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ABSTRACT 

Purpose – The purpose of this research is to investigate the potential of entrepreneurship 

as a tool to promote social inclusion, expanding research beyond purely economic 

outcomes such as poverty alleviation, inequality reduction or economic development. We 

propose the use of social systems theory as a basic framework to analyze 

entrepreneurship’s impact on inclusion/exclusion in the main function systems of society, 

such as science, politics, health, sports, etc. 

Design/methodology/approach – We apply Niklas Luhmann’s social systems theory to 

analyze the case study of small non-governmental organization that fosters 

entrepreneurship culture in a Brazilian favela, using an exploratory qualitative approach. 

Findings – Results show that entrepreneurship has the potential to promote a broader 

inclusion. Findings also support that organizational systems and the recognition of one’s 

entrepreneurial role play a major part in the transformational potential of 

entrepreneurship. Above all, the study suggests that social systems’ theory is a viable 

framework to analyze social inclusion.  

Research limitations– The application of a qualitative and case study approach makes 

results from this study not generalizable. Hence, they should be considered as exploratory. 

Practical implications –By applying social systems theory, we provide a framework that 

allows for policy-makers to create more holistic programs to foster social inclusion 

through entrepreneurship, both by looking at inclusion in a broader perspective (going 

beyond purely economic outcomes) and entrepreneurship as a more complex ecosystem 

phenomenon.  

Social implications – This study sheds light on the multidimensionality of social 

inclusion and entrepreneurial ecosystems, contributing to a better understanding of what 

it means to be included in a functionally differentiated society.   

Originality – This study proposes a novel application of social systems theory to analyze 

the relationship between entrepreneurship and social exclusion, providing a framework 

to organize current evidence and facilitate further research. This framework provides a 

fresh look on social inclusion as a broader concept, and allows the analysis of 

entrepreneurship’s potential to provide not only an economic solution, but to act on other 

facets of social inclusion. 



 

 

Keywords: social systems, social exclusion, social inclusion, entrepreneurship, 

entrepreneur. 

Category: research paper
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1 INTRODUCTION 

 Entrepreneurship has been widely considered in research as a way to promote 

economic development (Doran, McCarthy, & O'Connor, 2018; Martin, Van Stel, Thurik, 

& Wennekers, 2007), reduce economic inequality (Miller & Breton-Miller, 2017) and 

alleviate poverty (Alvarez & Barney, 2013; Sutter, Bruton, & Chen, 2019). Its 

transformative potential has even caught the attention of governments, with growing 

presence in social and economic policy formulation (Blackburn & Ram, 2006). While the 

role of entrepreneurship as an alternative to unemployment to aid people out of extreme 

poverty is well known, many public institutions are starting to widen their view on social 

problems, considering not only poverty, but matters of a broader social exclusion beyond 

economic factors (Peace, 2001). 

Social exclusion is a dynamic, multifaceted and multilevel concept (Reimer, 

2004) that has yet to reach a universal definition in literature (Peace, 2001; Silver, 2019; 

Reimer, 2004). Mostly, research considers social exclusion to be a matter of access to 

basic resources necessary for social well-being (Peace, 2001; Chapman1998) and of 

participation in mainstream social processes (Marlier & Atkinson, 2010; Silver, 2019; 

Burchardt, Le Grand, & Piachaud, 1999). That is not to say that income is not a relevant 

factor contributing to this social problem, but poverty can be both the cause and 

consequence of social exclusion (Silver, 2019), which can arise from various factors 

ranging from age, geographical conditions, ethnicity, and gender, to name a few 

(Blackburn & Ram, 2006). 

Research and policy on entrepreneurship have frequently focused on economic 

aspects of social exclusion (Alvarez & Barney, 2013; Nassif, Ghobril, & Amaral, 2009; 

Berner, Gomez, & Knorring, 2012). And although there is some evidence exploring how 

political power dynamics (Sutter, Bruton, & Chen, 2019), institutions (Granados, Rosli, 

& Gotsi, 2022) and regulation (Fredstrom, Peltonen, & Wincent, 2021) play a role in the 

relationship between entrepreneurship and social exclusion, evidence is scattered and 

disorganized, calling for more systematic ways of analyzing this complex matter. 
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In this research, we apply Niklas Luhmann’s social systems theory as a basic 

framework to investigate how entrepreneurship could be an alternative to promote a 

broader social inclusion, going beyond merely economic related outcomes. According to 

social systems’ theory, as proposed by Niklas Luhmann, society is composed of all 

existing communication, while individuals constitute the environment in which society 

takes place (Luhmann, 1995). Being excluded, in this context, means losing relevance in 

the communicative process, but individuals are never fully included nor excluded from 

society (Bommes & Scherr, 2000). Modern societies are differentiated into several 

autopoietic functional subsystems of communication, such as economy, politics, arts, 

health, and science, to name a few (Moeller, 2006). Individuals take part in society as 

communicative addresses, or persons, which can be either relevant or not in each 

functional subsystem separately (Bommes & Scherr, 2000). 

This differentiated view brought by social systems theory helps us to evaluate the 

effects of entrepreneurship from the perspective of each functional subsystem, not only 

in economy, providing an innovative structured way to expand our view on 

entrepreneurship as a tool to promote broader inclusion.  

To explore this proposal, we first gather evidence from current literature to 

understand the potentials and limits of entrepreneurship as a transformative power for 

social exclusion. Then we conduct a case study with small entrepreneurs from a Brazilian 

favela to apply social systems framework and identify evidence that becoming an 

entrepreneur has contributed to promote greater inclusion in each functional subsystem, 

as well as the barriers that limit its transformative power. 

 We than discuss these findings in light of current literature, showing how social 

systems theory can expand and organize existing evidence on the effects of 

entrepreneurship in combating social exclusion, as well as propose a new perspective to 

explain the different outcomes experience by different types of entrepreneurs. 
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2 JUSTIFICATION 

Ultimately, this research aims to provide an alternative structured view of 

entrepreneurship as a lever to promote broader social inclusion beyond merely economic 

factors, expanding the existing literature in entrepreneurship research by using Niklas 

Luhmann’s social systems theory to shed light on how entrepreneurship relates to social 

inclusion. While literature has focused mainly on economic outcomes (Alvarez & Barney, 

2013; Doran, McCarthy, & O'Connor, 2018), or given limited evidence regarding the role 

of politics (Sutter, Bruton, & Chen, 2019), regulation (Fredstrom, Peltonen, & Wincent, 

2021) and institutions (Bruton, Sutter, & Lenz, 2021), studies specifically analyzing the 

role of entrepreneurship in social inclusion and exclusion as a broader concept are scarce. 

We contribute to this literature by suggesting the use of social systems theory as a basic 

framework to analyze and organize current evidence and expand the notion of 

entrepreneurship’s impact by considering the key functional systems separately. 

Current studies are not unanimous regarding the potential of entrepreneurship as a 

transformative force to effectively pull people out of poverty in the long run (Berner, 

Gomez, & Knorring, 2012), or resolve non-economic facets of exclusion (Blackburn & 

Ram, 2006). Most of the times, survival or necessity orientation (Berner, Gomez, & 

Knorring, 2012) and informality (Fredstrom, Peltonen, & Wincent, 2021) are linked to 

worse economic outcomes, which is especially relevant for developing economies where 

these types of businesses can be more common (Doran, McCarthy, & O'Connor, 2018; 

SEBRAE, 2022). By applying this framework to a case study in Brazilian favelas, we also 

provide practical insights for policy makers on how to better address social exclusion as 

a broader social phenomenon in these types of settings, shedding light on issues 

insufficiently addressed by current literature. 
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3 OBJECTIVES 

The main objective of this study is to better understand the relationship between 

entrepreneurship and broader social inclusion by answering the following research 

question: how can entrepreneurship serve as a tool to promote broader social inclusion? 

To reach this objective, we define three specific objectives: 

1. To apply social systems theory as a basic framework to analyze the relationship 

between entrepreneurship and social inclusion, both organizing current evidence 

and providing a new look on the social phenomenon. 

2. To identify evidence that entrepreneurship contributes to social inclusion in each 

functional subsystem.  

3. To identify the potential barriers faced by entrepreneurs that can hinder social 

inclusion potential. 
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4 LITERATURE REVIEW 

4.1 Social Systems Theory 

Niklas Luhman has been known to add a greater level of abstraction to the way 

we describe and comprehend society, attempting to create a rather universal theory as a 

basis for understanding the world we live in today (Moeller, 2006). Although following 

a well-established trend in sociological studies of understanding society not as a unit, but 

as a composition of differentiated parts (Schirmer & Michailakis, 2015), Luhmann breaks 

with previous conceptions of social work, or even systems theory, by defining 

communication as the central unit of society (Luhmann, 1995). Everything that is not 

communication is considered external to society, part of the environment, and this 

includes human beings, their minds and bodies. 

People are no longer viewed as the members of society: their physical forms are 

understood as biological systems, and their minds as psychological systems, both of 

which constitute the environment in which society (communication) takes place 

(Luhmann, 1997). However, any communicative process needs a message, a sender and 

a receiver, which are introduced in the Luhmanian theory as persons. Individuals come 

into play, not as unique entities of body and mind, but as circumstantial persons involved 

in different communication processes, whose role can vary depending on the context and 

type of message (Schirmer & Michailakis, 2015). 

