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Introduction 

“The R&D Reform Package”, which was announced by 
Prime Minister Ahmet Davutoğlu on 14 January 2016 at 
the meeting hosted by TÜBİTAK, aims to support “R&D 
and innovation system focused on high value- added areas, 
which will give further impetus to Turkey’s development” 
(Bilim, Sanayi ve Teknoloji Bakanlığı 2016a). 

It is stated that with an aim to increase commercializa-
tion and the number of technology companies, specialized 
(thematic) Technology Development Zones (TDZs) will be 
brought into life in order to form focused R&D organiza-
tions in priority and strategic sectors (ICT, healthcare, 
biotech, nanotech, defense and aerospace, etc.) (Bilim, 
Sanayi ve Teknoloji Bakanlığı 2016a). 

In the “Draft Law on Supporting Research and Devel-
opment Activities and Amending Some Laws and Decree-
Laws”, TDZs are defined as “thematic technology devel-
opment zones, where entrepreneurs operating in the same 
industry group and sub-sectors take part” (Bilim, Sanayi 
ve Teknoloji Bakanlığı 2016b). 

The general rationales of the Draft Law are listed as fol-
lows: to ensure and support the production of high value-
added products, to enhance the R&D human resources 
capacity, to commercialize knowledge, to support emer-
gence and development of technology and innovative 
companies, to develop and institutionalize the cooperation 
between university and industry, and to strengthen the 
R&D and innovation ecosystem (Başbakanlık 2016). 

We consider these developments as opportunity win-
dow for all high value-added sectors in general and “Soci-
otechnoparks” in particular, which we have previously 
voiced and suggested at different platforms (Yıldırım 2014; 
Yıldırım 2015), as well as at higher plan, for the formation 
of social innovation ecosystems. 

In this context, this article briefly discusses social in-
novation ecosystems and thus, what Sociotechnoparks, 
social innovation, and social entrepreneurship are, as well 
as their necessity. The article also presents a situation 
assessment for Turkey and suggestions in this regard. 

 

Creating Social Innovation Ecosystems: Social 

Innovation, Social Entrepreneurship and Soci-

otechnoparks 

Societies are dynamic structures, and they change con-
stantly. This change brings about new problems and 
needs. In order to overcome these problems, to meet new 
needs, and to ensure a more livable environment, use of 
technology, which takes its source from social innovation, 
is important as much as the use of technology nourished 
by industrial innovation. This is increasingly becoming a 
common practice 

Although social innovation and its associated concept, 
social entrepreneurship, which are on the world’s agenda 
for over 50 years, have begun to be used in the 1950s and 
1960s, they have become popular as late as the 1980s and 
1990s. After 2000, social innovation has become a progres-
sively evolving phenomenon, which all stakeholders have 
endeavored to engage in. Social entrepreneurship has 
made progress especially after a Bangladeshi professor of 
economics and banker Muhammad Yunus 
(http://muhammadyunus.org/) was awarded Nobel Prize 
in 2006 for introducing the concept of microcredit. Institu-
tions in different countries– mainly those in the United 
States, Canada and Europe (chiefly Denmark and United 
Kingdom1)–have begun to develop projects, initiatives, 
programmes and centers for social innovation and social 
entrepreneurship (Güven 2013). 

Social innovations can be described as the develop-
ment of new products and services, new practices, new 
processes and new rules and arrangements (TEPSIE 2014) 
developed in order to better address and meet social needs 
(Davies and Boelman 2016). Social innovation is a concept 
that refers to new approaches, practices, structures (organ-
izations), business models, and/or processes, which have 
been developed for the solution of social problems to find 
a chance to be implemented (Koç 2010). Social innovations 
are innovations that are social in both their ends and 
means. Social innovations can be defined as new ideas 
(products, services and models), which simultaneously 
meet social needs (BEPA 2010). 

                                                      
1 The phrase“chiefly Denmark and United Kingdom” has been added by the 
author. 
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Social innovations are 1) new phenomenon; at least 
they are new in the context, which they appear in, 2) ideas 
that can be put into practice and that find their corre-
spondence in practice; in other words, they are ideas, 
which transform into practical approaches, and 3) de-
signed to meet a social need. In social innovation, along-
side the innovation output, the innovation process is also 
of great importance. In social innovations, beneficiaries 
are often involved in the development process or govern-
ance of innovation. Many social innovations tend to be 
bottom up rather than top down in a planned manner, and 
are developed by a group including citizens/beneficiaries. 
In addition, social innovations are marked by a high level 
of uncertainty. Because social innovations are different 
from routine activities and are not previously implement-
ed (at least in the current context or dimension), in the 
beginning, it is very difficult to foretell whether the rele-
vant social innovation is a better or more effective solution 
approach to social needs. Social innovations aim to trans-
form relations (TEPSIE 2014; Davies and Boelman 2016). 

Social innovations involve new ways, methods, struc-
tures and/or instruments developed based on social initia-
tives by social entrepreneurs (public, private and civil 
society2) for the solution of social problems (Koç 2010). 
Thus, social entrepreneurship is defined as an individual’s 
attempt to identify a social problem or need in the envi-
ronment, which he/she lives in, and to produce permanent 
solution to eliminate that problem or to meet that need by 
making use of the principles of entrepreneurship (Güven 
2013). 

