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 As anyone living in Taipei, and 
working in the social innovation sector has 
discovered, there are a lot of opportunities 
to attend conferences, meet with various 
practitioners and stakeholders, and share 
ideas over a free lunch. This is a true 
achievement for Taiwan’s startup scene in 
general; there are plenty of networking 
opportunities to collaborate and develop 
Taiwan’s social innovation ecosystem. But 
this still hasn’t lead to large-scale cross-
sector projects, and positive steps towards 
impact measurement, social financing, and 
franchising opportunities are potentially 
being overlooked. 

In this issue, we look at the role of 
collaboration in the social innovation sector, 
and the importance of cooperation 
mechanisms in developing a healthy 
ecosystem. We also have included our 
December roundtable communique on 
social impact measurement for our readers 
to review.

In “Welcome to the Creative Economy 
Town”, Rufina Park looks at the emerging 
role of government in Korea’s social 
innovation sector. As growth in an 
endogenous start-up sector takes time to 
mature, the Seoul city government has 
actively sought to develop a top-down 
approach to speed up its growth. Although 
time will tell if top-down efforts can have a 
sustainable impact, it is still important to 
broadcast these efforts to the public, as 
they help foster an entrepreneurial business 
culture that is accepting of risk-taking. 

Ivan Peng’s article looks at how “Social 
Stock Exchanges (SSE’s)” can be an 
important part of a developed social 

enterprise ecosystem, providing much 
needed seed money for capital-starved 
social-facing businesses. 

Remi Kanji’s article, “Increasing the 
valuation of social enterprises”, looks at the 
stigma that is attached to the “social 
enterprise” moniker, and how funding for 
social-facing business ventures continues 
to face skepticism from investors. Although 
a basic misunderstanding of the SE model 
still persists, the flexibility of the title is also 
its strength, and allows for a variety of 
sectors to engage on common issues of 
concern. 

Aaron Wilson’s article looks at the often-
unacknowledged practical challenges 
practitioners face in measuring their social 
impact. As calls from the research 
community grow for cross-sector 
measurement, it is important for us to be 
empathetic of the difficulties entrepreneurs 
encounter when measuring their double or 
triple bottom line. 

Zhiying Zhang’s piece about collaboration 
looks at the myth we often put forward in 
the social innovation sector of ‘meeting 
regularly is a sign that the sector is making 
progress’. As Zhang proposes, perhaps it is 
time to create a new kind of powerbroker to 
develop collaboration among key players in 
the social enterprise sector, and kick-start 
initiatives that help Taiwan’s ecosystem 
grow and mature. 

Collaboration is by no means a magic elixir, 
but it is a positive step for future growth, 
and future opportunities within Taiwan’s 
global community of change-makers.  n

A Message from the Editor
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Aaron Wytze Wilson  



A Fistful of Challenges: Why Measurement Is so 
Difficult for Social Entrepreneurs 

By Aaron Wilson

With all the benefits of measurement, (better management of social programs, better 
understanding of a business’s impact, and the ability to communicate the value of your work 
to a larger audience) why wouldn’t a social enterprise want to measure? 

It seems there is no shortage of reports, 
studies, and editorials urging practitioners to 
measure their social impact. In my capacity as a 
researcher of Taiwan’s social innovation sector, I 
too believe that measuring a social-facing 
business’s social impact is key to its overall 
development and growth. But often times when 
reading advocacy pieces for measurement, I am 
left puzzled by a seeming lack of empathy 
towards practitioners who do not measure. 
Whether it is the researcher or advocate’s 
intention, much of the literature about impact 
measurement can come off as condescending 
and pompous, having a devastating effect on 
an advocate’s cause. Instead of a continual 
push for practitioners to measure, we should try 
to better understand their motives for not 
measuring. 

In this article, I take a practitioner’s perspective 
on measurement, and look at the logistical 
challenges of measuring and not measuring 
social impact. It is important for researchers to 
be patient of the process and let the 
development of a sector-wide system of 
measuring outputs grow organically. 
Although many practitioners are eager to learn 
more about the process, or already have some 
kind of basic inter-organizational process 

already in place, there is still a reluctance for 
many practitioners to hop into the measurement 
game for various reasons. 
	