As society evolved, it became ever more complex and decentralized, creating a 

pressure for functional differentiation (Ribeiro, 2013). The result is a society that cannot 

be accessed in its completeness, but only through partial subsystems of communication 

that perceive reality through their own simplified codes, remaining indifferent to 

everything that is external (Moeller, 2006). To the science system, for example, it matters 

what is true or false; for the legal system, what is lawful or unlawful; for the health system, 

what is healthy or ill. Each subsystem serves a function, a specific purpose in society, and 
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its purpose cannot be fulfilled by any other system, which guarantees and reinforces their 

functional differentiation (Luhmann, 1998). 

Breaking the traditional input-output logic, each subsystem is considered as 

autopoietic and operationally closed relative to the environment (Luhmann, 1997). That 

is not to say that they are completely oblivious to what happens outside of their realm, 

but rather that external stimuli are interpreted according to the system’s own internal 

structure, adapting what is within, rather than assimilating something from the outside 

(Moeller, 2006). The economic system will not adopt something from the political 

system, because it communicates exclusively through the economic perspective, but it 

will evolve its own code and constructions to describe new phenomena. Table 1 provides 

a brief contextualization of each functional subsystem. 

Table 1 – Functions and thematic orientations 

Function Thematic orientation 

Arts Creativity; production of innovative creations that are experienced as 
aesthetic or as a novel way of observing and interpreting reality. 
Produces accounts of alternative realities. 

Economy Money; revenues and expenses; profit and loss; distribution of scarce 
resources. 

Education Impartation of knowledge, qualifications and skills, norms and values. 
Decisions on educational contents. Premise for the placement of 
individuals to particular positions in society. 

Legal Laws and regulations; determines and decides what is right and wrong 
behavior. 

Mass 
Media 

Informativity; determines what contents are relevant/informative for the 
“masses”. Creates these contents through observation of the world and 
distributes these via media. 

Health Health and Illness; Determines what is treated as healthy or ill and 
provides treatment. 
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Politics Power; collectively binding decision-making. 

Religion Faith; creates spirituality and constructions of transcendence; 
“proselytizes” people to believe in a higher purpose, goal, or cause. 

Science Truth; produces and makes use of theories and methods to create verified 
knowledge. Tests, verifies, questions, and adapts hypothesis and theories 
based on evidence and plausibility. 

Sports Competition; oriented to winning and losing; concerned with how to 
“beat” the other and win the “game”. Gathering of achievements. 

 

Source: (Sales, Mansur, & Roth, 2023) 

However, Luhmann introduces a special type of system that can process and use 

different codes in communication, serving as a mechanism to intermediate the irritations 

between different functional systems: organizations (Luhmann, 2018). As social systems, 

organizations are autopoietic and operationally closed systems that reproduce through 

decisions (Luhmann, 2018). Compared to the broader functional systems, they carry three 

main differences: 1) they have very clear criteria to define who is a member of the 

organization and who is not (Schirmer & Michailakis, 2015); 2) they are inherently 

multifunctional, integrating economic, political, legal, artistic and other functional 

systems into their decisions, while maintaining their operational closure (Roth, 

Valentinov, Kaivo-oja, & Dana, 2018); and 3) they are able to act as persons, receiving 

their own communicative address (Schirmer & Michailakis, 2015). It is this ability of 

communicating and navigating through different functional systems that allows 

organizations to intermediate irritations between broader social systems, rather than 

confining themselves to just one. 

Finally, Luhmann also identifies interaction networks to account for more 

personal types of communication. These networks are usually loose and disorganized, 

and can form and dismantle easily and frequently (Braeckman, 2006).  
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4.2 Inclusion and Exclusion 

Social exclusion is a dynamic and multifaceted concept that has yet to reach a 

unanimous definition in research literature (Peace, 2001; Reimer, 2004). The concept has 

received more and more interest for public policy formulation, since it tackles not only 

an economic perspective, but a broader spectrum of socially disadvantaged individuals 

(Peace, 2001). Although definitions vary, they mainly revolve around two main factors: 

access to resources necessary for basic well-being (Peace, 2001; Chapman1998), and 

participation in social groups, processes or institutions (Marlier & Atkinson, 2010; Silver, 

2019; Burchardt, Le Grand, & Piachaud, 1999).  

When seen through the lens of lack of access to resources, social exclusion is often 

linked and even confused with poverty. Indeed, lack of income can have negative impacts 

in multiple aspects of a person’s life (Kummitha, 2017), but social and material 

deprivation are not the same, poverty can be both a cause and a consequence of social 

exclusion (Silver, 2019). Balckburn (2006) highlights how social exclusion can be a 

greater threat to groups such as young and old people, ethnic minorities, women, disabled 

individuals, or even people from a certain region or neighborhood, showing how this 

condition can be linked to various factors that go well beyond economic deprivation.  

The participation aspect of the concept compliments this logic, by considering that 

socially excluded individuals are those who lack access not only to resources, but also to 

opportunities to fully participate in mainstream social processes (Marlier & Atkinson, 

2010; Social Dialogue, 1995). But as Silver (2019) points out, individuals are very 

unlikely to be completely excluded from society, thus rendering the necessity to analyze 

social exclusion not in relation to society as a whole, but to specific groups, processes, 

institutions or relationships.  

Reimer (2004) translates that by stating that social exclusion is a 

multidimensional, dynamic and multilevel concept. It is multidimensional because people 

can be excluded from different social groups and institutions, not necessarily being 
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completely included or excluded from all at once. It is dynamic because it depends on the 

current circumstances and is a state that can change over time and place. And finally, it is 

multi-level because inclusion in one group can mean the exclusion from all the rest, 

meaning it also depends on perspective (Reimer, 2004).  

This notion of relative exclusion is very in line with social systems theory, in 

which modern societies are divided into functional subsystems. From a social systems 

perspective, being included in society means being relevant and fulfilling a role in the 

communication process, means being a communicative address, or a person (Bommes & 

Scherr, 2000). In pre-modern societies, inclusion and exclusion were determined by 

membership in a specific group, usually a family or estate, which dictated one’s role in 

society (Braeckman, 2006). These societies supported the notion of full inclusion (or 

exclusion), meaning that an individual could either belong to a group and be fully 

included in society, or not belong to any group and be excluded (Braeckman, 2006). 

In modern functionally differentiated societies, full inclusion is no longer 

possible. Individuals take place in communication not as complete entities, but as persons, 

fulfilling different roles in each functional system. 

By receiving ‘‘addresses’’ in communication, i.e. by being addressed as children, youth, 

parents, experts, scientist, laymen, etc. and thus as persons, their relevance to an ongoing 

communicative event in education, science or religion is designated – and concurrently their 

irrelevance to other things, e.g. the children’s irrelevance to science or the scientist’s irrelevance 

to matters of creed. (Bommes & Scherr, 2000)  

Therefore, they are only partially included, or excluded, from a system. Although 

full inclusion is no longer possible, functional systems hold the logic of universal 

inclusion, meaning that anyone can have access to the system, at least in theory.  

People can either be included taking a performance role, or a layman role. 

Performance roles are “the roles function systems need to fulfill their societal functions 

and their performance for other systems” (Schirmer & Michailakis, 2015), like educators 

in the educational system, or judges in the legal system. Layman roles, on the other hand, 
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represent the people on the receiving end of this performance, such as buyers or clients 

in the economic system, or students in the educational system (Schirmer & Michailakis, 

2015). While performance roles have specific requirements to be fulfilled, such as 

knowledge, position, experience, etc., layman roles are, in theory, open to everyone. 

So, if there is universal (partial) inclusion in society, where does exclusion come 

from? Luhmann considers that exclusion can manifest in three levels: functional systems, 

organizations and interactions (Braeckman, 2006). 

At a functional systems level, exclusion is influenced by the fact that positive 

integration between systems is weak, while negative integration is strong. Fundamentally, 

this means that inclusion in one system does not indicate inclusion in others, while 

exclusion from one system can strongly influence exclusion from others (Braeckman, 

2006).  

While functional systems carry a universal inclusion logic, most organizations are 

primarily exclusive, with each system defining clear criteria as to who is a member and 

who is not (Luhmann, 2018). This explains why inclusion does not mean equality. 

Membership (or not) to certain organizations influences the role one plays in a functional 

system, and therefore the relevance of that person in the communication process 

(Schirmer & Michailakis, 2015). Being a member of a court of law is not the same as 

being the accused party in a trial, even though they are both included in the legal system.  

Finally, the interaction level is the only one that operates through the principle of 

full inclusion. An individual can either participate or not in an interaction network, and 

the criterion for membership is quite loose: simply knowing one another (Braeckman, 

2006). Although it is not an organized system, networks can increase their power when 

members occupy relevant roles, often acting as parasites subverting established inclusion 

and exclusion criteria for both functional and organizational systems (Braeckman, 2006). 

Later developments of Luhmann’s work have delved deeper into the duality of 

inclusion and exclusion, mostly motivated by the reality of underdeveloped and 
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developing countries, where he found the need to adapt the original model of a 

functionally differentiated society (Ribeiro, 2013). Neves (1994) draws from the 

Brazilian context to coin the concept of peripheral realities, where functional systems are 

not perfectly differentiated, but rather deal with an operational openness that causes chaos 

and ultimately fosters exclusion.  

Functional systems are not able to operate solely by their own codes and 

autopoietic processes, receiving interferences from other functional systems and from 

parasitical interaction networks (Neves, 1994). This phenomenon further increases 

exclusion, since interaction networks begin to occupy relevant positions, creating a group 

of so-called over included privileged persons, who control more and more aspects of 

society (Neves, 1994).   

