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A great new phenomenon is emerging in the Netherlands – the Social Enterprise –  
with the potential of having significant impact on our society and ultimately on the  
planet at large.

Social innovation is required to fill the growing gap between what governments and 
philanthropic organizations provide, and what commercial enterprises offer. Social 
Enterprises form a great opportunity to bring this social innovation. We define a  
Social Enterprise as a company with the primary goal to deliver social value in 
a financially sustainable and independent way1. Social Enterprises contribute to 
solving social issues ranging from global challenges such as climate change and unfair 
distribution of profits throughout the value chain, to national challenges such as rising 
costs for healthcare and vulnerable groups of people lacking access to our labor market.

 
While there are many different ways to approach social issues, Social Enterprises have  
a unique and distinctive role in driving holistic and sustainable system change:

 � Social Enterprises have great innovation capabilities, responding swiftly to the 
demand of consumers. Their superior value proposition can drive change across  
the industry and bring traditional enterprises along.

 � With their self-sufficient economic model, Social Enterprises provide sustainable  
solutions to social issues. 

1 Despite broad academic interest and publications an internationally shared definition 
for “Social Enterprise” and “Social Entrepreneurship” is still lacking: recent international 
research summarized twenty of them
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The products and services of Social Enterprises cover all relevant social issues, as 
diverse as labor participation, climate change, and affordable healthcare. Social 
Enterprises with the biggest potential for a meaningful contribution to these domains are 
companies that have: 1) a significant ambition, 2) an innovative and scalable approach, 
and 3) an attractive economic model to ensure investments in growth, independence, 
and financial sustainability.

Examples of Social Enterprises that manage to combine social and economic value 
creation are: the Grameen Bank in Bangladesh which extends microcredit to provide 
opportunities for the bottom-of-the pyramid, the Max Havelaar fair-trade organizations 
(originally from the Netherlands but now active internationally) offering local farmers and 
workers more security and better terms, and Greenwheels, a car rental agency in the 
Netherlands with an innovative car sharing scheme.

We are convinced that an attractive economic model can go hand in hand with delivering 
social impact. First of all, the company can capture part of the social value created by 
charging a price premium to consumers. Secondly, there is a cost benefit from reducing 
raw material waste. And thirdly, its inspirational ambitions will be so appealing to superior 
talent from all disciplines, that they may well be satisfied with moderate wages.

In countries such as the US and the UK, the Social Enterprise trend started earlier and 
developed stronger, compared to the Netherlands. We are still in its early days – Social 
Enterprises are pioneering, supporting initiatives are in development, and keen interest 
is emerging from the new generation. However, we believe that the Dutch – being 
innovative, entrepreneurial, and socially engaged – possess the right DNA to fuel a 
significant Social Enterprise movement.

Willemijn Verloop, with the support of McKinsey & Company’s Amsterdam office, has 
undertaken a focused effort in the past months, to map the current landscape of Social 
Enterprises in the Netherlands, and understand what it takes to truly boost this sector. 
We conducted over 70 interviews, launched a survey among ~700 Social Entrepreneurs, 
analyzed the performance of ~100 Social Enterprises, and studied international best 
practice support models. In this document we present our findings, structured as follows:

 � Overview of the Dutch Social Enterprises field

 � Challenges and success factors for Dutch Social Enterprises

 � Support networks for Social Enterprises

In this section we provide an overall picture of the current Social Enterprises landscape 
in the Netherlands. We received response from ~100 Social Entrepreneurs on a survey, 
and analyzed the financial performance of ~100 Social Enterprises to understand 
these companies better. This provides insight into such features as their social impact, 
financial performance, educational and professional background of their entrepreneurs, 
and sources of capital. 

Presence of Social Enterprises

Currently the number of Social Enterprises in the Netherlands is still limited with 
approximately 4,000 – 5,000 companies in place. Not all of these companies truly fit our 
definition regarding the ambition to scale up and drive system change. The average size 
of the Dutch Social Enterprise is relatively small. When we benchmark this sector in the 
Netherlands to other countries, there may be an upside potential to more than double 
the number of Social Enterprises to 10,000, and increase the amount of jobs in Social 
Enterprises from 24,000-30,000 to 100,000 (figure 2).