Why practitioners might not want to 
measure.

So what are the factors that would turn away a 
good-hearted entrepreneur from the social 
impact measurement “love-in”? First, impact 
measurement can often be expensive, time-
consuming, and a labour intensive activity. 
Practitioners are often already putting sixty-plus 
hours into their venture; investing further time 
into an activity that takes ones focus away from 
daily operations would be inconceivable to 
those already struggling to get everything done. 

Secondly, tools and software available to 
measure impact are sometimes not easily 
accessible to practitioners, or are not widely 
advertised. Additionally, much of the 
conversation about impact measurement is still 
within the sphere of the English-speaking world. 
Magazines and websites that publish 
extensively on issues pertaining to the social 
innovation economy, including the Guardian’s 
Social Enterprise Network, and the Stanford 
Social Innovation Review (SSIR) are useful 
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information banks for researchers and 
practitioners, but are not widely used in Taiwan 
and East Asia. 

Third, if an ecosystem is still in its’ beginning 
stages developing social financing and investor 
options, or further capital opportunities for 
scaling are simply not available, it can be 
difficult for practitioners to see the material 
benefit of measurement. When measurement is 
incentivized, there is a far more likely chance 
entrepreneurs will actively seek to bridge the 
gap in current social metrics. 

Fourth, measuring social impact, and releasing 
the results to a private or public institution is a 
potentially frightening proposition for social 
enterprises doing their work in countries where 
public trust in government institutions is low. 
Although many countries in the West are 
moving towards an era of “big data” where we 
voluntarily give up personal information, this 
doesn’t necessarily extend to areas where the 
people and the government have at one time in 
history, experienced a rocky relationship. For 
countries with still-developing social enterprise 
sectors, relaying sensitive information about a 
business’s social impact on an underprivileged 
group or community may be difficult for 
practitioners to accept. 

Fifth, practitioners may find that metrics and 
indicators commonly used to measure social 
impact do not gel with the stated mission 
statement of the social-facing business. 
Additionally, practitioners face the prospect that 
the indicators a potential investor wants to 
measure are cross-purposed or opposite to 
their own measurement goals. For example, if a 
practitioner wants to know to what degree an 
underprivileged community has improved their 
“quality of life”, but a government bureau wants 
to know how much tax dollars a social business 
can save instead of investing in public 
spending, then there is a clash of purpose in 

measurement, discouraging practitioners from 
even going through the effort.

Finally, we need to consider the size of the 
social enterprise, and its stated social mission 
to help a specific group. For social enterprises 
that are serving a small number of stakeholders, 
and are trying to resolve the problem of a single 
community, qualitative evidence that their 
business is doing “good” is often enough. 
Bringing quantitative data into the equation may 
not be necessary for them.

The solution? 

To alleviate many of these worries, researchers 
should take a soft-handed, non-judgmental 
approach to advocating measurement. It is 
important that logistical issues that hinder 
progress in measuring social impact are not 
ignored, and there are frequent efforts to 
encourage collaboration between practitioners 
and researchers. For example, researchers can 
help incentivize measurement by finding seed 
money or investors for social-facing businesses 
that successfully complete the social impact 
measurement process. 

It is also important for researchers and 
advocates of social impact measurement to 
take a soft-handed approach to its promotion. 
Being empathetic towards the everyday 
challenges entrepreneurs face when running a 
social-facing business is key to building trust 
between disparate groups in the public, private, 
and academic sectors. If we don’t take the 
effort to walk in their shoes, researchers may 
become an obstacle to the progression of 
social enterprise in emerging social innovation 
sectors.

n



Collaboration Brokering
Collaborating for the Competitive Advantage in the 
Market of Social Innovation

by Zhiying Zhang

Despite being worshiped as a valuable trait, 
collaboration in the social sector is still an 
illusion created by regular get-togethers. The 
costs of collaboration, fundamental distrust, 
and structural boundaries weigh against 
meaningful dialogues and collective actions. 

