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International Comparison of Humane Entrepreneurship:
Status, Typology and Policy Implications
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Humane entrepreneurship is defined as “the pursuit of entrepreneurial growth and
humane development for opportunity realization and sustainable organization.” In
this study, we evaluate and compare 19 countries by the degree to which ‘humane
entrepreneurship’ is realized or emphasized. This study compares two factors of humane
entrepreneurship, enterprise cycle and humane cycle, between different countries and
examines a balance between the two. To make country-by-country comparison along
humane entrepreneurship, we adopted Sethia and von Glinow’s (1985) organizational
culture model, which originated from Blake and Mouton’s (1964) managerial grid
model. Here, enterprise cycle and humane cycle of humane entrepreneurship correspond
to concern for performance and concern for people. We suggest that keeping balance
between humane cycle and enterprise cycle is important, because humane entrepreneur-
ship is an internal condition for firm growth.
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I. Introduction

This paper conducts international com-
parative studies on the humane entrepreneur-
ship that reflects human-oriented aspects of
entrepreneurship (Bae, 2016; Kim, 2015; El
Tarabishy, 2016; Kartajaya, 2016; Zecchini,
2016).

Entrepreneurship can be defined as “the
pursuit of opportunity without regard to re-
sources currently controlled” (Stevenson,
1984). Entrepreneurs create new businesses,
and new businesses in turn create jobs, in-
tensify competition, and may even increase
productivity through technological change.
High measured levels of entrepreneurship
will thus translate directly into high levels
of economic growth. (Acs, 2006). As coun-
tries and organizations move towards holistic
growth, enterprises should extend their prior-
ities beyond the profit margin. These compa-
nies should shift their focus onto their people,
the environment, and society. The entrepre-
neurial spirit should permeate the firm’s peo-
ple, process, and culture for enterprises to
flourish. In order to create total entrepreneur-
ship, traditional entrepreneurship, which has
business-oriented or opportunity-based log-
ic, should be enhanced by adding human-cen-
tered logic, which we call ‘humane’ dimension.

Humane entrepreneurship is defined as
“the pursuit of entrepreneurial growth and
humane development for opportunity realiza-
tion and sustainable organization.” (Kim,
2016; Zecchini et al., 2016). Humane Entre-
preneurship pursues enterprise development
while maintaining humanity and human-cen-
tered leadership within the organization. It
also includes opportunity recognition, envi-
sioning, empowerment, and capability devel-
opment of human resources. The key tenets
of Humane Entrepreneurship are as follows:
[1] Value distribution, as well as value crea-
tion, [2] entrepreneurial leadership, that is
inclusive of the entrepreneur and the employ-
ees, [3] the pursuit of opportunities through
envisioning, employment, experiment, and
excellence of employees (especially the en-
trepreneurial leaders), [4] the realization of
entrepreneurial opportunities with capability

development, and [5] the commitment to
maintain the humanity of employees.

It is important to emphasize human aspects
of entrepreneurship. But it’s critical to keep
balance between traditional entrepreneurship
and human-centered mindset: We call the
former ‘enterprise cycle’ and the latter ‘humane
cycle’ of humane entrepreneurship. We dis-
cuss analytical model for enterprise cycle-hu-
mane cycle balance and suggest two kinds
of typologies: one is for diagnostic implicati-
on and another is for prescriptive use.

1. Model

In this study, we evaluate and compare
19 countries by the degree to which ‘humane
entrepreneurship’ is realized or emphasized.
Kim (2016) and Kartajaya (2016) executed
academic database search, case study, inter-
view, brainstorming, and cross-cultural com-
parison to determine what makes up humane
entrepreneurship and derived ten elements
of humane entrepreneurship (10Es). They
conceptually classified 10Es into humane cy-
cle (empowerment, ethics, equality, engage-
ment, and ecosystem) and enterprise cycle
(envisioning, enthusiasm, enlightenment, ex-
perimentation, and excellence). Zecchini et
al. (2016) empirically confirmed this enter-
prise cycle-humane cycle model of humane
entrepreneurship.