The majority of Dutch Social Enterprises that we have found is active in six broad 
sectors: Biosystems, Cleantech, Economic Development, Civic Engagement, Health 
and Wellbeing, and Education (figure 3). Based on a sample of ~700 Social Enterprises, 
we found that Biosystems is the largest segment consisting mostly of organic farmers. 
Cleantech is the second largest and highly diversified sector focused on new sources 
of energy and energy efficiency. Health and Wellbeing is the least diversified sector, 
with many care farms. In Economic Development we have found a broad range of fair 
trade organizations. Education has only a limited number of Social Enterprises. Smaller 
sectors such as Housing, Culture, Sports, Meaningfulness, and Human Rights were 
considered out of scope because they are either too small, or because their mission is 
too profound to be economically viable. 

Currently the impact of Social Enterprises in the Netherlands is still limited

The number of Social Enterprises in the Netherlands has 
not yet reached full potential
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Examples of successful Dutch Social Enterprises today include: Greenchoice (provider 
of green energy), Fair Trade Original (Trademark for Fair trade products), Greenwheels 
(car sharing), Tendris (a.o. LED lighting), Triodos Bank (financier of Social Enterprises and 
socially responsible enterprises) and Ctaste (fully dark restaurant that employs visually 
handicapped staff). Furthermore, two examples of Social Enterprises have proved to be 
successful via replication: organic farms and care farms. Although none of these farms 
may be particularly well-known, aggregated they are certainly sizable.

It can take Social Enterprises years to develop their product, design their business 
model, and obtain growth capital. This was the case for NICE International, which 
builds solar-powered ICT service centers in developing countries operated by local 
entrepreneurs on a franchise basis. Optimizing their technology, running successful 
pilots, and obtaining growth capital took almost ten years but NICE is now in the position 
to rapidly expand the number of NICE-centers and grow their social impact.

Social impact

Although social impact is what it is about for Social Enterprises, almost half of the Social 
Enterprises that responded to the survey do not measure their social impact (figure 4). 
Those Social Enterprises that do measure social impact mostly use specific impact 
indicators and/or use the reach of their organization as a proxy for social impact.  
A typical indicator of reach is the number of people supported. Typical ways to measure 
social impact are number of people employed (in case of labor participation) or amount 
of CO2 reduction (mostly applicable in Cleantech). Only a small share of respondents 
used advanced methodologies such as Social Return on Investment (SROI).

Clearly, a simple universal approach to measuring (and hence comparing) social impact 
is not available. However, several developments can be seen: SROI is a principles based 
method for measuring environmental or social value relative to resources invested, the 
Impact Reporting and Investment Standard (IRIS) offers a set of KPIs that can be used to 
measure social impact, and the Tools and Resources Assessing Social Impact (TRASI) is 
a database of impact measurement standards initiated by McKinsey.

With their primary goal of increasing social impact, many Social Enterprises freely share 
their knowledge, for example by coaching other Social Enterprises. A stellar 78% of 
Social Enterprises in Civic Engagement and 67% in Health and Wellbeing said they share 
knowledge openly.

 

The majority of Dutch Social Enterprises is 
active in 6 sectors

SOURCE: Team analysis
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Almost half of the Social Enterprises does not measure their social impact
How does your organization measure the impact on your People or Planet objectives?
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Source: Social Enterprises Survey (N=95)
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Financial performance

More than half the companies we found have a turnover of less than EUR 80,000. Almost 
half of the Social Enterprises we identified are not yet break-even.

The largest companies are in Cleantech, where over one third of the enterprises have 
turnovers larger than 1 M EUR. Historically Cleantech companies achieved the highest 
growth (figure 5). Cleantech and Economic Development have the highest ambition for 
growth in profit.