“Collaboration is the New Competition”, Ben 
Hecht, the President and CEO of Living Cities, 
says in his Harvard Business Review blog. 
Especially in the field of social businesses, 
cooperation and collaboration have been 
credited ethos for solving complex social 
problems. In my capacity as a research fellow at 
Surge, I have the privilege to interface with 
different social organizations, catalyst 
intermediaries, funders, academics and the 
government in Taiwan. What I observe, 
however, is that trans-disciplinary and cross-
sector partnerships do not occur more naturally 
in the social sector. 

Why not collaborate?

Costs: Collaboration is costly: participating 
parties need to invest significant time, money 
and other resources to have continuous 
communications and to build trust. There are 

also opportunity costs associated with not 
using resources directly on the projects or staff 
within the organization. During our recent revisit 
to a government-sponsored think tank in 
Taiwan, its research project on social enterprise 
legislation was halted due to the budget cut. It 
was only half a year ago when this think tank 
was discussing in enthusiasm with us regarding 
collaborative research. And even then, their 
interactions with local practitioners or other 
relevant government departments were 
extremely limited. 

Parochialism: Most social organizations in 
Taiwan are clustered in a few industries, such 
as employment of marginalized population and 
organic food. Although sharing similar social 
missions, these organizations are in challenging 
positions to compete for funds, resources, and 
clients. In fact, inter-organizational relationships 
in the social sector still privilege market-driven 
behaviors. Monopoly of information, customer 
retainment, and loyalty to commissioners’ 
expectations…behaviors that can be 
considered as strategic moves in purely private 
market can be very hurtful to social businesses, 
causing them to drift from serving the 
beneficiary.
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Risk and Distrust: Similarly, competitive 
relationships determine the fundamental distrust 
between different parties. Although sharing 
information on service beneficiaries and funding 
sources can result in mutual growth and 
learning, such behavior involves the risk of 
exposing an organization’s weakness to its 
competitors. 

Structural boundaries and Inertia: Except for 
the collaborative difficulty for those social 
organizations in a broad sense, cognitive 
boundaries in terms of profession and culture 
prevail among other important stakeholders 
including investors, government agencies, 
social innovation incubators, and scholars. The 
inertia of these players to improve knowledge 
exchange or agreement transaction cries for 
third-party mediation, facilitation and brokering. 

Roles of Collaboration Brokers

New Norms of Collaboration: Some social 
problems are well defined and solutions are 
technical enough to be solved by one or a few 
organizations. And yet in most cases, no single 
organization can adequately respond to big-
scale problems; effective solutions need to 
engage multiple entities. Taiwan is not short of 
cheerleaders for collective impact, but it is short 
of a systematic paradigm to coordinate and 
allocate necessary resources for collaboration. 
Collaboration brokers can intervene by scoping 
partnership, maintaining engagement, reviewing 
procedures, and sustaining outcomes. More 
importantly, brokering in the social sector can 
commit all parties to tracking, evaluating and 
refining performance over an entire continuum. 
This will lead to the observance of new norms 
of creating competitive advantage through 
collective data-informed learning and decision-
making.

Mitigate the Transaction Costs of 
Collaboration: Collaboration brokers can take 
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advantage of their position as the mutually 
trusted party in a structure of relationships for 
“boundary spanning” – facilitating transactions 
of knowledge, information, and resources 
between groups that previously have no basis 
of trust or have cognitive distance between 
each other. All parties gain efficiency, because 
not only brokers mediate and coordinate 
information flow, but they are capable of liaising 
with “unlinked” groups, communicating and 
translating differences, and synthesizing 
perspectives.