To make country-by-country comparison
along humane entrepreneurship, we adopted
Sethia and von Glinow’s (1985) organiza-
tional culture model, which originated from
Blake and Mouton’s (1964) managerial grid
model. Managerial grid model is based on
two behavioral dimensions: Concern for peo-
ple and concern for production: Concern for
people is the degree to which a leader consid-
ers the needs of team members, their interests,
and areas of personal development when de-
ciding how best to accomplish a task. Concemn
for production (or concern for performance)
is the degree to which a leader emphasizes
concrete objectives, organizational efficiency,
and high productivity when deciding how
best to accomplish a task. Here, enterprise
cycle and humane cycle of humane entre-
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Figure 1
Four Types of Organizational Culture

Caring: Integrative:
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Humane (Team Management)

cycle

score Apathetic: Apathetic:
Seems to show little concern for Employees are held to high standards
employees; Encourages unethical to ensure maximum performance,

Low conduct in exchange for profits. consistency of delivery, and efficiency.
(Impoverished Management) (Authority-Compliance Management)

Low

High

Enterprise cycle score

Source: Blake and Mouton (1964), Ferrell, Fraedrich, and Ferrell (2016), Sethia and von Glinow (1985).

preneurship correspond to concern for per-
formance and concern for people.
Entrepreneurs are usually more concerned
with completing the task, but as the firm
grows, they must become more concerned
with people, if the tasks are to be accom-
plished. Concern for people must surface
at some point, if effective, trusting relation-
ships are to develop. Low concern for both
people and task is hardly leadership at all
(Burns, 2012). Using GEM data, Wong, Ho,
and Autio (2005) showed that only high
growth potential entrepreneurship is found
to have a significant impact on economic
growth. Therefore, humane entrepreneur-

ship, especially humane cycle, play important
role in sustainable growth at firm level and
economic growth at country level.

I Data Collection

Survey began in January 2016 and ended
in November 2016. We asked country repre-
sentatives to sample policy makers, business
people, and entrepreneurship educators as
respondents of the “Humane Entrepreneur-
ship Questionnaire” (Zecchini et al., 2016).
Respondents were asked to evaluate the
“state” of each element of humane entre-
prencurship in their countries using a five-

Table 1
Operational Definition of Humane Cycle and Enterprise Cycle

Operational Definition

Encourage employees to dream while being guided by your mission and vision
Be a responsible steward who could be held accountable and lead towards

Be open, share, and collaborate with the workforce
Build and nurture the workforce’s skills and talents, whilst exciting, encouraging,

Collaborate with_ business partners including suppliers, employees, and society
to achieve a well-cultivated business ecosystem

Have initiative, foresight and sensitivity towards decision-making and crisis

Have a challenging spirit, take risks and pursue opportunities despite uncertainty
Be change-oriented and push for innovation of products and processes
Follow an outside-in approach in finding and exploiting new opportunities

Construct
Humane Empowerment
Cycle Ethics
holistic growth
Equality
Engagement
and motivating employees
Ecosystem
Enterprise  Envisioning
Cycle construction
Enthusiasm
Enlightenment
Experimentation
Excellence

Pursue excellence in executing actions toward achieving corporate goals
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point Likert scale (1 = Very low, Low, Neutral,
High, Very High = 5). We adopted propor-
tional sampling in which respondents from
government, business, and entreprencurship
education respectively covered 25%, 50%,
and 25% of the sample. Finally, 19 countries,
whose responses to date have exceeded 10,
have been included for comparison.

In order to gather information about entre-
preneurship from various countries and or-
ganizations, questionnaires were constructed
in various languages: English, Korean, Japanese,
etc. This questionnaire has been disseminated
through hard-copy surveys and as an online form.

V. International Comparison
The humane cycle score, enterprise cycle
score, and humane entrepreneurship score
(HE score) for each country are presented
in Table 2a and Table 2b. Humane cycle
score is the sum of scores for empowerment,
ethics, equality, engagement, and ecosystem.
Enterprise cycle score is calculated by sum-
ming scores for envisioning, enthusiasm, en-
lightenment, experimentation, and excellence).

HE score is the sum of humane cycle score
and enterprise cycle score.

