could elaborate on this. 

 

N: Okay. So impact is measured by the outcome minus what probably would have happened without 

my intervention. And this is very difficult to measure. For example, let's say I have a social business 

that wants to give the course for unemployed on software skills in order to help them to introduce 

them to the high tech market and help them with new skills that they don't have, and that's why they're 

unemployed. Let's say I have 100 people enrolled. And let's say the outcome is 100 people finished my 

curriculum, and perhaps I had a test. How do I know that the output or the outcome is equal to the 

impact? Perhaps three of them would have done it without my intervention anyway, how do I know 

that? So, an impact measurement, not only you have the difficulty that I shared with you earlier, you 

also have the difficulty that you, if you really want to measure your impact, you need to subtract what 

could have happened anyway without my intervention. And this is very, very difficult to measure. 

Because you don't know how would things evolve if you were not existing. 
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NY: One last little question regarding the problem or the impact measurement in general, and a bit 

more detail about what you do at ESCO for the ventures that you support. Do you have any impact 

measurement tools in place? Or how do you deal with that on the job? 

 
N:  

Well, just like I shared with you today, on the philosophical level, how it's very difficult. It's very 

difficult in practice when we do it with our SE that we work with. We try to build some kind of 

matrix. We want to understand what is going to be our impact. But I can tell you with being modest, 

we're not doing a very good job of this. It's very, very difficult for an SE to survive in itself. More so 

because it's working in areas where it's not lucrative for money. You know, it's super lucrative to work 

in oil and gas industry. It's not lucrative to Work with the elderly. So for budgets, if you're getting it 

from the government, budgets are very, very small, if you're getting it from private sector, so people 

don't pay as much. when you go to these topics it's not lucrative. So it's difficult as it is to try to 

survive as an SE, like I shared with you earlier. And, and so to put on the matrix, and measure it, in 

itself is very difficult. So we're doing a very bad job in this. It means we're trying to put some input of 

time to measure it. We put time to build the matrix and put time to collect data. But I wouldn't tell you 

that we are we are doing an excellent job, I think mediocre and even less. 

 
NY: but Perfect, thanks for the honesty as well. And that's also what we kind of have so far our 

hypothesis was that it very much needs congruent impact measurement tools in place in order to kind 

of develop the field of se. But we also from the interviews that we had with other founders or other 

incubators, and also from the academic research, it's exactly what you said, it's so hard, like, how do 

you measure lack of people? Or how do you measure the impact of one specific initiative. So I think 

this field is really, really, really complex and really hard to kind of put into use, especially in the 

beginning stage of the social business. And so then, like I said, we kind of defined three key problems, 

four key challenges, one being the definition, second being the aspect of impact measurement. And the 

third is about financing. So how to finance social entrepreneurship ventures, because we realise that a 

lot of back in the days it was always only NGOs or very small initiatives that had a hard time to 

finance their their endeavors and then nowadays we kind of discovered that the so called hybrid model 

is more than one place where also market based and kind of profit based strategies Come on place. 

And we were wondering about this aspect of financing. So first, if applicable in your opinion, what are 

the main obstacles regarding the financing of SE auto obtain financing? 
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N:  
You guys did a very good job. You really pinpointed the key issues that make this scene very difficult 

to write about. The third point which you are saying smartly, financial access is very difficult. The 

reason it is being so difficult is first like I said it's difficult to get money for - how do I how would I 

define it? You need to look at the economy on a macro scale, okay 400 years ago, there were kings 

and people that worked for the king and nobody cared about social welfare or environmental aspects. 

Then you started 200 or 120 years ago, you started having a the Industrial Revolution, people started 

working, you don't have a king anymore. You have an economy and politics as we know it. You have 

the government. The responsibility for social welfare was the government's and it was like that for 

several years, several decades and then you started having lacks of where the government doesn't offer 

services or doesn't offer well enough services. So the civil sector started rising but like for everything 

you need financial support. The civil sector got a little bit from the government, but then it was just 

like as it is before only maybe you can say privatized because before the government financed it. So, 

forever it has been very a small amounts. Your country or Scandinavian countries, you guys are a 

model like Denmark, Sweden, and Norway and Finland. You guys are at an absolute model all over 

the world. I hope everyone would copy your model. But you're doing your research on Israel and not 

on Denmark. Israel is unfortunately more similar to the US where capitalism and not social welfare is 

the main idea behind capitalism. And so financing is very low in terms of social and of course, 

environmental for other reasons, but also very low. Specifically in Israel, you would also have the 

problem of security. You know, we are in constant war, we are an island between Arab countries. It's 

not in the culture here like in Denmark to have so many years of Peace or in Europe, if you could call 

it peace since World War Two, but you know you're working together and you're not threatened by 

war like Israel is, was and still is. So you have your biggest budget goes to security, Homeland 