Achieving Economies of Scale: Bounded by 
their sizes, social organizations in Taiwan often 
have difficulties of bringing their initiatives to 
scale, while funder or investors pin their hope 
on the most effective solutions and centralize 
resources on those they think can grow their 
impact more widely. Small organizations do not 
have the capacity to develop internal 
economies of scale, or leverage external 
preferential treatment. Collaboration brokers, 
however, can band together small players in the 
interconnected value chain and create cluster 
effect both geographically and virtually. 

Conclusion

In today’s business world, the “flying solo” 
strategy makes less and less sense. This is 
even so in the field of social business. And yet, 
collaboration is not as intuitive; it takes time, 
money, imagination and creativity. Efficient, 
credible and value-added management of 
trans-boundary partnerships demands a new 
type of profession – collaboration brokers. 
Effective brokering will enhance learning-driven 
practice and stimulate innovations in strategy. It 
is not about seeking consensus, but breaking 
through the tenacity of conventional 
boundaries. So if you think your organization is 
not functioning at your optimum capacity alone, 
let’s talk how we can do things differently 
together.  n



On December 24th, 2013, the First 
Annual Creative Economy Mentor's Day 

took place at the Gwacheon National 
Science Museum. This event was a 

Top and bottom Picture Caption: The Minister of Science, ICT, and Future Planning honoring the role of mentors in 
Korea’s “creative economy”. Photos by Rufina Park.
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Welcome to the Creative Economy Town: 
Putting Korea’s Innovation Sector on 
Display  

by Rufina Park
An event to honour the work of mentor’s in Korea’s social innovation sector 
shows that government initiatives to boost the local “creative economy” has 
already engaged the imagination of ordinary citizens. 



  
celebratory affair through which many 
mentors, who are helping mentees on 
the "Creative Economy Town" website, 
were recognized for their efforts. The 
website, www.creativekorea.or.kr was 
released by the Ministry of Science, ICT, 
and Future Planning three months ago to 
enable ordinary citizens to share 
innovative business ideas to 
invigorate Korea's creative economy. 

Minister Choi Mun-kee of the Ministry of 
Science, ICT, and Future Planning was 
present at the event to make his 
remarks and to award outstanding 
mentors for their contributions. 

Currently, mentors (volunteers) are 
offering their advice in a total of seven 
areas, which include ICT, environment, 
education through the website. About 
3,000 ideas have been submitted thus 
far and numbers are steadily rising.

Mr. Park Yong Ho (Vice-President of 
Panda Media), who was one of three 
persons selected as the "Mentor of the 
Year", helped connect investors to his 
mentee whose business idea will allow 
people to use their cell-phone to 
authorize services. 

Although this mentorship project is in its 
early stages, having been launched 
merely three months ago, Noh Kyung-
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won, Director General of Creative 
Economy Policy Bureau emphasized 
that this was the beginning of a larger 
project to grow the creative economy in 
Korea. 
 
Director Noh added that the mission of 
the "Creative Economy Town" was to 
help create a culture of open innovation 
by offering guidance from the early 
stages through the mentorship program 
and reducing the cost of starting a new 
business by offering seed money and 
business networks. 

In the future, the "Creative Economy 
Town" plans to expand its program 
offline, create a training program for 
mentors and mentees, and engage the 
younger generation attending 
universities. Director Noh also 
emphasized that this program was one 
that the government and the public 
should create together and encouraged 
mentors and mentees to continue to give 
insight into ways to improve the project.

n
 

http://www.creative.or.kr/
http://www.creative.or.kr/


The Future of Impact Exchanges 
A Bi-Continental Comparison of Growing Impact Exchange Platforms 		 	 	
	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 by Ivan Peng

As part  of the first cohort of the Social 
Innovation Research Group (SIRG), I’ve had the 
chance to research methods of injecting social 
capital into social ventures. The convenient 
overlap of my research with the recent buzz on 
sprouting social stock exchanges in Toronto 
and Singapore provided me with the 
opportunity to interview Adam Spence – of the 
Social Venture Connexion (SVX) in Toronto – 
and representatives from Asia-IIX and Shujog – 
in Singapore – in hopes of answering two key 
questions.