Overall averages for the humane cycle
score, enterprise cycle score, and HE score
were respectively, 13.4, 15.2, and 28.6. The
enterprise cycle score was higher than the
humane cycle score for all countries. When
a firm is small humane cycle is not important.
But in a larger company, humane cycle de-
serves interest (Burns, 2012), but humane
elements are still CEO’s choice. This means
that for most countries there is room for
enhanced entrepreneurship by improving hu-
mane cycle.

Singapore, Austria, United Kingdom, and
USA were countries with top humane scores.
Singapore, USA, Austria, China, and Mexico
had top enterprise scores. Singapore, Austria,
USA, and United Kingdom had top Humane
Entrepreneurship scores. Singapore had the
highest scores in 7 Es (Envisioning, Enligh-
tenment, Excellence, Empowerment, Ethics,
Equality, Engagement). The U.S. had the
highest in 2 Es (Enthusiasm, Experimenta-
tion) and Austria had the highest score in
1 E (Ecosystem).

Table 2a
Enterprise Cycle SEs Scores

Envisioning Enthusiasm Enlightenment Experi-mentation Excellence Enterprise ScoreHE Score

USA 3.56 3.78 3.56
Belgium 3.14 3.05 3.26
Bulgaria 2.75 3.02 3.00
Serbia 2.19 2.58 2.51
Ttaly 2.90 2.80 3.04
Austria 3.44 3.15 3.56
UK. 3.35 3.37 3.22
Mexico 3.25 3.50 2.75
Argentina 293 3.27 3.13
Malaysia 3.00 2.75 3.00
Indonesia 2.96 3.23 3.40
Philippines 3.00 3.18 3.00
Singapore 3.75 3.50 3.58
Japan 2.57 2.58 2.82
Korea 3.14 3.12 3.17
Vietnam 2.78 2.88 2.72
Cambodia 2.60 2.89 3.00
China 3.30 3.46 3.18
Turkey 2.66 2.84 2.75
Total 2.93 3.06 3.06

3.78 3.33 18.00 33.33
3.37 3.28 16.09 30.53
2.83 2.81 14.41 27.43
2.46 2.53 12.26 23.46
3.00 2.90 14.63 27.02
3.62 3.53 17.29 34.26
3.25 3.20 16.40 31.89
3.50 3.50 16.50 31.75
2.97 2.93 15.23 26.87
2.75 3.00 14.50 27.75
341 3.12 16.12 30.51
291 291 15.00 28.36
3.50 4.17 18.50 36.33
2.90 292 13.80 27.86
3.28 3.30 15.99 28.34
2.90 291 14.19 27.55
3.11 3.44 15.11 28.44
3.35 3.27 16.53 30.18
297 2.78 14.00 26.53
3.11 3.06 15.21 28.63
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Table 2b
Humane Cycle SEs Scores

Empowerment Ethics Equality Engagement Ecosystem Humane Score HE Score
USA 3.44 3.1 2.67 3.00 3.11 15.33 33.33
Belgium 2.93 2.95 2.74 3.07 2.74 14.44 30.53
Bulgaria 2.67 2.43 271 2.54 2.67 13.02 27.43
Serbia 2.26 221 2.13 2.42 2.19 11.21 23.46
Ttaly 2.37 2.45 2.45 2.78 2.35 12.39 27.02
Austria 3.12 3.44 3.35 3.47 3.59 16.97 34.26
UK. 3.08 3.10 3.16 3.12 3.08 15.54 31.89
Mexico 3.25 2.75 3.00 3.50 2.75 15.25 31.75
Argentina 2.27 2.30 2.10 2.70 227 11.63 26.87
Malaysia 2.50 2.75 2.75 3.00 2.25 13.25 27.75
Indonesia 3.01 2.82 2.82 2.94 2.81 14.39 30.51
Philippines 3.09 2.55 2.45 2.64 2.64 13.36 28.36
Singapore 3.50 3.83 3.58 3.67 3.25 17.83 36.33
Japan 2.64 2.75 2.76 2.70 2.76 13.70 27.86
Korea 2.49 231 2.47 2.74 2.46 12.46 28.34
Vietnam 2.84 2.62 2.55 2.71 2.64 13.36 27.55
Cambodia 2.40 2.30 2.40 3.00 2.70 12.80 28.44
China 2.87 2.64 2.74 2.86 2.85 13.83 30.18
Turkey 2.38 2.53 2.34 2.78 2.50 12.53 26.53
Total 2.72 2.62 2.65 2.80 2.67 13.44 28.63

V. Country Classification

5.1 Country Classification Through
Their Respective HE Score

To classify countries into their respective

levels of humane entrepreneurship, a cluster

analysis was performed to identify sim-

ilarities with the enterprise cycle scores and
humane cycle scores as base variables.
Countries were classified based on their dis-
tance to one another.