Security and the military. So taking these two factors of financing like the US pays the minimum to 

social welfare and the fact that we are in constant war, you get that the government can't finance as it 

should. And then you add a third problem, and this is the problem throughout the world. It's called 

externalities. Are you familiar with the cost of externalities? So the matrix of OECD countries, the EU, 

the US and Israel, is that they, we don't measure externalities when we give someone or permit to emit 

co2 emissions, we don't fine them. We didn't fine them for years, even if you have some countries that 

now fine them for the carbon emissions, I don't think it really is a direct calculation to the amount of 

people that he brings to the hospital because of the pollution. So in Israel, for sure you don't find 

external costs, and therefore, you get very low financing from the government. And when you go to 

philanthropy, if you're an NGO, philanthropy is of course, usually it's tycoons, it's people who are 

making a lot of money from things that they do a lot of external costs. And then they have a little bit of 

profit so they donate small sums of it. In Israel, you are below the 1% average in the World of 
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corporations and tycoons to donate for donations. we are I think 0.3 on average. So, like we are one 

third of the average of the world or one 10th of the average of the world. So you have a very small 

philanthropic Arena in Israel. And if you want to be market-based, which is what we believe mostly in 

ESCO, if you want to be market-based, it means you need to sell products. Now if you want to sell 

products, to a sector of citizens, the private sector, big corporations or be it citizens, you need that it 

will be a markets need. So there is no market need in Israel for environmental aspects. No one is going 

to pay in Israel for the fact that you are lowering emissions. So perhaps and Israel is a very small 

market as well. So perhaps if you have start-ups that I went to work in the world of environmental, you 

have many renewable energies and AI to renewable energies and technology to renewable energy and 

to other stuff as well. You look at the global markets and this is where you raise capital and where you 

look for the markets to pay so basically, the Israeli SE is just r&d based in Israel but it's markets are 

global and so financing doesn't in the whole world, doesn't call it SE, it we'll call it probably 

environmental, or you have environmental funds. If you look on the social sector, you have even less. 

So in Israel you have very, very few financing for social aspects and if you look for the global capital 

on social aspects, you have a lower amount of funds than environmental. So this is my mapping, my 

insight why it is very difficult to raise capital or to get finance in Israel for an SE. 

 

NY: Perfect, very helpful, exactly what we needed to hear. Regarding the time we have three questions 

left. So, the first one would be a little bit more about your ESCO activity and your personal opinion. 

And can you maybe tell us two examples of a success story of your ventures or projects, first, being 

the most socially rewarding and second, the most financially rewarding, just in a nutshell. 

 

N:  

The most social rewarding is if I look at the business unit that we had, we like I told you in the 

beginning we had three business units. One is for consultancy, one was the training center one is the 

actual building of social entrepreneurship. So, if I look at the business unit we had for training center, 

this would be the most social rewarding. If I look at it as an SE, because the amount of courses that we 

have, the amount of people that came to these courses, the different types of courses that we have, it 

was introductory to SE and it was a deep dive. One year courses. We had five cohorts so one year 

courses with 12 people on average, per course, where they did learning by doing and built by 

themselves their social businesses. And we help them through this one year of real learning by doing 

in-depth course. They came across the idea of social business and social impact business, and then 

how to build an impact business, etc. So our training center is in my eyes, my most social rewarding. 