1. How are these platforms different?
2. How are they approaching the challenge of 

growing social capital markets from their 
respective corners of the planet?

In 2007, the SVX team began to lay the 
foundation for an impact investing platform with 
a short concept paper.  The idea was endorsed 
as part of the Ontario government’s Poverty 
Reduction Strategy in 2008, and has been 
subsequently co-developed by MaRS 
Discovery District as well as cross-sectoral 
partners over the past six years.  The SVX 

connects accredited investors with social 
ventures on the ground. This process 
mobilizes private capital previously limited to 
conventional, restricting return on investment 
strategies towards triple-bottom-line return 
investments.

Meanwhile, Impact Investment Exchange Asia 
(IIX) is doing the same, albeit in a very different 
context. With many countries in Southeast 
Asia utilizing a free-market approach to 
address entrenched social issues, IIX hopes to 
enable the direction of capital to these 
problem solvers through its capital raising 
platforms Impact Incubator, Impact Partners 
and Impact Exchange.

Context and Government Attitude

The most palpable difference between IIX and 
SVX is the social innovation ecosystem in 
which they operate. In Canada, government 
policy has matured alongside the development 
of innovative social enterprises, creating 
policies that enable ground-level enterprises to 
financially scale up. However, within Ontario, 
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the unconventional method of injecting social 
capital through an intermediary has been met 
with some skepticism. This new model was 
initially viewed as interesting but broadly 
theoretical. SVX’s challenge was to strengthen 
credibility, which they succeeded in doing 
through building partnerships with the MaRS 
Discovery District, the MaRS Centre for Impact 
Investing, the TMX Group, KPMG, and RBC.
In contrast, there are fewer government 
policies aimed at supporting social enterprises 
in Southeast Asia. Many countries still have a 
black-and-white categorization of corporations; 
you are either a business or a non-profit. To 
help develop a more nurturing environment for 
social enterprise to grow and access 
investment capital, organizations such as 
Shujog – IIX’s nonprofit sister company – will 
need to continue gaining momentum in the 
region. Shujog focuses on broadening 
knowledge through research, raising 
awareness and helping SEs deepen their 
impact through impact assessment and 
technical assistance facilities. The Asian 
Development Bank has also played an 
important role in encouraging such activities by 
commissioning a series of social enterprise 
landscaping studies and supporting some initial 
advocacy work.

Evaluation of Social Enterprises

As social stock exchanges facilitate greater 
competition, liquidity, and transparency in 
operations, this requires more accurate 
methods of evaluating social enterprises. While 
impact metrics are in their infancy, it is 
interesting to note their development as a result 
of conventional business metrics like price-to-
earnings (P/E) ratio and earnings per share 
(EPS).

Both SVX and IIX assist social enterprises with 
developing standard reporting protocols, 
something many did not have before. Between 
the two, reporting standards diverge: SVX 

utilizes the Global Impact Investing Ratings 
System (GIIRS) and Impact Reporting and 
Investment Standards (IRIS) frameworks as a 
regular benchmark, while IIX is open to various 
impact reporting standards but requires 
potential issuers to engage an Authorised 
Impact Representative (AIR) to assist issuers 
with impact listing requirement compliance. 
Differences aside, what is valued most by both 
organizations is the impact narrative: who the 
founders are, why they do this, and where they 
see their social enterprise in the future. The 
way this maps over to an impact metric is 
vague, and both SVX and IIX realize it. 
Supporting capacity-building organizations 
structured around impact exchanges provides 
a clearer picture of the social enterprises and 
development in metrics, as demonstrated by 
Impact Finance Lab in Toronto and Shujog in 
Singapore[1].