4.3 Entrepreneurship, entrepreneurs, and organizations 

According to the Cambridge Dictionary, entrepreneurship refers to the skill of 

starting a new business, especially when related to exploring new opportunities 

(Cambridge Dictionary, 2023). Although this definition might seem simple and 

straightforward, academic research has long struggled to reach an agreement about what 

the term really means (Audtretsch & Kuratko, 2015; Csorba, Cureteanu, Isac, & Rusu, 

2012; Gartner, 1990).  

A Delphi study conducted by Gartner (1990) showed that entrepreneurship is 

often linked to the ideas of innovation, organization creation, value creation, profit vs. 

nonprofit ventures, uniqueness, and business ownership and management. Since then, 

literature has provided many different definitions for entrepreneurship, but the topics 

identified in this study seem to be recurrent, either being confirmed or contested by 

different theoretical approaches.  

Shane and Venkataraman (2000), for example, consider entrepreneurship to be 

the “discovery and exploitation of profitable opportunities”, while Schumpeter (1965) has 

traditionally linked the figure of the entrepreneur to an innovator that explores new 
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incremental or disruptive market opportunities. These views connect to the topics of 

innovation, growth, and uniqueness from Gartner’s findings. However, literature has 

already shown that not all entrepreneurial initiatives come from the urge to seize an 

opportunity, but often from necessity, as an alternative to unemployment and a source of 

income to one’s household. It is the case of the so-called survival (Berner, Gomez, & 

Knorring, 2012), necessity (Nassif, Ghobril, & Amaral, 2009), barefoot (Imas & Weston, 

2012) or underdog (Miller & Breton-Miller, 2017) entrepreneurs.  

In that sense, entrepreneurship is often blurred with the concept of self-

employment (Mandelman & Montes-Rojas, 2009; Congregado, Millán, & Román, 2014). 

Pérez (2014) argues that self-employment refers to businesses created with the purpose 

of substituting a regular job, which brings the concept very close to necessity 

entrepreneurship. But Skrzek-Lubasińska and Szaban (2018) have shown how self-

employed people are a very diverse group, and it is necessary to further divide them into 

groups to provide a comprehensive comparison with entrepreneurs. The authors identify 

that business owners and freelancers are the ones that share the greatest number of 

common trait with entrepreneurs, while dependent workers, meaning those who basically 

perform the same function as a paid employee without the legal contract, are the most 

distant (Szaban & Skrzek-Lubasińska, 2018).  

This brings us to the ideas of organization creation and business ownership and 

management, also presented in Gartner (1990). As the Cambridge dictionary definition 

introduces, entrepreneurship has long been associated with the founding and ownership 

of a new venture (Cole, 1968; Martin, Van Stel, Thurik, & Wennekers, 2007). The point, 

however, is that organizations are not necessarily the stereotypical large, commercial 

business many people have in mind when talking about successful entrepreneurs.  

Entrepreneurship can be linked to both for-profit and not-for-profit organizations, 

or even social ventures, where the pursuit of economic returns is coupled with the pursuit 

of positive social impact (Alegre, Berbegal-Mirabent, & Kislenko, 2017). Also, as the 

comparison between entrepreneurs and self-employed has shown, organizations are not 
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necessarily large and can very well be constituted by a single own-account worker 

(Szaban & Skrzek-Lubasińska, 2018). And finally, a lot of entrepreneurial activity 

happens in informality, meaning there are no legally constituted organizations. In 

developing countries such as Brazil, informal businesses can even make up the majority 

(SEBRAE, 2022), showing how legal registration does not determine the existence of an 

organization, or of entrepreneurship itself.  

Drawing from social systems theory, organizations are systems that reproduce 

through decisions with clearly defined processes, hierarchies, and membership criteria 

(Luhmann, 2018). In line with this definition, entrepreneurship can be considered as the 

act of creating a new (organizational) system in society, regardless of the motivations 

(necessity / opportunity), size (own account / multiple employees), legal constitution 

(formal / informal) or profit orientation (profit / not-for-profit) of the newly created 

organization.  

Finally, the concept of entrepreneurship drags along the concept of the 

entrepreneur itself. Carton (1998) argues that one can either define entrepreneurship by 

observing and describing what entrepreneurs do, directing the focus to the individual, or 

define entrepreneurs as those who engage in entrepreneurial activity, turning the focus to 

the process. Through a social systems lens, it is more adequate to favor the process rather 

than the individual since those are merely part of the environment of society (Luhmann, 

1997). Therefore, an entrepreneur is a performance role in the economic system, which is 

fulfilled by a person who engages in entrepreneurship by creating a new organization, 

and a new system, of which it is now a member.  

4.4 Entrepreneurship as a tool for inclusion  

Although entrepreneurship as a solution to social exclusion has been receiving 

growing interest in public policy over the years (Blackburn & Ram, 2006), research 

specifically tackling the relationship between these two concepts is still scarce (Blackburn 

& Ram, 2006; Hall, Matos, Sheehan, & Silvestre, 2012). Most studies focus on a more 
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economic perspective, analyzing entrepreneurship as a solution to poverty (Alvarez & 

Barney, 2013; Sutter, Bruton, & Chen, 2019; Bruton, Ahlstrom, & Si, 2015) and 

inequality (Bruton, Sutter, & Lenz, 2021), or as an instrument for promoting economic 

development (Doran, McCarthy, & O'Connor, 2018).  

Mostly, studies agree that entrepreneurship can be an effective alternative to 

unemployment, providing a way to include oneself in the economic system and escape 

extreme poverty (Blackburn & Ram, 2006; Sutter, Bruton, & Chen, 2019). However, 

long-term transformative effects on individuals’ lives are limited. Blackburn and Ram 

(2006) point out how individuals from groups prone to social exclusion, such as young 

entrepreneurs and ethnic minorities, can experience a short-term alleviation of extreme 

poverty by starting a subsistence business, but they often find themselves trapped in poor 

life conditions, unable to improve.   

Bruton, Sutter and Lenz (2021) have also explored differences in entrepreneurship 

impact on formal and informal market settings. Formal markets have greater access to 

resources in general, easier access to qualified human capital and rely on formal market-

supporting institutions. On the other extreme, informal markets rely on informal 

institutions, such as personal relationships and arrangements, and have limited access to 

resources and human capital, all of which increases transaction costs (Bruton, Sutter, & 

Lenz, 2021). The authors found that when entrepreneurship is concentrated mainly in the 

formal sector, it can actually increase economic inequalities through the concentration of 

wealth, opportunities and political power in the hands of formal, exclusionary, institutions 

(Bruton, Sutter, & Lenz, 2021) that further accentuate the exclusion of marginalized 

groups in informality. In contrast, entrepreneurship concentration in the informal sector 

has the potential to decrease economic inequalities, not only by providing income to 

disadvantaged groups, but also by fostering inclusive informal institutions that facilitate 

access to support and resources (Bruton, Sutter, & Lenz, 2021).  

When entrepreneurship is seen as a promoter for social inclusion, and not only as 

a direct solution to poverty (Sutter, Bruton, & Chen, 2019), the importance of power 
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dynamics and institutions becomes clear. Formal markets, by providing access to formal 

institutions and support actors, such as banks, governments, venture capitalists, and 

media, can enhance entrepreneur’s level of inclusion (Sutter, Bruton, & Chen, 2019). The 

more these institutions develop, the harder it is for informal entrepreneurs to gain access 

to the same resources and power (Bruton, Sutter, & Lenz, 2021), perpetuating and even 

accentuating their level of exclusion (Granados, Rosli, & Gotsi, 2022). 

From a social systems perspective, literature does provide some evidence of the 

importance of political power, institutions and formalization to the promotion of social 

inclusion through entrepreneurship, relating to matters of the legal and political system. 

But without a basic framework to guide all of these matters, evidence is scattered and 

hard to interpret. Most studies end up focusing on economic outcomes rather than social 

inclusion as a broader concept (Sutter, Bruton, & Chen, 2019; Bruton, Sutter, & Lenz, 

2021; Doran, McCarthy, & O'Connor, 2018), limiting the analysis to the economic 

system. 

Income can provide access to better healthcare, better education, and greater 

spending power. But seen through social systems lens, integration through inclusion is 

weak (Braeckman, 2006), hence there is no guarantee that income, or inclusion in the 

economic system, will grant inclusion in other systems as well. Indeed, Blackburn & Ram 

(2006) point out that while entrepreneurship can alleviate extreme poverty by providing 

a new source of income, it can sometimes do little to address other sources of exclusion, 

like ethnic prejudice or geographical conditions.  

Hence, limiting the analysis to economic aspects is not enough to fully understand 

the potential of entrepreneurship to promote inclusion, or not. In modernity, one cannot 

be fully included or excluded from society (Bommes & Scherr, 2000). One is always 

partially included as a person performing a role in each functional subsystem (Schirmer 

& Michailakis, 2015). To understand whether there is inclusion or not, it is necessary to 

analyze each subsystem at a time and comprehend the mutual irritations that they produce 
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towards one another, showing how adopting social systems theory as a framework can 

help to organize and separate this analysis.   

Michailakis & Schirmer (2015) also highlight how inclusion doesn’t necessarily 

mean equality. In this sense, literature has shown that the positive and negative effects of 

entrepreneurship can be linked to different types of entrepreneurship and enterprises 

(Bruton, Sutter, & Lenz, 2021; Blackburn & Ram, 2006). Indeed, the act of becoming an 

entrepreneur, and thus founding an enterprise, is also the act of creating a new system in 

society. The organization becomes an autopoietic system, with its own processes and 

membership criteria (Luhmann, 2018), and the entrepreneur is the first member of the 

organization, being automatically included in the system of their own creation. This 

suggests that organizations, and its characteristics, play a major role in  

inclusion/exclusion dynamics of the founder and its role as an entrepreneur in society 

(Braeckman, 2006).  