After five years of working, we closed it down. Because financially, it was on breakeven, and it didn't 

give profit. But socially it had the most impact and it is the most rewarding, regarding the amount of 
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people we touched. Like I shared with you, because we were first in the scene, we were the first 

accelerator, the first player in the scene in 2010. No Academy worked with us, no Academy was even 

thinking about it. And when we closed the training center in 2015, you had six universities, having 

courses in social entrepreneurship. Part of the reason we closed the training center was because these 

academia started opening courses and they are financially it's easier for them to do courses than it is 

for us. So in a sense, we build up our own competition. So financially, we were shooting ourselves in 

the foot but so I had the most satisfaction of this. We actually were a big part of making the scene in 

Israel. And for that we're very, very honored and very, very proud. And we are very, very happier 

rewarded. Financially, the most financially rewarding I think is well, in the in the last two years, we're 

putting emphasis on environmental start-ups. So I hope they will be much more financially lucrative 

but it's still too soon to know. But when we had in 2015, or 2014, we founded a social 

Entrepreneurship of the theater in Elad, the the southernmost city in Israel. Israel, like Chile is very, 

very long and very narrow. And Elad is the southernmost part. And it's very periphery in every sense 

because it's so divided or separated from the central scene of Tel Aviv and the center of Israel. So in 

every aspect, besides having a great beach of the Red Sea, a lot is very behind in social welfare and 

economic development in work centers, in education, etc, etc, and also on culture. And we had two 

entrepreneurs coming to us, they said, Look, we are actors in the theater in Tel Aviv National Theatre, 

we want to build a theater in Elad. We want to move to Elad, want to take some actors and a director 

with us, and to build a cultural scene in Elad, but we have no idea how to found the business. We only 

know how to be an actress. And then we partnered with them and we built a theater in Elad because it 

is an NGO, since it got half of its income from the citizens buying tickets and half of its income from 

selling services to the government of cultural services, so to the government and to the municipality. 

We had our share there. And that was very, very rewarding in terms of social as well, but it was very 

good and financially rewarding as well. 

 
NY: Perfect. But we also saw Elad theater on your website. And we also wanted to go to a lot, 

basically at some point. But due to COVID-19, we were not able to do so. But thanks for sharing the 

insights. And so the second last question is about your opinion of the future outlook of sem. I mean, 

you already told us in the beginning that the scene is still very small and that there are some barriers in 

place and it's not comparable, for example, to the scene in Scandinavia or something, but still very 

interested in your opinion. Where do you think he will go from here? So will its importance decrease 

or increase in Israel? 
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N:  
I think that importance will increase. But I think it is due to the fact that you get more and more 

capital, especially technological capital, to do environmental SEs or environmental start-ups in Israel 

as well as in the whole world. And topics like the elderly is becoming a huge topic in Europe, Japan, 

the US is getting older and older by age. So it is being seen as an economic problem. So, you write on 

this as an economic problem, just like as for environmental reasons, for economic problems and for 

economic reasons. The cost that the investments increase. So elderly, likewise. Perhaps transportation 

likewise. So in that sense I see the scene increasing but not because it is called SE but because 

environmental business or building solutions for environmental problems is getting more and more 

mainstream economic-wise. And likewise the elderly and likewise education. You need to move to the 

21st century with technology,. Schools are just like they were 120 years ago. So you get it for 

economic reasons, I’m ok with that, I don’t see any problem with that, I think what moves the world is 

economic reasons. I wish it would be more moral values and social and environmental values and not 

only economic reasons but because I understand that the economy and money rules the world, and 

these problems are getting more and more tapped into with money, that’s why the scene of solutions 

they are increased, so the SE would increase. But it’s not increasing in it’s pure essence because it is 

the right thing to do. 

 

NY: Covid-19 question 

 
N: Basically it is the same answer that I gave you to the previous question. People now are concerned 

because of the Pandemic and about how to build solutions, be it vaccines or be it better measurements 

or  be it how to work from home; the economy is focusing on solutions for social distancing and health 

reasons because of the Pandemic but for economical reasons. The economy is shut down everywhere. 

So solutions are helping for economic reasons. So the company that would find a vaccine would be a 

multi billion company because there is a huge market now, so it’s economic reasons. People were 

threatening, academia and researchers were threatening about the big problem such a Pandemic would 

create. Researchers are saying we need to find a way to tackle this virus but as it was not for economic 

reasons, budgets for this researchers were shut down just because it wasn’t on the main focus of the 

economy. Now it is. so as it is now, it is all economic reasons that are driving cash to that So you will 

see many SEs if you want to call them SEs but not necessarily would they call themselves SEs, 

working in that arena. You have more people with  social distancing so you have a lot of elderly 

people that are isolated. You need to find solutions for them and people will pay for that. In that sense, 

small start-ups if they want to call themselves SE or not, it’s not important, for them they will try to 

tackle capital financing and the markets because Covid is a trend.  