Planning is a fine art. The effects of plans do 
not begin to reveal themselves until a 
generation later, when it is too late to move 
roads, highways, and transit stops. Good 
planning is the difference between pounding 
your head in the traffic spawned by Toronto’s 
urban sprawl[2] and breezing through 
Singapore on the MRT. This principle also 
applies to the policymaking effects of the social 
stock exchanges. Impact exchange platforms 
like SVX and IIX are doing the difficult, 
invaluable work of laying the foundation for the 
next generation of social enterprises.the 
country.2	  	  n
—————
[1]  Shujog had academic affiliations with LKY 
School of Public Policy, which was developing 
and testing its own impact metrics.
[2] For an interesting view on the development 
of sprawl, see: http://urbantoronto.ca/news/
2013/05/examining-urban-sprawl-through-
satellite-timelapse-imagery
- See more at: http://socialfinance.ca/
2013/12/04/the-future-impact-exchanges/
#sthash.jhiPqOvG.dpuf 
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Do startups that call themselves ‘social 
enterprises’ sell themselves short while 
fundraising? My startup, Obatech, has a strong 
social component – we help low and middle 
class Indonesian consumers access affordable 
drugs, and improve their medical adherence. 

However, we also have a strong business 
model, that doesn’t compromise financial return 
on investment to create social good. So we’re 
constantly told to advertise ourselves as a 
startup, not a social enterprise, when speaking 
with investors.

Top and bottom Picture Caption: Remi Kanji speaking for Obatech, at the Joyful Frog Digital Incubator Presentation Day. 
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Increasing Valuation: How Can We 
Increase Social Enterprise’s Appeal to 
Mainstream Investors?   

by Remi Kanji



 
Social enterprise still embodies a weird tension 
– it treats the idea of tying together the creation 
of social good and financial wealth as an 
innovation, and more important, as 
compromise. Prior to the social enterprise 
movement, to credibly do social good, an 
organization had to eschew profit. Similarly, 
businesses making decisions based on social 
rather than financial values were thought to be 
weak – social and financial processes were 
separate. Although social enterprise 
practitioners were able to craft theoretical 
reasons why the social and financial need not 
be separate, the practical success stories that 
do exist are not enough to convince most 
investors. So startups with social elements have 
to be cautious of how they present themselves, 
or risk being labeled as a non-profit.  
 
My team and I wanted to use the term social 
enterprise as a filter – to help us find investors 
that are as passionate about improving 
healthcare as we are. But it turns out that 
investors also use the term as a filter: when they 
hear it, they think a team is not focused on 
making money and growing their business. If 
good investors – who give us the right 
valuation, have strong expertise in healthcare or 
emerging markets, and have an amazing 
network – self select not to fund us because we 
call ourselves a social enterprise, then should 
we just let go of the title? What’s in a name, 
after all? 

I actually find it quite surprising that the idea of 
social enterprise hasn’t caught on in the tech 
sector – tech startups are after all, also driven 
by finding profitable solutions to problems. This 
is the same ethos that inspires social enterprise 
– in both worlds founders develop or have an 
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existing deep domain expertise of a particular 
problem, which they then use to find a 
profitable or sustainable solution. If the problem 
an entrepreneur chooses to solve has a social 
component, then they are in fact a social 
enterprise. And it’s not a dirty word. 

In fact, perhaps social enterprise terminology 
could help direct tech entrepreneurs’ resources 
and energy to solving problems of the 
marginalized. Though this is ever so slightly 
starting to change, a popular critique of tech 
has been its focus on solving the problems of 
the privileged. For every online service helping 
the unbanked, there are another ten services 
trying to pitch investors a slightly altered version 
of Facebook, Yelp, or Instagram. Perhaps this 
happens because would-be entrepreneurs and 
investors don’t yet have a narrative helping 
them see the financial potential involved in 
addressing the needs of the underserved. Or 
maybe it’s because the marginalized seem like 
an inaccessible target for a tech startup. 
At Obatech, we see the potential in serving the 
healthcare ecosystem in Indonesia. And 
because we’re involved with healthcare, I feel 
that it’s important for the company to have a 
well-defined identity as a social value creator – 
that way, even if we exit, our company will 
continue to take its responsibility to patients 
and healthcare actors as seriously as every 
company takes its responsibility to its 
shareholders. Terminology is important for 
asserting and maintaining this identity – it gives 
our company’s personality a name and an ideal. 
But ‘social enterprise’ certainly doesn’t hold 
back Obatech for pursuing or making profit. 
And we hope investors can see that our social 
and financial mission are in alignment rather 
than contention, and can support us in both. 

n



On December 11th, 2013, SURGE (formerly the Social Innovation Research Group, SIRG) 
hosted a roundtable on social impact metrics. Hosted by the Canadian Trade Office in Taipei, 
the event was attended by leaders from the private, non-profit, social enterprise, government, 
and social catalyst organizations.