In summary, studies point that opportunity-driven businesses are more prone to 

growth-oriented mindsets (Prasastyoga, Leeuwen, & Harinck, 2021) and have greater 

potential to enhance economic development (Doran, McCarthy, & O'Connor, 2018) and 

alleviate poverty (Alvarez & Barney, 2013). In contrast, necessity-driven businesses have 

survival-oriented founders (Prasastyoga, Leeuwen, & Harinck, 2021) and are negatively 

correlated with economic growth (Doran, McCarthy, & O'Connor, 2018), being less 

effective in alleviating poverty in the long-run (Berner, Gomez, & Knorring, 2012). 

Similarly, formally registered businesses have access to the support of formal institutions 

(Bruton, Sutter, & Lenz, 2021), being less prone to exclusion than business operating in 

informality. And finally, entrepreneurs who hire employees are more resilient and less 

likely to resort back to unemployment than own-account workers (Millán, Congregado, 

& Román, 2014), who have greater resemblance to self-employment rather than 

entrepreneurship as a theoretical concept (Szaban & Skrzek-Lubasińska, 2018).   

Looking through a social systems point of view, organizations who are formally 

registered are clearly defined and recognized in the legal system, while informal 
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businesses do not receive the support and recognition of formal institutions (Bruton, 

Sutter, & Lenz, 2021). Additionally, hiring employees pushes business owners to better 

develop membership criteria and management processes to oversee and align work tasks. 

Formal registration and employee hiring both contribute to better defining the 

organization as a system, with clear boundaries separating it from the environment. Own-

account workers who act in informality are not legally recognized as a business (Bruton, 

Sutter, & Lenz, 2021) and resemble self-employed individuals rather than actual 

entrepreneurs (Pérez, 2014). This suggests that loosely defined organizations can hinder 

the positive potential of entrepreneurship as a catalyst for greater social inclusion, when 

comparing to well defined ones. 

In the same logic, necessity-driven entrepreneurs are usually focused on making 

enough money for survival and less likely to have enough to reinvest and grow their 

business (Berner, Gomez, & Knorring, 2012), remaining small. They are often considered 

as self-employed rather than actual entrepreneurs (Pérez, 2014), changing the role through 

which they are perceived in the economic system, and also the way in which they are 

included in society, when compared to opportunity-driven entrepreneurs who reinvest 

their money in growth-oriented ventures. 

From this analysis, literature contributes we draw three major points regarding the 

relationship between entrepreneurship and social inclusion: 1) that entrepreneurship as an 

alternative means of subsistence and income can increase inclusion in the economic 

sector, but there are limits to its potential; 2) that political and legal matters, such as 

political power, the role of institutions and formal/informal market settings are relevant 

in the relationship between entrepreneurship and inclusion, having both positive and 

negative impacts; and 3) that inclusion is also influenced by characteristics of the 

enterprise and the entrepreneur in question. 

Social systems theory has the potential to further explore the gaps in this literature 

by providing a basic framework to analyze non-economic factors, looking at inclusion in 

all functional systems rather than just economic, legal and political; and by highlighting 
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the relationship between the role of the entrepreneur and of the enterprise in society, and 

how the quality of these roles affects potential inclusion.  



25 

 

 

 

 

 

5 METHODOLOGY 

5.1 Method 

In this research we conduct a case study of Projeto Hub, a not-for-profit 

organization based in Santa Marta favela in the city of Rio de Janeiro, Brazil. Projeto Hub 

seeks to support small entrepreneurs by providing entrepreneurship training and 

mentorship, focusing mainly on people from the favela itself and other underprivileged 

communities. The goal is to identify whether the experience of entrepreneurship has been 

able to promote greater social inclusion for the students, looking at each functional 

subsystem separately. 

To gain a better understanding of Projeto Hub’s methodology, history and context, 

three unstructured interviews were conducted with the project’s president, a program 

coordinator and a director. These interviews were complemented by an online analysis of 

the project’s website, as well as an onsite visit to their physical location, in Rio. This 

exploration was not focused on evidence of social inclusion, but rather on understanding 

the context of this case study, laying the ground for more detailed analysis.  

From this starting point, we draw from the basis of social system’s framework and 

employ a descriptive qualitative approach to explore evidence of entrepreneurship’s 

impact (or lack of impact) on social inclusion. This approach is usually less theory-driven 

than other methods (Kim, Sefcik, & Bradway, 2017), and applied when there is little 

knowledge about the phenomenon being studied, with the goal of providing 

straightforward descriptions of the phenomenon itself and related experiences and 

perceptions (Sandelowski, 2010).  

To capture the experience of the actual entrepreneurs, semi-structured individual 

interviews were conducted with 11 former students who completed the mentorship 

program. Participants were approached through alumni network groups on WhatsApp, 

with the help of Projeto Hub coordinators. Participation was entirely voluntary. 

Interviews were conducted online by the researcher through video calls and recorded with 
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the participant’s consent, ranging from 30 to 60 minutes of duration. Data collection 

lasted a period of 1 week, after which content was transcribed and analyzed in detail.   

5.2 Sample 

The profile of the interviewed students was diverse. Most of them were women, 

with ages ranging from 24 to 43 years old. They are not new to the world of 

entrepreneurship, with at least 3 years engaging in this type of activity, with some of them 

having over a decade of experience already. Almost half (5) dedicate themselves 

exclusively to entrepreneurship, while others balance paid employment with their own 

businesses and initiatives. Three of the former students employ someone to help them run 

their businesses, while 5 of them work completely alone and the remaining 3 receive the 

help of business partners who have founded the venture with them, either friends or family 

members. From a legal standpoint, 6 of them have acquired formal registration. 

The nature of the businesses is equally diverse, including food, clothes, 

photography, nutrition, accessories, soap, stamping and sports. While most are traditional 

for-profit organizations, three of the interviewed students have created social businesses, 

where they provide free services for their community, while engaging in some form of 

commercial activity to help maintain the project and provide for themselves and their 

families. The following table summarizes the participant’s information. 

Table 2 – Interviewee’s characteristics 

 Sex Age Exclusive 
dedication? Business Works 

alone? 
Formally 

registered? 
Years as 

entrepreneur 

1 F 36 Yes Food Hires 
employees Yes 5 

2 F 24 No Accessories Works 
alone Yes 3 

3 F 24 No Clothes Has 1 
partner No 3 

4 M 34 No Clothes Has 2 
partners No 3 
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5 M 43 Yes 
1 – Food 
2 – Sports 

center (NGO) 

Hires 
employees 

and 
volunteers. 

No 
2 (food) and 

9 (sports 
center) 

6 M 44 No 
1 – Clothes 
2 – Sports 

center (NGO) 

Hires 
employees. Yes 

30 (sports 
center) and 2 

(clothes) 

7 F 39 Yes Food stand. Works 
alone Yes 3 

8 F 42 Yes Stamping Works 
alone Yes 11 

9 M 31 Yes Nutrition Works 
alone No 4 

10 F 36 No Soap (NGO) Has 6 
partners No 3 

11 F 34 No Photography Works 
alone Yes 8 

Source: Elaborated by the author 

5.3 About Projeto Hub 

In 2019, the project’s original founder engaged with local leaders from Santa Marta 

community to identify the most urging needs and gaps hindering progress inside the 

favela. From all demands identified, one rose above all others as the most pressing: ensure 

that young people from the community had access to better opportunities and mechanisms 

to turn their dreams and aspirations into reality. The proposed solution was to support the 

development of entrepreneurial initiatives amongst these young people, providing the 

right tools and mentorship to create successful ventures. 

The initiative was carried out by the founders in partnership with community 

leaders, as well as three local churches, one of which provided a physical space to receive 

onsite activities. For one year, 15 entrepreneurs received mentorship and learned the right 

skills to get their businesses up and running. After this first experiment, in 2020 the 

project was constituted as a not-for-profit organization and went on to receive new 

students.  
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Today, the program begins with a series of group sessions where students learn 

basic skills to become entrepreneurs. Later on, this group is narrowed down to 15 people, 

who receive one year of individual mentorship. Regular networking events are held in the 

project’s physical space to allow current and former participants to get to know each 

other, learn and share experiences. To promote even greater impact, practical workshops 

are provided with open access to anyone in the community, strengthening the bonds 

between the project and Santa Marta residents.  

Former students can reach out to project mentors for help even after they are done 

with the program and are always included in networking events and open workshops, 

establishing a support relationship that goes beyond the program itself. The physical space 

is open to all local entrepreneurs, working as a co-working location and a place where 

people can meet other entrepreneurs and work on their personal networks.  
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6 RESULT ANALYSIS 

6.1 Functional systems: evidences of inclusion through entrepreneurship 

Interviews with Projeto Hub students revealed a reality coherent with current 

literature, where entrepreneurship can have a transformational effect on people’s lives by 

fostering greater inclusion, but also faces barriers that limit its transformational potential. 

Results show that inclusion goes far beyond economic aspects and the alleviation of 

poverty, impacting other facets of people’s lives. Social systems theory makes this 

evident by allowing us to examine each functional subsystem separately. 

Entrepreneurship has contributed to enhance inclusion in most functional 

subsystems, but there was little evidence of any effect _either positive or negative_ on the 

inclusion of people in the systems of science and health. Mostly, their relationship with 

these systems has not changed. Therefore, these three systems were excluded from the 

final analysis.  