Sources of capital

Social Enterprises finance their activities with different types of capital. In addition to own 
capital, subsidies and donations are important especially for start-ups. Loans and equity 
investments are more demanding forms of funding since investors require returns on 
their capital (figure 6).

The majority of Health & Wellbeing and Cleantech companies (75% respectively 67%) 
rely on subsidies, but many entrepreneurs expect these subsidies to decline. Loans are 
most common in Cleantech and Biosystems, which could be explained by the capital-
intensive nature of their activities. The lack of collateral in Economic Development makes 
it harder for entrepreneurs in that sector to secure loans.

Entrepreneurs in all sectors expect the amount of equity investments to rise in the years 
to come.

Social Enterprises in Cleantech are largest, have highest ambition
and growth

SOURCE: Social Enterprises Survey (N=95), Triodos Bank
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Social Enterprises go through various stages of development, similar to traditional 
companies, starting with idea generation, going via start-up phase, professionalizing 
phase, and ultimately through the growth phase. We have analyzed the specific 
challenges that Social Enterprises encounter in each phase, and what elements 
contribute to their success.

Challenges

We have found that many Social Enterprises struggle to grow past the professionalizing 
phase and get stuck in what is sometimes called “the valley of death”. Here they face 
four main challenges: 1) Untraditional and complex business models, 2) management 
development issues, 3) limited access to (venture) capital, and 4) legislation issues.

Developing business models with a focus on both social goals and a profit goal is 
challenging and generally requires more time in comparison with developing more 
traditional business models. Our research shows that 42% of Social Enterprises is 
not profitable, 27% not even after five years. (Figure 5 shows differences per sector).
However, this need not deter Social Enterprises in the Netherlands, because the biggest 
and most successful Social Enterprise to date, the Grameen Bank, took almost 10 years 
to reach profitability in micro-finance.

A similar story holds for NICE International, who we referred to earlier. The process from 
optimizing their technology, refining their business model, running successful pilots, and 
obtaining growth capital took almost ten years but NICE is now in the position to rapidly 
expand the number of NICE-centers and grow their social impact.

Challenges and success 
factors for Dutch Social 
Enterprises

The Social Enterprise sector and individual Social Enterprises
face multiple challenges

SOURCE: Interviews, McKinsey Ashoka projects
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Figure 7

The difficulty of developing a sound business model is confirmed in our survey where 
46% of the respondents indicated that covering all costs is one of the main obstacles  
for growth.

To many Social Entrepreneurs, the transition to manager in the professionalizing phase 
poses significant management challenges such as scaling up production, managing 
multiple clients, and using data to steer the company. This need not be surprising since 
many of these Social Entrepreneurs lack entrepreneurial instincts (figure 8):

The third main challenge in the professionalizing phase is the transition from relatively 
abundant and not very sophisticated seed capital (<250k) to scarce and more 
demanding venture capital. Our survey results show that almost 60% of the Social 
Enterprises in the professionalization phase indicate limited access to funds as an 
obstacle for growth.

Based on our analysis, we estimate that approximately EUR 600-650 million of funding 
is available for Social Enterprises in the Netherlands. Of this approximately EUR 250 
million is seed capital available for companies in the start-up phase. The bulk of this 
money consists of subsidies and friendly investments, and/or donations by philanthropic 
foundations and family trusts.

The remainder of EUR 350-400 million is available for companies in the professio-
nalization phase. We estimate the total demand for these funds to be a factor ~3 higher. 
This funding gap is even bigger for the real innovative companies. Unlike enterprises 
with proven business models they cannot get access to bank financing which makes 
up more than 50% of the capital (approximately EUR 250 million). The remainder of the 
capital (~EUR 100-150 million) comes from subsidies, family trusts, and Venture Capital 
funds (figures 9 and 10).

Management is a challenge for most Social Entrepreneurs

Source: Interviews

Social Entrepreneurs put less emphasis 
on running a tight company…

… often lack entrepreneurial and 
management qualities …

… which is especially evident in the 
professionalizing phase

“Social Entrepreneurs focus on 
social matters, less on setting 
up a business.”