The final clusters from the cluster analysis
using Enterprise Cycle Scores and Humane
Cycle Scores are as follows:

Figure 2
Clustering by Enterprise Cycle Score and Humane Cycle Score
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Low HE Countries (Al): Argentina, Italy,
Serbia, Turkey (Average HE Score 25.97)
Middle HE Countries (A2): Bulgaria,
Cambodia, Japan, Malaysia, Philippines, South
Korea, Vietnam (Average HE Score 27.96)
High HE Countries (A3): Austria, Singapore,
USA, Belgium, China, Indonesia, Mexico,
United Kingdom (Average HE Score 32.35)
National level of entrepreneurship is known
to have a significant relationship with GDP
per capita (Acs, Desai, and Hessels, 2008;
Shane, 2014). Entreprencurship plays a dif-
ferent role in countries in different stages
of economic development (van Stel, Carree,
and Thurik, 2005). Here, we must separate
innovation (opportunity)-driven entrepreneurs
from necessity-driven entrepreneurs. While
entrepreneurship increases in low-income
countries, as it is difficult to find jobs, the
preference for stable jobs also rises as it
provides for rising income without risk.
However, as the country transitions to a
high-income country, the perceived risk of
failing in entrepreneurship also drops, in-
vigorating entrepreneurship alongside the
growth of the service sector (Dissanayake and
Semasinghe, 2016; Hicks, Maroni, Stackpole,
Gibson, and Puia, 2015; Shane, 1993).
So we compared economic growth rates

by HE scores for innovation-driven (high-in-
come) countries and for efficiency-driven
(low-income) countries. That is, growth rates
differ among clusters, especially, if we divide
countries into innovation-driven and effi-
ciency-driven ones. The ten year (2005~
2014) growth rate average for innovation-
driven countries was -0.47% for low HE
group, 0.59% for middle HE group, and
2.26% for high HE group. The ten year
growth rate average for efficiency-driven
countries was 2.98% for low HE group,
6.40% for middle HE group, and 8.00% for
high HE group.

5.2 Country Classification by HE Ratio
Diagnostic Model

Following Blake and Mouton’s (1964)
managerial grid model, we decided to divide
countries into three groups: High humane
cycle score-high enterprise cycle score group,
low humane cycle score-high enterprise cycle
score group, and low humane cycle score-low
enterprise cycle score group. Here ‘high’
means above average and ‘low’ indicates
below average.

According to Sethia and von Glinow’s
(1985) classification (Integrative, Exacting,
Caring, Apathetic), Bulgaria, Japan, Italy,

.
Figure 3
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Table 3
Humane Entrepreneurship Indices of 2X2 Typology

Humane-centric

Enterprise-centric

Humane-centric  Enterprise-centric

High HE High HE Low HE Low HE Toral
Envisioning 3.16 3.21 2.55 2.82 293
Enthusiasm 3.28 3.28 2.74 3.07 3.06
Enlightenment 3.37 3.19 2.77 2.95 3.06
Experimentation 3.39 3.33 2.75 2.96 3.11
Excellence 3.23 3.29 2.77 2.86 3.06
Empowerment 3.06 2.74 2.52 2.44 2.72
Ethics 3.01 2.55 2.46 2.44 2.62
Equality 3.01 2.63 2.48 2.26 2.65
Engagement 3.09 2.85 2.58 2.73 2.80
Ecosystem 2.99 2.69 2.48 242 2.67
Enterprise Score 16.43 16.28 13.57 14.66 15.21
Humane Score 15.16 13.38 12.51 12.29 13.44
HE Score 31.57 29.53 26.14 26.95 28.63

Malaysia, Serbia, Turkey, and Vietnam be-
long to Apathetic group (Bl); Argentina,
Belgium, China, Indonesia, and South Korea
are classified as Exacting group (B2); and
Austria, Mexico, Singapore, UK, and USA
reached Integrative culture (B3). It is prob-
able that economic hardship or fast growth
partially caused high enterprise cycle score
and low humane cycle score. For example,
Argentina has lower humane cycle score due
to its low level of equality score (2.1), which
is only 78% of the 19 country-mean: empow-
erment (85%), ethics (88%), equality (78%),

engagement (96%), ecosystem (85%), and
humane cycle score (87%).