The following table summarizes the main concepts derived from the content 

analysis, related to evidence that demonstrates how entrepreneurship has contributed to 

the inclusion of participants in the various functional subsystems. Quotes from 

participants were translated from Portuguese to English by the author. 

Table 3 – Evidence of inclusion in each functional system 

System Evidence of Inclusion 

Economy - Income: greater income increases consumption. 

- Allocation of resources: entrepreneurs learn to manage and invest their 
own money. 

Education - Curiosity: entrepreneurs show an enhanced curiosity for learning new 
things and seeking learning opportunities. 

- Educational programs: participants felt motivated to engage in several 
formal and informal educational programs. 



30 

 

 

 

 

 

- Educating: some entrepreneurs assume performance roles as educators, 
transmitting the acquired knowledge. 

Science Evidence was unclear. 

Politics - Power: entrepreneurs feel empowered, independent and capable of 
controlling their own fate. 

- Collective decisions: some participants assumed leadership roles in 
their community. 

Arts - Creativity: entrepreneurs become creators of their products, brands and 
businesses, expressing their creativity. 

Mass Media - Creating and distributing content: engaging in marketing for their 
own brands, mainly in social media, gives them a voice and audience 

Legal - Laws and regulations: normalizing their business inserts them in the 
legal system as tax-payers and formal entities. 

Health - Evidence was unclear. 

Religion - Greater purpose: greater engagement in social causes and helping 
others, being part of a greater purpose. 

Sports - Achievement: increased sense of achievement, motivation to pursue 
their goals and grow their business. 

Source: Elaborated by the author 

6.1.1 Economy  

Managing a business has made the interviewees more aware of their own expenses 

and earnings, changing the way they relate to their own money. All participants have 

declared a greater sense of control over their financial assets. They see their ventures as 

a way to earn more money, but although this has resulted in increased overall 

consumption, interviewees show a tendency to spend not only with themselves, but also 

investing in the growth and maintenance of their businesses.  

“You can get much bigger income [with entrepreneurship] rather than 
working for someone. Sometimes even more than applying for public service, you 
know? You can get 10 thousand as an entrepreneur, but you work a lot.” 
(Interviewee 2) 
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“I have a spreadsheet to record all my revenues, expenses […]. Where I 
earn, where I lose, what is really my profit.” (Interviewee 11) 

 

6.1.2 Education 

Overall, becoming an entrepreneur has increased participant’s curiosity and 

disposition to seek knowledge. Working on finance, marketing, operations and many 

other functions all at the same time has made them eager to learn and perfect themselves. 

Several participants have also shown greater interest in pursuing formal education after 

their experience as entrepreneurs. Varying from online courses to applying to college, 

they see knowledge as an important part of their future success and are motivated to look 

for learning opportunities.  

“I think that, at every moment, you have to seek that, knowledge, so you 
can try to grow and try to help people.” (Interviewee 5) 

“Man, I didn’t think of going back and finishing […] my undergraduate 
degree, you know? Then [entrepreneurship] motivated me to go back and finalize 
my studies.” (Interviewee 4) 

“I applied for Enem, so I can go to college. […] I want to take Gastronomy; 
I want to dig deeper and make my business grow.” (Interviewee 1) 

Some go even further, not only assuming the role of students and learners, but 

also teachers, sharing the knowledge they acquired with their business and life 

experiences with other people. This was the case of interviewees 5 and 6, which teach 

sports to people in Santa Marta, interviewee 10, which teaches the community handmade 

soap production and interviewee 8, which expressed the desire to teach other people how 

to create a stamping business. 

“[…] if they got the benefits and were able to make extra income, why 
can’t we help other people in the same situation, the same community? And like 
that we decided to organize workshops to teach other people to make soap from 
recycled oil.” (Interviewee 10) 
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6.1.3 Science 

During the interviews, there was no evidence to support greater inclusion in the 

science system. On one hand, the experience of Projeto Hub presents them with 

consolidated theories and formal knowledge about entrepreneurship, mainly in areas like 

marketing, strategy, finance and accounting. On the other hand, their daily activities are 

more driven by tacit knowledge and experience, with no clear indications of the pursuit 

of methods and hypothesis validation. 

They adapt to opportunities, learn more about their businesses and learn how to 

deal with daily challenges based on their intuition and experience: 

“For example, let’s suppose, I won’t work during vacations because there 
will be no school. So how will I sell my açaí if there is no school? […] So I am 
putting together a tricycle to sell at the beach.” (Interviewee 5) 

“Today, in this century, [the problem] is depression and axiety, right? So 
I had a lot of teenagers inside the group with this problem, you know? […] And 
I, since I am from the health sector, called a friend that is a psychologist and said, 
ok, come join our group.[…] So, like, I go until I know is my limit that I can 
achieve. When I see it’s beyond my área, my ability, I seek a support 
network.”(Interviewee 10) 
And Interviewee 11 has even explicitly stated how practice seems more relevant 

than theory when managing the business. 

“At college we know that we don’t learn [everything], we learn the theory, 
right? [Where] we learn more is with practice.” (Interviewee 11) 

 

6.1.4 Politics 

As Projeto Hub’s program coordinator and president state, the biggest change one 

can see in students while they become entrepreneurs is empowerment. As they start 

developing their businesses and seeing themselves as entrepreneurs, they become more 

confident and prouder of their work, and their capacity to grow and take control over their 

own fate. Although not all participants have created successful businesses, even when 

failing they still show some hope and resilience. 
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“That is when I took the biggest step for my dream, which is to be a 
reference in Rio, then, if God wishes, in Brazil. […] The dream is to become 
bigger and bigger every day.” (Interviewee 4) 

 Some entrepreneurs have gone even further, assuming leadership roles inside their 

community through their businesses, mostly by creating social projects. Participants 5, 6 

and 10 have started their entrepreneurship journey as not-for-profit organizations in Santa 

Marta and then evolved their mindset to include commercial activities to help sustain 

themselves and their projects. This social orientation puts them in a more powerful 

position in their local surroundings.  

 

6.1.5 Arts 

Entrepreneurship has presented a way for participants to express their creativity. 

They become not only business owners, but also creators of their own products. Some 

deal directly with creativity, making designs for stamping, clothes, taking photographs or 

creating new recipes. But even for those who only resell products, they end up becoming 

creators while designing their brand, logo and marketing material. Participants are proud 

of their creations and wish to feel recognized by their creativity and art. 

“I do it with a lot of love. Everything I do, I am just enchanted with the 
things I do. And then I get it and say, oh, that’s beautiful!” (Interviewee 8) 

“I like being in the kitchen, I like doing things. I like feeling pleasure in 
people tasting something I made and giving me that feedback.” (Interviewee 5) 

 

6.1.6 Mass Media 

All entrepreneurs have reported that they use social media to promote their brands 

and initiatives. Although access to traditional media is still limited (only participant 10 

commenting on having newspaper articles written about her project), social media gives 

them an opportunity to create an audience and become content producers, gaining their 

own voice in this system.  Instagram was the most cited platform. Analysis of the social 
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media accounts has shown a great deal of diversity, with some profiles reaching over 10 

thousand followers, and other with only a little over 100.  

“Instagram is one of my main channels for work. It is where I promote [my 
work].” (Interviewee 7) 

“Today we have an Instagram that has 11.068 people […]. We make our 
marketing inside Instagram.”. (Interviewee 5) 

 

6.1.7 Legal 

Half of the interviewed entrepreneurs had acquired a formal registration for their 

business, either as a MEI (a special microentrepreneur license in Brazil), an NGO or a 

small enterprise. This process has included them in the legal system, dealing with the 

regulations and processes required. Due to lack of resources and personnel, they end up 

dealing with this regulatory and accounting part by themselves, acquiring knowledge and 

experience of dealing with the legal system.  

 

6.1.8 Health 

Evidence regarding entrepreneurship’s effect on the health system is unclear. 

Interviewee 2, for example, has reported that becoming an entrepreneur has contributed 

to an unhealthy and stressful lifestyle, leaving little time to take care of one’s health: 

“I didn’t have time to go to the gym, I didn’t have time to eat well, I didn’t 
have a fixed time to stop, eat, get a decent coffee. [For] Lunch there were days in 
which I wouldn’t eat, there were days that I had lunch at dinner time.”(Interviewee 
2)  
Interviewee 3 has reported a great deal of change in health habits, especially 

related to being more active and practicing sports, but doesn’t feel that this had a direct 

relationship with the beginning of her entrepreneurial journey.  

“So, I have gone through a change of habits in my life. And before, When 
I started Hub, I was a […] 24-years-old sedentary woman, not active, that didn’t 
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do any type of physical activity, and this has changed. Today I am at the gym, it’s 
been 5, 6 months. And also have been playing soccer for 7, 8 months. […] But 
that is what I said, I had some changes of habit, but I don’t know if it has a lot of 
connection to entrepreneurship. But I would say no.” (Interviewee 3) 
Finally, other interviewees have not reported any effect of becoming an 

entrepreneur in their relationship to health, as exemplified below. 