– Sector expert

“Entrepreneurs are often unconsciously 
unskilled; they require coaching, but I’m 
not sure they’ll be willing to accept it.”

– Investor

“Two main pitfalls for Social 
Entrepreneurs: forming teams lacking 
complementary skills, and the inability 
to delegate tasks.”

– Sector expert

“There is an issue on competencies: 
I observe a “hugging-culture” with 
friends and relatives on the board.”

– Supporter

“Social Entrepreneurs are not 
used to writing a business plan 
or building an organization.”

– Sector expert

“Non profit attracts a breed of people 
unfamiliar with business customs.”

– Supporter

“Social Entrepreneurs are often too 
idealistic and not used to fact-based 
decision making.”

– Investor

“Social Entrepreneurs lack 
entrepreneurial instincts: they have 
an idealistic vision which is not 
always reasonable.”

– Investor

“To enable growth 
entrepreneurs need to learn 
new skills.”

– Sector expert

“The professionalizing phase is the 
‘valley of death’ due to o.a. a lack of 
adaptability and an inability to let go.”

– Investor

“Scaling is the problem, lack of 
financing and professional 
management are the root cause.”

– Social Entrepreneur

Figure 8
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Overview of investors in Dutch Social Enterprises; total 
amount of 600-650 EUR mln available per year

ROUGH ESTIMATES

Type of investor Examples in NL Type of funding

Average 
investment 
EUR ‘000

Profit 
focus

Number of 
institutions

Yearly available funding in NL
EUR mln

Planet People

Crowd funding 
platforms

▪ Crowdaboutnow
▪ Wekomenerwel
▪ Seeds

▪ Participations 10-80 ~5-10

Philanthropic 
foundations

▪ Stichting DOEN
▪ Oranjefonds
▪ VSBfonds1

▪ Donations
▪ Loans
▪ Participations

10-40 ~5-10 big + 
many small  
and local 
funds

Angel investors
(incl. clubs)

▪ PYMWYMIC
▪ Poen en Partners
▪ NijenRoad
▪ Toniic

▪ Participations 25-750 ~300

Government and EU ▪ Eco-Innovation
▪ European Social Fund1

▪ Innovation credit1
▪ Several regional subsidies1

▪ Loans
▪ Donations

15-2500 ~EU, 
government, 
regional 
government

VC funds (early stage) ▪ Dutch Greentech fund
▪ StartGreen
▪ Mainport Innovation Fund

▪ Participations 500-5,000 –

Banks & asset 
managers

▪ Triodos
▪ ASN Bank

▪ Loans
▪ Participations

200-2,000 ~5-10

600-650Total

Family foundations ▪ DOB foundation1

▪ Noaber foundation
▪ Brenninkmeijer foundations

▪ Participations 50-4,000 ~60

BACKUP

1 Estimated share of funds allocated to Social Enterprises

268

123 30

208

5226

60

26

29

34

15

15

34

945

0

89

1

153

1

1

Source: Annual reports banks and foundations, websites banks and foundations, expert interviews, QPQ magazine, NL government website, team analysis

Limited amount of funding available for innovative 
Social Enterprises in professionalization phase

Source: Annual reports banks and foundations, websites banks and foundations, expert interviews, QPQ magazine, NL 
government website, team analysis

250

250

Growth capital for 
innovative business models 100-150

Growth capital for 
proven business models

Growth capital for 
professionalization phase 350-400

Seed capital for 
start-up phase

Funding available 
for Social Enterprises 600-650

Breakdown of available funding for Social Enterprises

EUR mln

~5,000 deals per year 
assuming average deal 
size of 50,000 EUR

50-75 deals per year 
assuming average deal 
size of 2 EUR mln

ROUGH ESTIMATES

Figure 9

Figure 10

The final hurdle identified in our survey and interviews is legislation. While charities  
can get tax exemption, Social Enterprises (which are commercially active) cannot. 
Similarly, while giving to charity is tax-deductible, financing Social Enterprises is not 
which limits the funding available. Investors prefer a good financial return on their 
invested capital and give some of these returns to charity. The UK is trying to tackle 
part of the legislation issue by a specific legal form introduced in 2005: the Community 
Interest Company (CIC).