 221 

I: Anonymous Military Source 
  

1. Personal Information: 

-   Name: (I prefer if you keep it anonymous) 

-   Time in military: 3 years 

-   Role in military: Combat soldier/ sergeant 

-   Current occupation: soon to be student 

  

2. General overview of the Israeli Military Journey. Please elaborate on your journey in the 

Military from start: 

(Leading questions) 

How did it start? 

-   As an Israeli citizen I was obliged to enrol in the military service. I went to the recruitment base 

where I signed up and waited for them to later call my name on the bill board. 

How do they divide you into groups or units? 

-   The Israeli military defence forces is segmented into different ranked units. I personally tried out for 

elite units categories which are special forces and naval commando 

-   The try-out sessions for these units last two days in which you lose your identity and are given a 

number by which they will refer to you as. 

-   The try-outs begin with a 2km run where you have to aim to achieve the fastest time as you are 

measured and compared to the other participants in everything you do. This run acts as a filters, 

as they segmented us into groups according to the results we obtained. 

-   After that, the actual try-out commences in sand dunes. They mess up with our sleeping schedule – 

making us sleep very early and waking us up in the middle of the night (4-5am) -- to start running 

up and down the sand dunes competing to achieve the best result you can once again. Aside from 

running, we had to repeat several series which involved crawling, digging 1x1m wholes 

strategically to do it in the least time as possible, carry stretchers, carry sandbags and run with 

them and plenty of other harsh physical acts. 

-   The objective of the try outs is to test candidates both physically and mentally by pushing them to 

their limits. They manage to exhaust the candidates by making them repeat such series from 4am 

until 2pm.  
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-   So, based on the results you obtain in these try-outs you are considered into one of those elite unit 

categories. However, this is just the initial try out, in order to be allocated into a specific unit 

within those two categories, candidates have to go through more try-outs and tests. 

What is the process from day 1? 

-   Once you have been allocated into a specific unit and they call your name on the billboard, you get 

on a bus that leaves from the recruitment base. This bus makes one stop prior to leaving you in 

your respective unit base, which is where you are given you soldier uniform, your soldier number, 

you get a blood test and vaccines and finally make a bank account. 

-   Depending on what unit you are allocated in the process varies. In my case, they told me to turn off 

my phone, threw our bags into a big tent and from their on they started testing us physically and 

tried breaking us mentally (it’s hard to describe with words) 

  
What kind of exercises, mental or physical, do you go through? 

-   Mentally: They to break you by making you feel like you are worthless, like you haven’t achieved 

anything in life, you lose your sense of self by being talked down completely and by basically 

teaching you that every time you “miss behave” there will be consequences. They try to teach you 

that your new home is the army, and therefore deprive you from getting into contact with your 

loved ones. 

-   Physically: they exhaust you by making you train all day long, being in the ranges for hours, giving 

you very little breaks, making you run and sprint everywhere you go. They barely feed you at the 

beginning and make sure soldiers barely get sleep. They wake you up in the middle of the night to 

create a constant sense of fear as you never know what to expect. Sometimes we were asked to put 

on our uniforms and go back to sleep, meanwhile other times we had to go on a march with 

strechers (these marches started at 4km and escalating until 50km when we were reaching the end 

of our training period). They created a sense of fear by forging a sense of constant uncertainty, 

not only in terms of the activities we were to perform, but also when we could use our phones, or 

when we were going home.  

Your thoughts and feelings on your progression in the military? 

-   Before the army, I thought I could take on any type of physical activity as I used to play basketball 

professionally and train an average of 3 hrs daily where I was also pushed to my limits. However, 

after enrolling in the army I experienced a much tougher challenged, which was very hard to cope 

and adapt to at first. I lost 10kg because we would eat very little and be active the whole day and 

most of the nights. We were forced to pull all nighters constantly, out of 48 hours there were times 

where wed sleep 14 and the other 34 hours I was not only awake, but either running or carrying 
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over 40% of my body weight while marching or performing some type of harsh physical acts. 