“No, I think that regarding health it’s mostly the same. I always liked going 
to the gym, practicing sports. This hasn’t changed, no.”(Interviewee 4) 

 

6.1.9 Religion 

Regarding religion, participants have not reported any significant effects related 

to the experience of becoming an entrepreneur. Most of them have mentioned being part 

of some religion, some actively taking part in religious rituals and communities, and 

others with a more personal relationship with faith. But their relationship with their faith 

has remained the same before and after entrepreneurship, showing little impact on 

increasing or decreasing inclusion in this specific subsystem, as exemplified on the quotes 

below: 

“Man, in relationship to my faith, not much has changed. […] But in 
regards to religion, I think I kept my faith and managed to be better in certain 
things. But I am less active in the temple, let’s say, in the space of the church.” 
(Interviewee 2) 

“Yeah, I have always been religious, I am a Christian. Have always been. 
[There was] not a lot of change, no.”(Interviewee 3) 
However, some of the entrepreneurs have reported a greater deal of involvement 

in social causes, actively engaging in activities to help other people from their community, 

suggesting greater involvement with a greater purpose. Even though it does not relate 

directly to faith, this effect can be attributed to the religious function. 

“And after my business, I started helping in the community, for example, 
in the time of the pandemic. I distributed snacks to the people who sanitized the 
community. And I started looking, having a more... careful eye, let’s say, to the 
community, to the people. I am always trying to help.”(Interviewee 1) 
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This effect was even stronger When considering the entrepreneurs who engaged 

in social businesses, like 5, 6 and 10, who’s business idea already started from a belief of 

doing good and participating in a greater purpose.  

“And I had the opportunity to get into sports early on, and I had no means 
of paying for it. People gave me this opportunity, of teaching me. And today, me 
creating this project is a way of giving back.”(Interviewee 5) 

“We started having a perspective of wanting to help also other projects 
here inside the community, which was really pure heart. Because we didn’t have 
the capacity, not even what we taught. But we wanted to embrace the world, you 
know? [...] Because a dazzled heart, no? We will help everybody [...]” 
(Interviewee 10) 
 

6.1.10 Sports 

Entrepreneurship didn’t have a direct relationship with sports in the literal sense of 

the word, but it has contributed to promote inclusion in the sports system by increasing 

the entrepreneur’s sense of achievement. They are more actively seeking growth and new 

achievements in their business and even personal lives, while competing with other 

players in the market for customers.  

“Because before I thought I was self-sufficient. And let’s go. And it started 
to grow, grow, grow. To me it was great. And then I started HUB, and we see that 
we can grow even more, that we can organize better. A lot of things. And than I got 
more enthusiasm, and [now] I am always doing something.” (Interviewee 1) 

“And there is where I gave a bigget step towards my dream, which is to be a 
reference in Rio, and then, if God wishes, in Brazil. And there we go. The dream is 
to become bigger everyday, in this case.”(Interviewee 4) 

 

6.2 Barriers to inclusion: challenges of entrepreneurship 

Although entrepreneurship has contributed to greater social inclusion in different 

subsystems, participants have also reported a number of barriers which they face daily 

while trying to create a successful venture. These prevent can limit the transformational 
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potential of entrepreneurship and make inclusion harder and weaker. The following table 

summarizes the most cited challenges faced by entrepreneurs. 

Table 4 – Barriers to inclusion  

Challenge Impact 

Uncertainty and lack 
of financial resources 

- Low income from the business hinders their capacity to invest 
and make their business grow. 

- Uncertainty over the business and returns makes them wary of 
committing to a formally registered business. 

Balancing life with 
entrepreneurship 

- Balancing other occupations and personal affairs with the 
business limits their time to work on making it grow. 

- Confusion between the boundaries of personal and professional 
life make their operations less efficient. 

Prejudice towards 
small favela 
entrepreneurship 

- Entrepreneurs feel like products and ventures from the favela 
are undervalued, especially by “outsiders”. 

- They often struggle to be seen as actual entrepreneurs.  

Working alone - While working alone, entrepreneurs face all sorts of challenges 
to balance other personal and work demands and have the time 
to fully manage the business. 

Source: created by author 

 

6.2.1 Uncertainty and lack of financial resources 

Participants highlight the hardship of thriving with a small business and very little 

resources, which in turn limits their ability to reinvest in their business and grow. This 

makes them wary of leaving their current paid employment to risk everything as an 

entrepreneur. 

“Because until you reach a level of… I am providing for myself from this, 
open a business and have employees or people to help you, you need to have a lot 
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of money stored to invest, or you have to be earning a lot from [your business].” 
(Interviewee 2) 

“[…] so, [the problem] is financial, because we don’t have a lot of money, 
and like, we sell and reinvest, right?” (Interviewee 4) 

 Low initial returns and difficulty investing and growing puts a lot of uncertainty 

over the business. This uncertainty has caused them to be wary of fully committing to the 

business, which is one of the reasons for remaining in informality. Participants express a 

fear of dealing with the complex regulations and the costs of maintaining a fully registered 

business, while maybe not earning enough or having time to sustain it.  

“Because everybody is a paid worker, and really we still have that 
insecurity, because we don’t lose a lot [by getting a license]. But you do lose, if I 
am not wrong, unemployment insurance. […] Ok, we can do it, but then something 
happens on the job, and then we don’t get the insurance.” (interviewee 4) 

“So, we still haven’t made this license, because we need to pay some 
monthly fees, as little as they can be, and if our store is not working, we are going 
to have to pay that from our pockets” (Interviewee 3) 

 

6.2.2 Balancing life with entrepreneurship 

Six of 11 participants have declared to balance the dedication to their business with 

another paid occupation or different projects. On many occasions, the income from the 

business is not enough to sustain them, and they end up keeping their old jobs, which 

limits the time they have to dedicate to the growth of their own business.  

“[…] there are times when I can’t even give the right attention to my brand, 
right? But that’s what it is. You get out of work at night and then you get home 
and that is when you can start working on your brand.” (Interviewee 4) 

“All of us, we each have our own job, our own function. We really wanted 
to dedicate more time to making the project grow even more, but we need more 
time for that.” (Interviewee 10) 
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Not only time, but participants have also reported a difficulty in separating personal 

life from business life. Interviewees 2 and 8 talked about the importance of separating 

business money from their own personal finances. 

“[…] the money from your business has to be your salary. And it has to be 
an investment that goes back into your business. […] So having this control is 
very hard.” (Interviewee 2) 

“Since it is my only income, today I am trying to educate myself in this 
way of understanding what is my company’s money and what is my money” 
(Interviewee 8) 

Interviewee 4 has reported a hard time planning certain expenses since him and his 

partners don’t have a joint account for the business, and keep each one a certain amount 

in their personal accounts.  

“This, sometimes, gets in the way of our flow of sometimes buying 
something and there is a little bit [of money] here in my account, a little bit in 
another account […]” (Interviewee 4). 

Some of the entrepreneurs work using the space of their own home, which mixes 

up the personal and professional environment, making this balance even harder. 

“My room is my studio. It is my production site. […] My room has all my 
machines.” (Interviewee 8) 

“But, other than that, I consult here in my home, especially when the 
people are from the community” (interviewee 9) 

 

6.2.3 Prejudice towards small favela entrepreneurship 

Participants are faced with the reality of prejudice around favelas in the context of 

an emerging country with huge inequalities. This prejudice transfers to their business and 

makes them feel like their products are undervalued, especially when competing with well 

established brands. 
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“People prefer to buy from McDonald’s. But they don’t want to buy a 
snack that is also nice from the [local] entrepreneur. Because McDonald’s has a 
name.” (Interviewee 1) 

“Like, the person makes a huge effort, uses the same raw materials, but 
just because it comes from the favela, the very own residents devalue your 
product. You have to devalue, lower the price and everything.” (Interviewee 4) 

“So people don’t see it as a good thing, don’t spend, because they won’t 
be well-dressed, they are not using a famous brand” (Interviewee 6) 

Aside from prejudice with the products themselves, sometimes they struggles to 

be seen as actual entrepreneurs. People often see their business as a temporary side job, 

or see them as sellers, distancing them from the idealized idea of the successful 

entrepreneur.  

“They see it as if it were these people in the street that sell things, street 
vendor. Oh, it is just a street vendor. They don’t see it as an entrepreneur.” 
(Interviewee 7) 

“[…] I think that in the favela [entrepreneur] is a word for an already 
successful businessman, you know? I think that here people, even those who sell 
something, I think they don’t see themselves as entrepreneurs.” (Interviewee 4) 

“Every time I talk about it, people always said this to me: but do you also 
work or do you only make snacks?” (Interviewee 1) 

This lack of recognition and credibility made them feel less like entrepreneurs and 

more like unemployed, overvaluing paid, traditional labor over self-employment or 

entrepreneurship. 

 

6.2.4 Working Alone 

Entrepreneurs who work alone have also highlighted the difficulties of managing 

the entire business all by themselves. Challenges are diverse, from practical limitations 

such as a helping hand to carry heavy material or help look after a store, to hardships of 

balancing all other personal demands with what is needed for the business.  
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 “And to be an entrepreneur, especially alone, is a very challenging thing 
when you don’t have the time to fully dedicate to that.” (Interviewee 2) 

 Sometimes I had to go on Saturday or Sunday at the central station to buy 
things. So, like, doing everything alone is very hard. (Interviewee 7) 

 “It’s because it’s me alone. I think that the hardest part is that. It’s me 
alone in everything.” (Interviewee 8) 

Some have expressed that hiring help is also a challenge, due to lack of trust and 

the need to exercise some form of control or oversight over the work being done by the 

hired worker. Interviewee 8 has shared how difficult it is to find the same kind of 

dedication with her business and products that she has. 

“Besides doing everything, I have to control, having another person that I 
need to take care for. Because, like, I sew. And I think that nobody will sew as 
well as I will.” (Interviewee 8) 

Interviewee 2 has shared a lack of trust and previous experiences where employees 

were dishonest. 