Furthermore, Social Enterprises in Health and Wellbeing are struggling with existing 
legislation and uncertainty concerning future legislation. New companies have a tough 
time competing in this market with its strict regulations and the inertness of the large 
existing stakeholders.

As can be seen in figure 11, these four main challenges are present across all sectors. 
Some challenges are stronger in specific segments, like obtaining finance in Cleantech, 
and finding the right partners in Economic Development.

More than three quarters of the Social Enterprises that responded to our survey 
recognize the need for additional support to meet these challenges. Suggestions 
include getting access to funding, refinement of business models, access to relevant 
networks and lobby for beneficial legislation.
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Source: Social Enterprises Survey (N=95)

Sectors (number of respondents per sector)

>40% of respondents

<40% % of respondents

Figure 11
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Characteristics of successful Social Enterprises

We examined how certain characteristics of the Social Enterprises of our study relate 
to their size, growth, and profitability. Of course, ideally we would also compare social 
impact but as stated earlier this particular data is not available. The insights are  
as follows:

Social Enterprises independent of subsidies and donations are larger in terms of 
turnover and ~2.5 times more often profitable than enterprises that do depend upon 
subsidies and donations (figure 12). They are also more ambitious and have less difficulty 
in getting access to finance. Those Social Enterprises that in 2011 still depend on 
subsidies and expect to be independent on subsidies and donations in 2016, do have  
a higher growth ambition (figure 13).

Furthermore, companies currently independent of subsidies perceive access to 
financing as a smaller (but still significant) hurdle: 44% of subsidy-independent versus 
72% of subsidy-dependent Social Enterprises perceive getting access to financing  
an obstacle.

Subsidy-independent Social Enterprises have higher turnover and are  
often more profitable than subsidy-dependent Social Enterprises
Percentage of respondents, 2011

24

21

65

4813

100% =

Subsidy-independent1 6113 5

Subsidy-dependent 343 6 3

> 1,000 k EUR

500-1,000 k EUR

200-500 k EUR

80-200 k EUR

<80 k EUR

1 In 2011 a maximum of 25% of total income from subsidies and donations

Income distribution in 2011

Source: Social Enterprises Survey (N=95)

53

36

100% =

6131 31 2

3412 32 3

Loss making

Unknown

Break-even

Profit making

To what extend are you profitable?

Figure 12

 
The most innovative Social Enterprises have a high risk/high return profile in terms of 
profitability and on average have high growth rates. Our survey results show that Social 
Enterprises with innovative products/services have a relatively high chance of being 
profitable but also run a higher risk of losing money (~50%). Less innovative Social 
Enterprises, on the other hand, have a less extreme profile with approximately 50% of 
them being break-even (Figure 14).

High turnover growth ambition exists with currently subsidy-dependent 
Social Enterprises aiming for subsidy independence in 2016  

50

40
39

Subsidy-
dependent 
in 2016

Very high 
growth ambition1

High 
growth ambition1

47

7

Subsidy-
independent 
in 2016         

89

1 Ambition with respect to increasing turnover. ‘Very high growth ambition’ defined as an expected increase of more than one category, ‘High growth 
ambition defined as expected increase of one category. Categories are 1) more than 1,000 k EUR, 2) 500-1,000 k EUR, 3) 200-500 k EUR, 4) 80-200 k 
EUR and 5) less than 80 k EUR. SEs in the highest category in 2011 are left out.