The transformation of social innovations into value 
added requires appropriate contexts. These appropriate 
contexts are called social innovation ecosystems. It can be 
said, based on Henry Etzkowitz’s “Triple Helix Model” 
(industry-university-government) (Etzkowitz 2002), that a 
social innovation ecosystem consists of five main compo-
nents: social industry, universities, social stakeholders, the 
state, and Sociotechnoparks. In this ecosystem, universi-
ties, social industry and social segments generate 
knowledge through research for solution, and transfer this 
knowledge into practice; the state provides support and 
takes necessary measures for the establishment of an effi-
cient platform (adapted from ITU Arı Technopark 2016), 
thus, acting, so to speak, as “facilitator”. Sociotechnoparks 
take place at the center of the intersection point of these 
four main components of our model. The concept of Soci-
otechnoparks is social innovation-focused, and can be 
described as zone, where social entrepreneurs (companies, 
individuals, and circles) operate jointly. In these zones, the 
clustering of social technology companies will be ensured, 
and thus, a quite high level of synergy and value added will 
be created for solving social problems and needs (Figure 
1). 

                                                      
2 “kamu, özel veya sivil toplum” ibaresi yazar tarafından eklenmiştir. 

Figure 1. Social Innovation Ecosystem and  

Sociotechnoparks Model  

 
Source: Developed by the Author based on Henry Etz-
kowitz’s (2002) “triple helix model”. 

Sociotechnoparks, Social Innovation and Social 

Entrepreneurship in Turkey  

In Turkey, social innovation/social entrepreneurship is a 
new field, which is still in infant stage. The field, which has 
come to the fore over the last decade, endeavors to develop 
and grow by the initiatives and support of limited number 
of NGOs (such as TÜSEV and STGM), private sector or-
ganizations (such as ABSAM|SASİM, Mikado, SİM) and 
universities (such as Koç University Social Impact Forum, 
Sabancı University Social Investment Program and Bilgi 
University Social Incubation Center). The role of the state 
in this field is very small, if any. 

I can say, as the founder and director of ABSAM, which 
has been carrying out its activities as social innovation 
center in Hacettepe Technopark since 2013 with an aim to 
produce innovative solutions for social problems in the 
field of health, that it is very difficult to achieve social 
innovation within the structure of traditional techno parks 
as social entrepreneur. Unfortunately, due to all these 
challenges, the number of social technology companies 
operating in techno parks in Turkey, is quite few. 

The reason is that unfortunately, in Turkey, the per-
ception of techno polis is still limited to computer and 
related technologies (Yıldırım 2015). In Turkey, the first 
thing that traditionally comes to mind when the term 
‘Techno parks is used, is natural sciences and engineering 
practices. That is, computer or medical technology com-
panies are more prominent in Turkey’s techno parks. 
Social technology (methods, rules, and practices of social 
sciences) does not much recall companies. It can be said 
that the “computer technology”-focused Silicon Valley, 
which was established in the United States in the 1950s, 
has contributed to the development of such a perception. 
However, “socio-technology”, “social technology”, “social 
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innovation” or “social science practice” companies are 
important for societies as much as natural sciences and 
engineering technologies. Even in some cases or when 
considered in local context, social technologies can be 
more important. That is to say, although you can easily 
make use of a computer technology of foreign origin in 
your country, it may be difficult to successfully implement 
a social technology produced in another country (e.g. a 
health policy) due to, so to speak, “blood incompatibility”. 
The reason is that social dynamics of societies are quite 
different from another; different cultures, sectoral struc-
tures, historical backgrounds, political institutions, econ-
omies, lifestyles, etc. (Yıldırım 2014).  

As stated before, societies are dynamic structures, and 
they constantly face new problems and needs. Industrial 
technologies not only cannot solve every problem and 
meet every need in a society, but at the same time, indus-
trial technology itself may cause social problems. There-
fore, in order to produce solutions for social problems that 
arise from the functioning of the society and sub-systems 
as well as for those caused by industrial technology, and to 
meet the needs, it is essential to form and support social-
innovation-focused technology structures. We can argue in 
view of our experience that the soundest of these struc-
tures will be a Sociotechnoparks-focused “social innova-
tion ecosystem”, which we have attempted to conceptual-
ize in Figure 1 above. 

The R&D Reform Package offers an opportunity win-
dow and a convenient environment for the establishment 
of “Sociotechnoparks” in Turkey, which we had first sug-
gested in 2014. Our recommendation to the relevant actors 
is that one of the zones, which will be brought into life 
within the scope of the TDZs, should be “Sociotech-
noparks”, which will be engaged in social innovation.  
Moreover, social innovation ecosystems must be formed 
simultaneously with Sociotechnoparks. 

In Lieu of Conclusion  

In order to produce innovative solutions for social prob-
lems and needs, to create maximum social impact and 
thus, to ensure a sustainable social development, Turkey 
should immediately construct social innovation ecosys-
tems, and in this context, it should form social innovation 
clusters, and build Sociotechnoparks. To this end, there is 
need for institutions and organizations that would produce 
R&D-based innovative, authentic, creative and usable 
social knowledge, as well as a state mentality that would 
support and fund these institutions and organizations 
(Yıldırım 2015).  
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