The event was opened with a keynote by Prof. Joseph Wong, Roz and Ralph Halbert 
Professor of Innovation Policy at the Munk School, University of Toronto. Professor Wong 
spoke about making visible the invisible and the imperative of measuring social impact. The 
following discussion focused on the need for social metrics to encourage organizational and 
programmatic improvement among social organizations.

The group of approximately 40 attendees came up with the following first principles of a 
system of social impact measurement that would be viable in the Taiwanese context.

1. Meaningful First Metric

All organizations seeking to measure social impact should isolate one meaningful first metric 
as a baseline for their achievements. For some organizations, this was the number of people 
that could be employed, while for others it was event attendees. By isolating one primary 
area to target measurement efforts, organizations can start conceiving their social impact.

2. Versatile enough to be used for an end user facing or a catalyst organization

Social metrics must be highly versatile - they need to be applicable to both end-user facing 
organizations as well as catalysts (organizations that help people and organizations that 
help others. Some call these organizations “intermediaries”, including incubators and 
accelerators).

3. Metrics that are both iterative and replicable

All efforts toward social impact measurement should allow 
organizations to both iterate their approach, as well as work 
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towards its replication. Learning should underscore every metric.

4. Translatable into actions

Similarly, the most value metrics are easily translatable to action - they give insight into a 
problem or impact area in a way that empowers an action by the organization. This action 
would ideally also be measurable.

5. Collaborate together

Taiwan’s social organizations should view social metrics as a shared space, ideal for 
collaboration. By working together to create and implement social metrics, the ecosystem will 
benefit through measured and thoughtful social impacts.

6. Distinct between outputs and outcomes, outcomes and social impact.

Social metrics must clearly distinguish between outputs and outcomes, and outcomes and 
real impact. Outputs are products and services provided proxies, and outcomes are the 
results of beneficiaries’ using of those products and services. Both can serve as proxies for 
impact, but do not explicitly describe the causal mechanism of impact making and have limits 
in assessing social changes.

As social metrics become of increasing importance in the Taiwan context, the following two 
areas were discussed as potential areas for further exploration.

7. Attribution of contribution

As social innovation is a highly collaborative and cooperative field, it is important to 
understand the real driven of social impact in an endeavor that involves multiple stakeholders. 
This helps explains why individual organization’s performance differs from the benchmark.

8. Auditing and reporting

As the sector gains strength, streamlined reporting and auditing in the social sector could 
help organizations create more meaningful and comparable data for collaborative learning. 
Rigorous auditing and consistent reporting could also greatly enhance the transparency and 
accountability of the sector.

These first principles will serve as a starting point for a task force comprised of sector 
thought leaders in Taiwan, aiming to generate meaningful, comparative, locally adjusted 
social metrics. Surge will continue to be the facilitator and consensus broker in the 
field of social innovation, advocating social impact measurement.



Aaron Wytze Wilson - Taipei

Aaron has lived and worked 
extensively in China and Taiwan over 

Remi Kanji - Singapore 

Remi will graduate from the 
University of Toronto, where she 
founded and organized the INDePth 
Conference on Sustainable 
Development and Just Rights Radio, 
two organizations pushing students 
to discuss causes of and solutions to 
socio-economic inequality. Over the 
course of her undergraduate degree, 
she completed ethnographic field 
research abroad in Indonesia, and 
has visited Taiwan as both a 
documentary filmmaker and 
researcher on the impact of popular 
film on nationalist sentiment. Remi is 
currently based in Singapore, 
working on her own social venture - 
ZhenXin - which is going through 
100 days of intensive internship, to 
help the business grow and achieve 
a better product-market. 