Source: Social Enterprises Survey (N=95)

Level of ambition of respondents who are subsidy dependent in 2011

Number of
respondents 16 18

Credit risk of innovative enterprises is relatively large; they are 
often more loss making than non-innovative enterprises
Did your product/service exist before your enterprise started?
Profitability per category of innovativeness

49

52

29

36

100% =

My product/service did exist in the 
working area of my enterprise, and 
had been applied to my target audience

1421 43

My product/service did exist, but had not 
yet been applied to my target audience 1414 57

My product/service did not exist in the 
working area of my enterprise, but did exist in 
other parts of the Netherlands or abroad

2528 20

My product/service did not exist 
before my enterprise started 3724 22 5

Profit making

Break-even

Loss making

Unknown

Source: Social Enterprises Survey (N=95)

Innovative

Not innovative

Figure 13

Figure 14
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Our analyses of ~100 Social Enterprises indicate that innovative Social Enterprises have 
on average higher turnover growth rates but lower EBIT margins (figure 15). 

 
The background of the entrepreneur is often perceived as an important indicator for 
his/her success. However, our survey shows that neither a long work experience nor 
entrepreneurial experience before starting a Social Enterprise is predictive for financial 
success. We see a slight advantage for people with a high level of education to create  
a financially successful Social Enterprise (figure 16).

Turnover growth
CAGR 2007-101, %

EBIT margin, 
Average 2007-101, %

Innovative enterprises grow fast but have low EBIT margins

1 2009 figures are used in case 2010 figures are not available (CAGR refers to Compound annual growth rate)
Source: Triodos Bank Netherlands Business Relationships, Team analysis

Median of sample

9

7

16

Not innovative

Pre-existing in the     
Netherlands

Innovative

6

13

2

42

33

55

44

100% =

<1 year (2) 956

1-5 years (3) 2232 14

6-10 years (4) 1833 28 6

>10 years (5) 4821 35 2 41

49

33

50

100% =

Non-governmental
organization (NGO) 1414 36

(semi)-government 2737 30

Private sector,
on payroll 4723 23 4

Own enterprise 4129 29 50

36

57

29

100% =

Secondary education 714 57
0

Higher secondary/ 
pre-university 
education

7
14

29

Higher vocational
education 3928 31 5

University,
post-academic 44

23
27

Source: Social Enterprises Survey (N=95)

How many years of work experience did you 
have before starting/leading this enterprise?

In which sector did you work before? What is the highest level of education you 
have completed?

No correlation found between enterprise success and 
entrepreneur’s experience
Profitability distribution, split by background of the entrepreneur
Percentage

Unknown

Loss making

Break-even

Profit making

Figure 15

Figure 16

The Social Enterprises sector is further developed in other countries. For example, 
the US and the UK have a long history of supporting Social Enterprises and shaping 
the Social Enterprise sector. In this section we describe several international support 
initiatives and indicate how they have succeeded in helping the Social Enterprise sector 
to flourish.Subsequently, we briefly outline the current support situation for Social 
Enterprises in the Netherlands and suggest how we can learn from the international 
experience.

International best practices

There are different ways in which both public and private initiatives have helped  
a variety of Social Enterprises to grow and flourish. Although these initiatives use 
different definitions for the terms Social Enterprise, Social Entrepreneur and social 
innovation, we describe some of them below. 

Promoting the field 

Promoting the concept of Social Enterprises and social innovation to the public, policy 
makers, and other stakeholders will help to grow this field. Promotion increases aware-
ness and reduces prejudices. Furthermore, it can activate important stakeholders such 
as governments, large corporations, and investors. Examples of international supporting 
organizations include Ashoka, the eldest/first initiative in this field that now supports 
almost 3,000 Social Entrepreneurs worldwide, the Skoll Foundation which organizes the 
Skoll World Forum, or the Schwab Foundation. In the UK, Social Enterprise UK  
campaigns to make the wider public aware of Social Enterprises and the Social 
Enterprise Mark has been introduced as a certificate.

In recent years the Schwab Foundation partnered with Harvard, Stanford and INSEAD to 
increase education and research on Social Entrepreneurship. In the UK the Skoll Centre 
for Social Entrepreneurship at the Saïd Business School at Oxford was initiated with the 
mission to foster social innovation through education, research, and collaboration.