“There were employees that wanted to steal from the people I bought 
from.” (Interviewee 2) 

“It is very hard to hire someone and trust them.”(Interviewee 2) 

The experience of going through the program of Projeto Hub teaches participants 

the basic skills for managing their business. Participants mainly highlight the knowledge 

acquired about finance, accounting, pricing and marketing. This helps them become more 

organized and to separate what is their personal life and finance, and what is their 

business. They indicate noticing a big difference in the way they run their business and 

even on the returns they are able to get from it. 

Aside from knowledge, as they become more professional in the management of 

their ventures, their perception also changes. Participants talk about finally seeing their 

initiatives as an actual business and seeing themselves as entrepreneurs. This resonates  
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6.3 The experience of Projeto Hub: becoming an entrepreneur 

Participants highlight two main changes occurred after going through the program 

of Projeto Hub. 

The first one is the acquisition of knowledge. For businesses in the favela, execution 

usually comes before any structuring or planning. Some participants have resorted to 

entrepreneurship as a second source of income, or to find an alternative to their current 

employment, and many have started an old project or dream. In all cases, they usually 

start doing before actually learning the right skills to run a business. They often cited 

accounting, pricing and marketing as the most important knowledge they acquired during 

their time in Projeto Hub.  

“[The mentor] taught me a lot about this matter of cash flow control. I 
learned a lot with her, you know?” (Interviewee 2) 

Interviewee 3 highlights how learning these skills made her feel more professional 

and capable of running the business. 

“We had mentorships about marketing, about photography. Many 
mentorships about many topics and themes, and all of this opened a very cool 
horizon and made us understand the processes. Of how to do it in a professional 
way.” (Interviewee 3) 

 But more than feeling professional, as they learned more about management and 

felt more capable of running their businesses, their perception about themselves changed 

as well. The second main change reported by participants is slowly starting to see 

themselves as actual entrepreneurs, breaking prejudice they faced from other people. 

 “[My business] is always seen as, I don’t know, a second source of income. 
But this was in the beginning. Today I see myself as a different person, I position 
myself in a different way. Hub helped me with that, a lot indeed.” (Interviewee 1) 

 “[…] after I got into Hub, I saw that, indeed, I am an entrepreneur. Still 
not a successful one, but I am one.” (Interviewee 4) 
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 This mindset change has motivated them to invest more in their business and look 

for bigger achievements, dream bigger, as interviewees 4 and 8 demonstrate: 

 “So, the money was enough and I could pay my bills, it was alright. And 
today I know that I can’t stop there. I need to aim for more, I need to aim for 
more.” (Interviewee 8) 

 “When I go into Hub, that is when my key turned, because that is when 

you realize that you can go beyond. You don’t need to be just a vendor, you 

know?” (Interviewee 4)  
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7 CONCLUSIONS 

By applying a social systems theoretical framework, it was possible to analyze how 

entrepreneurship can impact inclusion not only through an economic perspective, but as 

a broader concept that affects other aspects of a person’s life and roles in society. To 

further discuss the implications of these findings, we first recall the three major 

contributions current literature presents regarding the relationship between 

entrepreneurship and social inclusion: 1) that entrepreneurship as an alternative means of 

subsistence and income can increase inclusion in the economic sector, but there are limits 

to its potential; 2) that political and legal matters, such as political power, the role of 

institutions and formal/informal market settings are relevant in the relationship between 

entrepreneurship and inclusion, having both positive and negative impacts; and 3) that 

inclusion is also influenced by characteristics of the enterprise and the entrepreneur in 

question. 

When tackling the first two points, findings both confirm and expand current 

literature by shedding light on inclusion not only in the economic, political and legal 

systems, but also in education, religion, arts, sports and mass media. The subsystems of 

health and science, however, experienced little influence from entrepreneurial 

experiences. 

Starting from the economic system, evidence supports current literature’s perspective 

that entrepreneurship can act as an alternative to unemployment or a secondary source of 

income (Sutter, Bruton, & Chen, 2019; Alvarez & Barney, 2013), thus promoting greater 

inclusion in the economy by increasing spending power and awarding people a 

performance role as business owners and sellers. It also points out to some of the 

shortcomings and limitations of entrepreneurship as a change enabler. Due to uncertainty 

and lack of resources to reinvest, many participants end up with businesses that provide 

sufficient income, but don’t help them improve their life conditions (Berner, Gomez, & 

Knorring, 2012). Similarly, prejudice against favela products and enterprises confirms 



45 

 

 

 

 

 

findings from Blackburn & Ram (2006) that entrepreneurship can sometimes do little to 

address aspects of geographical exclusion. 

From a political system point of view, entrepreneurship can empower individuals and 

even change their role in the power dynamics of their communities, turning them into 

local leaders. This finding is coherent with evidence from current literature that already 

pointed to the importance of political power dynamics in the promotion of inclusion for 

the alleviation of poverty (Sutter, Bruton, & Chen, 2019) and diminishing social 

inequality (Bruton, Sutter, & Lenz, 2021). As they gain success, nascent entrepreneurs 

can become role models for other people who share the same background and social 

economic conditions (Si, Xuebao, Chen, Song, & Su, 2014). It is interesting to note that, 

among interviewees, those who have experienced the greatest inclusion in the political 

system as local leaders were those who engaged in not-for-profit ventures, suggesting that 

engaging in social entrepreneurship can have effects that differ from traditional for-profit 

entrepreneurship. 

From a legal system perspective, inclusion effects are more evident for those who 

have formally registered their businesses. This makes them visible to government and 

commercial institutions not only as an entrepreneur, but also as an organization, giving 

them access to benefits not accessible to those who are not registered as a business 

(Bruton, Sutter, & Lenz, 2021). On the other hand, it also presents them with new 

obligations, such as taxes and regulations. These obligations have even been cited as a 

barrier to the formalization of the business in some cases, showing how formal institutions 

can also reinforce exclusion of those that remain in informality (Bruton, Sutter, & Lenz, 

2021). 

Analysis has also revealed entrepreneurship’s effect on other functional systems that 

have been less explored in current literature. After becoming the owner of a business, and 

especially after going through Projeto Hub’s, participants have experienced an increased 

curiosity and disposition to actively seek new knowledge, which even progressed to the 

intention of enrolling in formal degrees, like going back to college. These attitudes point 
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to a greater inclusion in the educational system. Some have gone even further to become 

teachers, leveraging the knowledge they gained from their current business activities, 

assuming a performance role in this system.  

Since most entrepreneurs work alone, or with very few partners, they end up enrolling 

in different types of activities, such as marketing and branding. Although access to 

traditional means of communication is still limited to them, all participants have engaged 

in social media promotion of themselves and their businesses, finding a way of inclusion 

in the mass media system. By creating their own content, brand and products, they were 

also able to express their creativity and experience greater inclusion in the arts system.  

By starting their business, participants have developed a greater sense of achievement 

and a drive to pursue personal and business growth, suggesting greater inclusion in the 

sports system. This drive even extrapolates from personal interests, with many of them 

engaging in social initiatives and helping others, relating to a sense of greater purpose. 

This effect is especially strong for those who own social businesses, and suggests greater 

inclusion in the religious system, even though entrepreneurship has not directly affected 

their faith. 

Finally, evidence does not support a clear relationship between entrepreneurship and 

the health function, with some participants reporting a loss in personal wellbeing and 

others reporting no significant change in their health habits after engaging in their own 

business. It also gives little evidence regarding greater inclusion in the science system. 

Although the experience of Projeto Hub presents them with basic theory on topics 

relevant to entrepreneurship, they seem to rely more on tacit knowledge, experience and 

intuition in their daily activities, rather than pursuing methos and hypothesis typical of 

this system. 

All of these findings contribute to understand exclusion in a functional subsystems 

level. However, as Braeckman (2006) states, social exclusion also manifests in the 

organizational and social interactions level. This leads us to the third major contribution 
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from current literature, regarding how different types of entrepreneurships can result in 

different outcomes for founders. 

Literature suggests that informal businesses (Bruton, Sutter, & Lenz, 2021) with no 

employees (Millán, Congregado, & Román, 2014), with necessi-driven and (Berner, 

Gomez, & Knorring, 2012) growth-oriented (Prasastyoga, Leeuwen, & Harinck, 2021) 

founder produce better outcomes in terms of poverty alleviation, economic development 

and business resilience. In a social systems perspective, these characteristics contribute 

to better define the newly founded organization as a system, with clear boundaries from 

the environment, membership criteria, decision processes and hierarchies (Luhmann, 

2018), and to steer them away from being perceived as self-employment rather than actual 

entrepreneurship (Szaban & Skrzek-Lubasińska, 2018), rendering a more relevant role in 

society. 

Results from the case study add to these contributions by reinforcing the importance 

of clear organizational boundaries and processes, and the perception of being an 

entrepreneur rather than a self-employed worker. 

First, participants have highlighted challenges arising from poor boundaries 

separating personal and professional aspects of their lives, such as finance (separating 

company from personal money), physical spaces (working from home), and time 

(conciliating entrepreneurship with paid employment), which leaves the organizational 

boundaries weak and unclear.  

Second, own-account workers have greatly expressed the hardship of working alone, 

but many are reluctant to hire help due to lack of trust and the effort necessary to oversee 

and control other people’s work, suggesting how the experience of hiring employees 

demands better defined internal processes for the organization. In line with that, 

participants report a great deal of improvement in their businesses after acquiring 

technical management skills during Projeto Hub’s program. They feel more prepared, 

organized and professional, able to establish clear processes to manage their ventures, 

contributing to better defining the decision processes of the organization. 
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But technical knowledge was not the only positive impact derived from Projeto Hub. 