Nonetheless, as time progressed, I was able to adapt and it soon became easier both physically 

and mentally but they never seized to surprise us with something we thought to be impossible. The 

constant push to our limits, made us realise our limits where further than what we had initially set 

them as, which equipped us with a hard mentality and enabled us to take on any challenged that 

was thrown at us. 

  

3. In depth about your role in the military, and experience with your unit 

What Unit were you assigned to? 

-   Maglan 

Main activities in the unit 

-   So, Maglan is an elite unit that specialises in operating behind enemy lines and entering in deep 

enemy territory by using advanced technologies and weaponry. 

-   The main activities we did was arresting terrorists, combating Hamas in the Gaza Strip amongst 

other classified activities. 

  
What kind of formal education did you receive? (Any forms of education, whether formal or 

informal, may be relevant.) 

-   I haven’t received formal education, however we were taught about our enemies: how they dress 

like, how they function, their ways of operating, how they move around, what type of resources 

they have, their weaponry, etc… 

-   In addition to that I was trained to use technological equipments that my unit operates with 

-   We were also taught a lot about the history of Israel 

  

What have you learnt from this role? (Both hard and soft skills may be relevant) 

-   Hard skills: analytical, creative thinking, strategic analysis, 

-   Soft skills: communication, leadership, time management, risk management, work under pressure, 

sense of responsibility, team work 

  

4. Life after Military 

  

Are you still in contact/do you plan to stay in contact with those in your unit, if so, how? 
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-   Yes, I am still in contact with my team mates and I am planning on keeping it that way, as the army 

truelly built strong bonds between us. I will keep in touch by constantly meeting them just as I do 

with my non-army friends. 

Are you more inclined to start working, enter University, or something else, after leaving the 

military? 

-   I finished my service this last December 2019, so I am taking one year off in order to feel the 

freedom and get to live life as a free man by travelling and exploring the world with friends (This 

COVD-19 situation is fucking up my plans a bit as you can imagine). 

-   However, I am starting my undergrad studies in September 2020. 

Do you intend to use any of the technical skills you learnt in the future? (I.e. if you were trained in 

cyber security and start working in this field) 

-   As I was a combat soldier, my technical skill are limited. However, the army has equipped me with 

life skills that I wouldn’t have gained anywhere else if it weren’t for my service and these skills I 

am planning on using on a daily basis. 

  

5. General thoughts 

Best and worst aspects of the military from your experience? 

Best: 

o   Getting to know yourself, your capabilities and your limitations to an incomparable extent. 

o   Becoming more tolerant and flexible by learning how to work in a group even with people you 

don’t get along or under bosses you don’t necessarily agree with 

o   Understanding the value of trust as your life depends not only on you but on your team 

o   I learned what not giving up, how to push myself to the limit, how to think outside of the box to 

resolve risky situations. 

o   The work ethics it gives you 

o   Meeting people that I would’ve never met if it wasn’t for the military, people that are from different 

backgrounds and very different to myself. 

o   Learning what true companionship is. 

  

-   Worst: 

o   Having to answer and obey commanders you don’t agree with, and having no choice/say in it. 

o   The bureaucratic side of the military 
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Overall, I would describe it as a very positive experience that forced me to mature a lot and 

strengthened my weaknesses severily. The tough moments that were part of it and now are simply 

good memories. 

Would you say that your experience has increased your sense of national identity? 

-   Yes, 100%. 

-   I left Israel when I was 12 to go live in Spain and came back to do my service when I was 18. Ever 

since I came back, my sense of patriotism has in no doubt increased significantly, I feel more 

connected to my country and its history than ever and I can say that I feel more Israeli now than 

before.   
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J: Questionnaire Social Entrepreneurship Israel  
 

 
 
Analysis of Social Entrepreneurship in Israel  

 
The following is the official questionnaire that we use for the analysis of the Social Entrepreneurship 

(SE) ecosystem in Israel. This analysis makes up for the core of our Master thesis, which has the 

working title “Social Entrepreneurship as a trailblazer for a humane social utopia – A qualitative 

assessment of the Israeli model as an alternative to modern capitalism”.  