Support networks for 
Social Enterprises
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Supporting Social Enterprises 

Another group of support organizations focuses its activities directly on Social 
Enterprises. Organizations like The Unreasonable Institute, Endeavor and UnLtd couple 
Social Entrepreneurs with consultants, experienced entrepreneurs, and investors. 
These experts coach the entrepreneurs on refining their business models and improving 
their management capabilities. They also offer support on access to funding and some 
of them actually offer financial support. Apart from coaching, participants of these 
programs also value meeting other Social Entrepreneurs to exchange views and share 
experience. Figure 17 shows a list of organizations supporting Social Enterprises and 
their activities.

Stimulating innovation and Social Entrepreneurs

Creating social innovation takes time and money. Echoing Green and Ashoka support 
entrepreneurs with grants to cover their cost of living for a couple of years.

Scaling social innovation is a significant challenge for Social Enterprises. Ashoka offers 
globalizer and localizer programs, through which entrepreneurs are supported in scaling 
their innovations. Hystra is a French organization that aims to connect social innovation 
with corporations, in such a way that the latter include these social innovations into their 
business.

Regulation initiatives 

The lack of appropriate regulation for Social Enterprises can be a hurdle for Social 
Enterprises to become attractive and successful. The Social Enterprise Coalition in the 
UK successfully lobbied for a distinct set of tax regulations to facilitate financing of Social 
Enterprises. Similar regulations exist in the US, where young Social Entrepreneurs do not 
need to pay taxes.

European politics also has the huge potential of Social Enterprises on their radar screen. 
Recently, the European Commission initiated two initiatives with a big role for Social 
Enterprises.

First, the European Commission launched ‘Social Innovation Europe’ in March 2011  
with the objective to create a dynamic, entrepreneurial, and innovative new Europe. 
Social Innovation Europe will become a virtual and real meeting place for all stakeholders 
in social innovation including of course Social Enterprises. Its focus is on connecting  
the field.

Second, the European Commission sees Social Enterprises as future job generators. 
The Commission adopted the Single Market Act to boost the European economy and 
create jobs. One out of twelve projects of the 2012 Single Market is about encouraging 
Social Entrepreneurship with the focus on creating access to financing in their so-called 
Social Business Initiative. At the time of writing, a public consultation is ongoing titled 
‘Promoting Social Investment Funds’ which is part of this initiative.

Support for Social Enterprises in the Netherlands

There are several organizations and initiatives with different objectives and approaches 
that aim to support Social Enterprises in the Netherlands. There are broadly four catego-
ries of organizations involved in this field:

 � Coaches, supporters and education facilities that provide learning opportunities: 
examples include ACE Amsterdam, Oranje Fonds Groeiprogramma, GreenWish, 
Kirkman Company, Knowmads

 � Investors and matchmakers that provide access to capital: examples include Triodos 
Bank, Toniic, Dutch Greentech Fund, PYMWYMIc, the Noaber Foundation and several 
family trusts 

 � Researchers that aim to create transparency: the majority of this research is done at 
Nyenrode Business University and Erasmus University Rotterdam 

 � Lobby organizations that aim to improve legislation for Social Enterprises:  
examples (mostly planet focused) include GreenWish, De Groene Zaak, Duurzame 
Energie Koepel

Other parties include The Hub and Seats2meet both of which provide office space and 
hence are meeting points for Social Entrepreneurs.

Network and coaching are essential for Social Enterprise support
organizations, funding is often available as well

Content Resources

Type of coaching

Personal Size and length of program
Level of 
interaction

▪ 21 participants in 2 year 
long program

▪ Starts yearly
Echoing Green

(prize-
money)

▪ 3 month program, with 1 
long moment of interaction

▪ 3-5 hours of coaching per 
year

StartSocial

▪ 3 years of funding, 
fellowship is for life

▪ Currently >2000 fellows
Ashoka

(prize-
money)

▪ 3 programs per year for 
small, medium and large 
enterprises (respectively 
1000, 50, 25 participants)

UnLtd

▪ 25 participants in 6 week 
training

The Unreasonable 
Institute

▪ 2 years of monthly classes 
for 25 participants

Oranje Foundation 
Growth program

▪ 1.5 year long support 
program with tailor-made 
Advisory Committee

Endeavor

▪ For start-ups a chance 
for sponsoring is 
important driver to apply, 
for growers this is less 
relevant (as sponsored 
amount is insufficient to 
finance the organization)