Zhiying Zhang - Beijing 

A recent graduate of the University of 
Toronto, Zhiying majored in Asia 
Pacific Studies and Economics. Her 
earlier ventures include leading 
INDePth – an international 
conference on development, 
reporting news for Fairchild 
Television, being an editor of the 
academic journal, Passages, as well 
as serving as a Peer Mentor at the 
Department of Economics, University 
of Toronto. Having lived and worked 
in mainland China, Korea, and 
Canada, Zhiying continues her 
exploration in Taiwan – pursuing 
opportunities beyond resources 
controlled.

Melinda Jacobs - San 
Francisco 

Melinda is an entrepreneur and social 
innovator based in San Francisco. 
Melinda has lived and worked in 
Denmark, Bangladesh, and Taiwan – 
three global hot spots for social 
innovation – and has worked for 
Toronto-based social enterprise 
Social Capital Partners. Active in 
youth entrepreneurship, she has 
been on the founding team of three 
social organizations, and and has 
produced a documentary on 
Taiwanese political identity. Melinda 
recently graduated from The Next 

The Surge Team: Who we are, Where we are 

a period of 5 years. Coming from an 
extended family of missionaries and 
professional care-takers has given 
him a passion to learn more about 
finding creative ways to alleviate 
societal problems. Before returning to 
University in 2008, Aaron enjoyed a 
successful career as a manager, and 
trainer in the telecommunication and 
education industries in both Canada 
and China. He is a graduate from the 
University of Toronto with a BA Hon. 
Arts in Political Science and Asia-
Pacific Studies, and previously 
studied Mandarin Chinese at 
Tsinghua University in Beijing and 
NTNU-Taipei. He has been the 
recipient of U of T’s Dr. David Chu 
Scholarship in Asia-Pacific Studies, 
and the Dr. David Chu Student 
Leadership Award.

36: Canada’s Entrepreneurial Institute, 
and the University of Toronto, Trinity 
College, where she studied 
International Relations.
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Seoul

Rufina is currently working at 
a K-12 international school in 
Seoul Korea. She is also a 
reporter and photographer 
with works published through 
the Korea Social Enterprise 
Promotion Agency and Moon 
Travel Guides. She is 
passionate about education, 
innovation, and public policy. 

Kunming, China 

Zachary Prong is a University 
of Toronto student studying 
Social Anthropology and 
Contemporary Asian Studies.  
He is currently spending a year 
abroad.  This summer he 
spent time pursuing various 
research interests in the Middle 
East and Afghanistan before 
settling down in China to study 
Mandarin.  

Taipei

Ivan Peng is a recent graduate 
of the Engineering Science 
Program at the University of 
Toronto. On a whim, he made 
the jump to Taiwan for a 
summer position with Surge, 
applying his engineering skills 
to the development of the 
social entrepreneurship scene 
in Southeast Asia. With 
specialization in Mathematics, 
Finance, and Statistics, his 
primary interests lie in injection 
of social capital and impact 
metrics. 

Surge Special Contributors

Zachary Prong Ivan Peng Rufina Park

A special thank you to our Surge special contributors and field researchers who contributed 
articles this month and our November issue, Zac Prong, Ivan Peng, and Rufina Park. 

If you have a great idea for an article, and are excited about social innovation and 
entrepreneurship, we would be delighted to accept your work. Writing for Surge is a chance to 
have your work published and distributed to our wide network of practitioners, investors, and 
researchers. Surge work has been featured on The Guardian, SocialFinance.ca, 
SocialEnterpriseBuzz.com, as well as our website and blog. We also offer free editing and content 
advice for any article you would like to contribute. If you are interested in writing or blogging for us, 
please contact at aaronwytzewilson@gmail.com, zhiyingzh@gmail.com, or 
social.innovation.tw@gmail.com.  
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