5.3 Prescriptive Model

Responses to survey questionnaires can
be influenced by (cultural) environment. To
reduce this systematic error, this paper clus-
tered 19 countries based on humane-to-enter-
prise ratio and HE scores. Humane-to-enter-
prise ratio (HE ratio) is calculated humane
cycle score by enterprise cycle score. We
believe that by using HE ratio, more objective
comparisons are possible, irrespective of cul-

Figure 4
Typology by HE Score vs. HE Ratio
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tural differences in responses.

Countries were classified based on their
HE score and HE ratio, and HE types were
assigned to countries. Median values were
used in classification, and HE ratio was calcu-
lated based on a ratio of humane cycle scores
and enterprise cycle scores.

The countries were divided into 4 groups
based on their HE score and the median
of their HE ratio. The results are presented
below:

Humane-centric High HE Group (Cl):
Singapore, Austria, United Kingdom, Mexico,
Indonesia. Borrowing from corporate culture
terminology, this group is similar to “Integra-
tive group.”

Enterprise-centric High HE Group (C2):
USA, Belgium, China, Cambodia, South Korea.
This group is similar to “Exacting group.”
In this group, humane cycle score is relatively
low in this group.

Humane-centric Low HE Group (C3):
Japan, Malaysia, Vietnam, Bulgaria, Serbia.
This group is similar to “Apathetic group.”
Because HE ratio is always below 1, this
group is not ‘caring’. In this group, both
humane cycle score and enterprise score are
relatively low.

Enterprise-centric Low HE Group (C4):
Philippines, Italy, Argentina, Turkey. Similarly,
this group can be called “Apathetic group.”
Humane cycle score is relatively low in this

group.

VI Conclusions

This paper provides empirical data to sup-
port the importance of humane-oriented en-
trepreneurship. It is especially, important to
keep balance between humane cycle and en-
terprise cycle, because humane entrepreneur-
ship is an internal condition for firm growth.

This study used two factors of humane
entrepreneurship, enterprise cycle and hu-
mane cycle, to compare different countries
and to examine a balance between two cycles.
Innovation-driven countries typically, ach-
ieve a balance between enterprise and hu-
mane cycles to a certain degree. Singapore,

Austria, and the United Kingdom have high
scores for both enterprise and humane cycles,
while South Korea and U.S. have relatively
lower scores for humane cycle. The humane
cycle acts to magnify the effects of the enter-
prise cycle (stimulant and synergistic ef-
fects). To invigorate the entrepreneurial eco-
system, both enterprise cycle and humane
cycle are necessary.

To apply Sethia and von Glinow’s (1985)
model, we classified countries (i) by using
levels of humane cycle and enterprise cycle
(B1, B2, B3), (ii) by using HE ratio and
HE scores (C1, C2, C3, C4). It can be said
that (i) is more diagnostic classification and
(i1) is more prescriptive as follows:

* Humane-centric High HE Group (C1):
Keep the current leadership and organ-
izational culture.

* Enterprise-centric High HE Group (C2):
Strengthen humane cycle that empowers
and enables employees.

* Enterprise-centric Low HE Group (C3):
Strengthen both cycles; with more focus
on the human cycle. Level of human
cycle may determine synergistic effects.

* Humane-centric Low HE Group (C4):
Strengthen humane cycle.

This study suggest two major policy
implications. First, public policy must pro-
mote transition from a task/business/per-
formance-centered economy to a human-ori-
ented economy. Second, incentives are need
to stimulate more entrepreneurial manage-
ment among current companies.

This study has some limitations. First, we
asked respondent to answer how humane
entrepreneurial is respondent’s country. But
aggregating firm-level data will provide more
‘direct’ information. Second, country level
data cannot control firm size, which de-
termines the importance of humane cycle
(Burns, 2012).
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