▪ Next to content support 
mostly peer interaction 
and personal coaching 
are valued

▪ Sponsoring and prize 
money may lead to 
dependence and 
distance between 
initiative and 
entrepreneur (not willing 
to share all issues 
through fear of losing 
sponsorship)

Figure 17

Opportunities for the Dutch Social Enterprise Sector 
Support networks for Social Enterprises
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The field of supporters is fragmented and a cross-sector vision is lacking. Many of the 
above-mentioned supporters are focused on a specific sector/type of Social Enterprise. 
The SSO, Stichting Sociaal Ondernemen, was a first attempt to form a platform organi-
zation but unfortunately is no longer active.

Opportunities for support

To stimulate and grow the Social Enterprise sector in the Netherlands we will need active 
support from intermediaries, investors and the government. The following fields need 
strengthening and/or development:

 � Promotion: awareness and visibility of the sector in the Netherlands

 � Education: more talent needs to be geared towards the sector

 � Support: management support in developing triple bottom line business models, 
coaching and access to relevant networks

 � Capital: access to seed and especially growth capital and matchmaking  
intermediaries

 � Guidelines: (inter)national standards for measuring both financial and social impact

 � Government recognition and support: for example in creating right conditions and 
opportunities for Social Enterprises to grow (e.g., supportive legislation)

To be continued…

We believe Social Enterprises can have a huge positive impact on Dutch society. Hence, 
we want to help boost this sector beyond its current size and scope. We are investigating 
two initiatives: 1) setting up a national platform organization to promote and stimulate 
the field, support enterprises, and lobby for legislation and 2) raising a “social venture 
capital” fund to support to the most promising Social Enterprises.

We would like to express our gratitude to all who have helped us in writing this report 
through insightful conversations, passionate challenges, and access to information and 
personal networks:

Martijn Allessie, Adam Anders, Tarique Arsiwalla, Muriel Arts, Rob Becker, Janneke Bik, 
Erik Boer, Taco Bos, Laura Callanan, Marc de Jong, Sunniva Engelbrecht, Meta Enklaar, 
Eija Erasmus, Anabel Fall, Bart Fugers, Tatiana Glad, Ewoud Goudswaard,  
Machtelt Groothuis, Karen Hadem, Pamela Hartigan, Bart Hartman, Laure Heilbron, 
Mark Hillen, Fleur Hudig, Harry Hummels, Marieke Huysentruyt, Michael Jongeneel, 
Olivier Kayser, Ebel Kemeling, Ruud Koornstra, Ties Kroezen, Petra Kroon, Peter Linde, 
Erica Lock, Eveline Maas, Margaret McGovern, Felix Oldenburg, Pieter Oostlander, 
Safka Overweel, Marcello Palazzi, Clara Pavaj, Cliff Prior, Teju Ravilochan,  
Occo Roelofsen, Robert Rubinstein, Thierry Saunders, Reineke Schermer,  
Jeroen Schuphof, Lucas Simons, Piet Sprengers, Selma Steenhuisen, Stan Stevens,  
Tera Terpstra, Maarten Thijs, Frank van Beuningen, Glen van de Burg,  
Sjoerd van der Maaden, Gert van Dijk, Maarten van Dijk, Stef van Dongen,  
Harmen van Doorn, Rien van Gendt, Wal van Lierop, Rinske van Noortwijk, Paul van Son, 
Hann Verheijen, Jos Verhoeven, Erik Vermeulen, Tom Vogel, David Wachteld,  
Thorsten Wirkes, Rinke Zonneveld, Ingeborg Zonneveld

We would like to keep the dialogue open, so share your views and suggestions with us. 
You can reach us at SocialEnterpriseNL@mckinsey.com

Willemijn Verloop 
Menno van Dijk 
Robert Carsouw 
Otto van der Molen 

A word of thanks