Participants also reported a change in the way they perceive their businesses, finally able 

to perceive themselves as entrepreneurs, rather than just sellers or self-employed (Berner, 

Gomez, & Knorring, 2012; Szaban & Skrzek-Lubasińska, 2018), which contributed to 

develop a growth mindset (Prasastyoga, Leeuwen, & Harinck, 2021) and ultimately to the 

success of their ventures. 

With this analysis, the article presents two main contributions to current literature in 

entrepreneurship and social inclusion. First, by applying social systems theory as a basis, 

we provide a comprehensive framework to access different facets of social inclusion in 

regards to entrepreneurship. We consider social exclusion as a broad concept, going 

beyond purely economic factors such as poverty alleviation, inequality or economic 

development. Social systems framework helps to both make sense of the scattered 

evidence existent today regarding the effects on political and legal domains, and expands 

it to include other subsystems like arts, mass media, education, religion and sports.  

The second contribution adds to the functional system level by introducing how 

organizational systems affect social inclusion through entrepreneurship. It reframes the 

issue of how different types of entrepreneurships produce different outcomes in terms of 

organizations as autopoietic systems and the entrepreneur as role played in society. 

Results show how poorly defined organizational systems, as well as the lack of a 

recognition of the founder as an entrepreneur (rather than self-employed) can weaken the 

transformative power of entrepreneurship. 

Table 5 – Summary of contributions 

 Articles Summary Adds / confirms / contradicts 

1 Blackburn & 
Ram (2006) 

Entrepreneurship is an 
effective way to alleviate 
extreme poverty, but its 
effects are limited in the long 

Contradicts 

While results do not tackle 
ethnic prejudice or 
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Fix or fixation: 
the contributions 
and limitations 
of 
entrepreneurship 
and small firms 
to combating 
social exclusion 

run and can do little to 
address other sources of 
exclusion, such as ethnic 
prejudice and geographical 
exclusion. 

geographical exclusion 
specifically, they demonstrate 
how entrepreneurship can 
affect other aspects of social 
exclusion that go beyond the 
alleviation of poverty through 
alternative income sources. 

2 

Bruton, Sutter 
& Lenz (2021) 

Economic 
inequality: is 
entrepreneurship 
the cause or the 
solution?  

Entrepreneurship 
concentrated in formal 
market settings, coupled 
with exclusionary 
institutions can lead to 
greater economic inequality, 
while concentration in 
informal markets with 
inclusive institutions can 
reduce inequality. 

Adds 

Social systems reframe the 
issue of formal vs. informal 
entrepreneurship both in the 
subsystems level (formalization 
leads to inclusion in the legal 
system) and in the 
organizational level 
(formalized businesses better 
define the boundaries of the 
organization as a system). 

3 

Bruton, Chen, 
Suttera (2019) 

Entrepreneurship 
as a solution to 
extreme poverty: 
a review and 
future research 
agenda 

Reinforces entrepreneurship 
as a solution to poverty by 
providing an alternative 
source of income to the poor. 
When poverty is seen as a 
produce of social exclusion, 
income is not the only 
relevant issue, but in this 
case political power 
dynamics come into play. 

Confirms / Adds 

Participants have reinforced the 
relevance of entrepreneurship 
to act as an enabler of greater 
social inclusion in the 
economic and political system, 
confirming the study’s point. 
But they also add evidence of 
inclusion in other functional 
subsystems. 

4 Doran, 
McCarthy, 

Entrepreneurship is 
positively related to 
economic growth in 
developed economies where 

Adds 

Although this study did not 
attempt to quantify the impact 
of entrepreneurship, providing 
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O’Connor 
(2018) 

The role of 
entrepreneurship 
in stimulating 
economic 
growth in 
developed and 
developing 
countries 

opportunity-driven ventures 
are most common; while it is 
negatively related in 
developing countries with 
the prevalence of necessity-
driven entrepreneurship. 

little input into whether it does 
or not promote economic 
development in a broader 
context, it does help to reframe 
the issue of opportunity vs. 
necessity-driven entrepreneurs. 
From an social systems 
perspective, opportunity-driven 
founder are more likely to be 
recognized in the role of 
entrepreneur, rather than self-
employed, receiving more 
relevant roles in society. 

5 

Berner, Gomez 
& Knorring 
(2012) 

Helping a Large 
Number of 
People Become 
a Little Less 
Poor: The Logic 
of Survival 
Entrepreneurs 

Differentiates survival and 
growth-oriented 
entrepreneurs. Survival 
entrepreneurs usually stay 
small and don’t have enough 
to reinvest in business 
growth; and conciliate their 
ventures with other 
activities. 

Confirms / Adds 

It reinforces the hardship of 
growth for survival 
entrepreneurs who need to 
conciliate their ventures with 
paid employment. It also adds 
by framing this issue through a 
social systems lens, showing 
how survival businesses are 
less likely to grant a relevant 
entrepreneurial role in society, 
and present a greater 
resemblance with self-
employment.  

6 

Alvarez & 
Barney (2013) 

Entrepreneurial 
Opportunities 
and Poverty 
Alleviation 

The authors explore how 
different types of business 
opportunities can affect 
entrepreneurship’s potential 
to alleviate poverty. Self-
employment opportunities 
are less likely to produce 

Confirms / Adds 

Founders who explore self-
employment opportunities are 
less recognized in their role as 
entrepreneurs, being less 
relevant in society, confirming 
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lasting changes when 
compared to creation 
opportunities, more related 
to innovation. 

and yet expanding the ideas 
presented by the article. 

7 

Mandelman & 
Montes-Rojas 
(2009) 

Is self-
employment and 
micro-
entrepreneurship 
a desired 
outcome? 

While ventures with 
employees resemble the 
view of entrepreneurs as 
“superstars”, while own-
account workers are 
perceived as a disguised way 
of unemployment or 
precarious employment. 

Adds 

The study confirms the 
differences between own-
account workers and 
employers, as participants who 
work alone have reported a 
great deal of challenges arising 
from dealing with the business 
by themselves. It also adds to 
the study by showing how 
hiring employees contributed 
to define clear decision 
processes to establish the 
organization as a system. 

Source: Elaborated by the author 
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8 RECOMMENDATIONS 

As more and more governments consider social exclusion as a multifaceted social 

problem (Peace, 2001), rather than focusing on narrow views of poverty, it is important 

that research follows along by also broadening it’s view of the phenomenon. 

Entrepreneurship’s potential to promote economic development and alleviate poverty is 

well-known in literature (Alvarez & Barney, 2013; Sutter, Bruton, & Chen, 2019), but 

it’s relationship with social exclusion is yet to be fully understood.  

We aim at contributing to further develop this literature by suggesting social systems 

theory as a basis to organize the scattered evidence existent today that goes beyond purely 

economic aspects of social exclusion and discover new evidence that demonstrates 

entrepreneurship’s impact on a person’s various roles in society. Aside from expanding 

the analysis to other functional subsystems other than economy, like politics, law, science, 

education, sports, religion, mass media and art, we also highlight evidence of inclusion in 

the organizational systems level, affecting both the enterprise and the entrepreneur.  

This research serves as an opening for a deeper exploration of social systems theory 

as basis to understand the complex relationship between entrepreneurial activity and 

social inclusion. Further research is necessary to go beyond identifying evidence of 

inclusion, to go on comprehending the mechanisms through which this inclusion happens, 

not only in each functional subsystem, but also on all three levels of communication 

introduced by Luhamnn’s theory: functional systems, organizational systems and 

interaction networks.  

Initial results found in this research point to the importance of the characteristics of 

the founded organization and of the founder itself to promote greater (or lesser) inclusion. 

However, further research is necessary to understand the role of other organizations in 

this dynamic. In the case study analyzed, becoming a member of the organization of 

Projeto Hub allowed participants to gain knowledge and empowerment to see themselves 

as entrepreneurs. This contributes to seeing entrepreneurship in the context of an 



53 

 

 

 

 

 

ecosystem of actors, organizational actors that can hinder or help the development of new 

businesses.  

Projeto Hub was not only a new organization in which entrepreneurs took part. It was 

also an enabler for the creation of a support networking between participants, which 

helped them through the hardships of the business. Looking through an ecosystems lens 

again, it adds another layer to the dynamics of entrepreneurship and social inclusion, 

showing how it promote interpersonal relationships that can support new ventures. 

Similarly these networks can have the opposite effect, creating barriers such as the 

prejudice against favela businesses experienced by the participants.  

In summary, this research calls for more exploration on the mechanisms through 

which entrepreneurship can foster social inclusion, looking not only on the functional 

systems level, but delving deeper into the other levels of organizational systems and 

interaction networks. It adds more multidimensionality to the analysis and contributes to 

an ecosystem view of entrepreneurship.  

While considering entrepreneurship as a tool to enable or foster greater social 

inclusion, policy-makers can leverage this ecosystem view to consider how incentives 

can impact different actors in the ecosystem, changing dynamics on functional, 

organizational and interaction levels. Instead of taking a simplistic view of looking at the 

entrepreneur alone to promote greater income, trapped in the economic logic prevalent in 

current literature, policy-makers should try to foster the entire ecosystem and provoke 

changes in all functional subsystems, instead of just one. This also impacts on the way 

that these policies will be measured, since successful inclusion will gain a whole new 

perspective, and economic indicators will not be enough.  

Social systems theory allows for a broadening of perspectives in understanding social 

inclusion and how it relates to entrepreneurship, allowing for advancements in research 

and enabling the creation of more holistic policies, which in turn will foster greater and 

more lasting inclusion.   
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