 

By answering the questions and sending back the document to us, you agree to be included and quoted 

within our thesis. For double-checking purposes, we will send you a copy for you to approve before 

officially handing in the thesis to our university, the Copenhagen Business School in Copenhagen, 

Denmark.  

 

As we focus on a qualitative approach, we appreciate every input, no matter how irrelevant it may seem 

at first. Therefore, we would like to encourage you to answer the question as extensively as possible. 

Furthermore, some questions might feel repetitive or you might be inclined to answer different ones in 

a similar fashion. For the sake of consistency, we would kindly ask you to still do so. In case that you 

either cannot answer a question or don’t want to due to confidentiality reasons, just blank it. 

 
If not agreed otherwise, please send us your answers either as plain text in an email, as a PDF document 

or as a voice memo.  

 

Thank you very much for your cooperation and input.   

 

Best wishes,  

Niklas, Will and Niklas Yves  
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Hypothesis:  
Israel has a unique ecosystem that supports the creation and thriving of social ventures.  
 

1. Personal information  
 
Could you please state your: 

• Name 
• Company  
• Role  
• Mission of the company  

 
 

2. General overview of the Israeli SE (Social Entrepreneurship) ecosystem  
 

• Please elaborate on how, in your opinion, the SE ecosystem has developed over time in Israel. 
• Please elaborate on how your company has developed within that ecosystem over the years. 
• Who are the key players enabling the SE ecosystem in your opinion and why?  

 
Out of the following groups:  

o Start-ups 
o Corporate innovation 
o Incubators  
o Investors (VC, private and government) 
o Government 

 
• What factors are fostering the Israeli SE ecosystem? 
• What are the key areas of innovation in the Israeli SE ecosystem in general and what are those 

in Israeli business entrepreneurship? 
 

3. An in-depth overview and analysis of your company in the context of SE  
 

• Definition 
o What is your definition of Social Entrepreneurship?  

 
• Market trends 

o What are the key areas of innovation being in your focus in the past and at the moment? 
 

• Future outlook 
o In your opinion, what areas of innovation have the most potential in the future (from a 

business angle vs. most pressing social needs) 
o Where do you think SE will go from here? Will its importance decrease/increase in 

Israel? 
 

• Resource distribution and investment  
o What are your preferred areas of investment? 
o How do you invest/support financially and what factors do you take into account for 

deciding upon it?  
 

• How do you measure your impact? 
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o Do you use specific models or on what ground, theory or scale do you measure your 
impact? 

o How do you measure the impact of the ventures you support? 
o If applicable, what are the main obstacles with regard to impact measurement?  

 
• Financing 

o How do you finance yourself? 
o What financing mechanisms do you use to support your ventures? 
o If applicable, what are the main obstacles regarding the financing of SE in your opinion? 

 
• Social- and business entrepreneurship 

o What is your take on the relationship between social- and business entrepreneurship? 
o How do social ventures and business ventures interact and/or co-exist in your strategy? 
o Is there a knowledge transfer in your strategy?   

 
• Can you tell us two examples of a success story of your ventures or projects  

o Most socially rewarding 
o Most financially rewarding  

 
• Future outlook 

o In your opinion, what areas of innovation have the most potential in the future (from a 
business angle vs. most pressing social needs) 

o Where do you think SE will go from here? Will its importance decrease/increase in 
Israel?  

 
4. Reflections 

• What is your take on SE in Israel in general? Is it really social or is it our assumption? 
• In your opinion and from the previous input, what are the 3-5 key pillars of the Israeli (social) 

start-up ecosystem? 
 

5. Current Development 
• Corona Crisis - pure threat or opportunity in disguise?  

o In your opinion, how would you rate the recent development related to the COVID-19 
outbreak with regard to SE in Israel and in general? 

o Focusing on SE and impact models, how are markets shifting through response to the 
crisis and where could new niches develop and existing projects profit of the shift? 

 

6. End statement  
Anything to add or point out, that we did not touch upon yet?  

 

Thank you very much for your time. 
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K: Balance Sheet Vaude 2018 - Economy for Common Good 
(https://www.ecogood.org/en) 
 
 


