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Abstract: A social entrepreneur is an individual that creates a company to generate social value.
Social entrepreneurs tend to develop these initiatives because they have a strong social orientation.
The reason why people have a stronger or weaker social orientation has been analyzed through the
lens of different subjects, among biological, social, and behavioral sciences. However, the literature
does not agree about which variables influence individuals to have more or less social orientation.
We investigated which variables influence the entrepreneur’s social orientation by using a large
sample of individuals (n = 176,460) in 59 countries. Our results show that an entrepreneur’s social
orientation is stronger for women, more educated, and older people. The economic development of
the country moderates these relationships among the social orientation, gender, and education level
of the individual. We found that the individual’s social orientation increases at the same rate as the
country’s development level.
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1. Introduction

There is an increasing number of individuals who have decided to create social enterprises.
The social entrepreneurial activity rate worldwide went from 2% in 2009 to 3.7% in 2015 [1], which means
that the role of social entrepreneurs is becoming more determinant in a country’s growth and in the
fight against social, economic, and environmental challenges. This type of entrepreneur knows that
governments and institutions cannot satisfy unlimited social needs, so they initiate activities that
solve social problems [2–4]. They focus their efforts on responding to the difficulties concerning the
endurance faced by neglected populations, an equitable allocation of scarce resources, the development
of activities that are sustainable and respect the environment, or the adaptation of technology to local
needs and infrastructure, among other problems [5–7]. Therefore, it is possible to find social enterprises
such as Terracycle (Trenton, NJ, USA), for example, whose aim is to eliminate waste around the world
by recycling what is usually considered nonrecyclable, or such as APOPO, which detects anti-personnel
mines with its HeroRats, for their later deactivation.

Analyzing the significance of creating economic or social value for the entrepreneur enables
the classification of entrepreneurs on a continuum that ranges from those whose only priority
is to earn money (economic entrepreneurs), to those whose only objective is to create social
value (social entrepreneurs) [8]. This continuum depends on the individual entrepreneur’s social
orientation [9]. Among social entrepreneurs, there are different orientations or ways of creating
social value. One type of entrepreneur creates their business with only a social purpose in mind,
while another seeks hybrid models, combining social and economic objectives. This makes it possible
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to talk about pure social enterprises or hybrid social enterprises [10]. Therefore, we can have a more or
less entrepreneurial social orientation, and can decide the intensity with which entrepreneurs prioritize
social over economic objectives. However, it is important to remember that the economic objectives of
social entrepreneurs are regarded as subordinate and a necessary condition rather than a dominant
aim [8].

The literature on social entrepreneurship has grown considerably since the 1990s. Many studies
have focused on definitions and typologies [11], analyzing which factors influence the creation of
this type of enterprise [12,13], and examining any differences found between social and economic
entrepreneurship [14]. However, the factors that influence an entrepreneur’s social orientation and
their orientation dependencies are two areas that have rarely been analyzed [15,16].

Most previous studies have taken in account the influence of the variables of gender, age,
and education on social entrepreneurship. When studying gender, previous research has shown
that since stereotypes and cultural values that describe suitable behaviors for each gender are more
social-field-oriented than male-oriented, they are the ones who should undertake socially to a bigger
extent [17]. In terms of age, the difference in cultures and life expectancy between countries can
cause differences in social entrepreneurial rates. Finally, analysis of the level of education shows
that university education positively influences the propensity to become a social entrepreneur in all
economies [18].

Although the literature has analyzed the influence of gender [19], age [20], and education level [21]
on social entrepreneurial intentions individually (as antecedents and as control variables), almost no
research has explored these variables simultaneously in a framework. We also analyzed the moderating
effect of a country’s development level on each of the variables under study. In this study, we sought
to understand how these variables influence the generation of social value, a phenomenon that has not
been studied in the literature to date.

Therefore, the contribution of this study to academic literature is two-fold: To help define the
profile of the social entrepreneur by simultaneously testing the influence of three relevant variables
(age, gender, and education) with a strong data set (7.891 social entrepreneurs), and to contribute to
defining the profile of a social entrepreneur according to the country in which they operate, since the
profile will be different depending on the level of economic development (Figure 1).
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Additionally, we addressed the gap in the literature on how entrepreneurs link and categorize
the series of values they aim to create with their enterprises [22], so new hypotheses were developed
to demonstrate how individual variables could have several impacts on social orientation. In spite
of the increase in social entrepreneurship research, previous investigations have still recently been
characterized by mostly theory and case studies, but very little comparative cross-country empirical
research [23].
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Furthermore, this could help politicians and entrepreneurship drivers to understand the
characteristics of these entrepreneurs better, and determine whether the level of development of the
country could significantly aid in implementing efficient policies to promote social entrepreneurship
tailored to the characteristics of each territory. These practices would require the creation of more
social enterprises and, in turn, lead to greater social benefits for society in general.

Our analysis exploited the Global Enterprise Monitor (GEM) database, which included developed,
developing, and undeveloped countries, with the most recent data being form 2015. The GEM survey
was given to at least 2000 individuals annually in 59 countries. The data at the individual level
(176,460 usable observations) were created using surveys that enabled the production of stratified
samples taken from the data, which were related to the entire working age population of each
country studied.

To achieve those objectives, the study was organized in the following way. Firstly, we analyzed
the current literature on the individual’s social orientation and the influence that the variables under
study have on the individual’s social orientation. We analyzed the literature on how these variables
moderate a county’s development level. The hypotheses used in this research were taken from this
review. They were contrasted with a sample of 7891 social entrepreneurs of 59 countries, which were
classified depending on their development level. Finally, the results are discussed and their research
implications are analyzed.

2. Literature Background and Development of Hypotheses

Any business project which is developed with a social objective—to reduce or mitigate a social
problem or market failure and to create social value—and which operates with the same financial
regulation, innovation, and determination of a private sector business [2] is defined as a social
entrepreneurship. Therefore, social entrepreneurs can be defined as change agents that employ
entrepreneurial means to find systemic solutions to social and environmental problems [24]. They must
have a clear and specific social goal that prioritizes social value creation [8], although the initiative
of social entrepreneurship can come both from the business sector (business approach motivated by
a mission) and nonprofit organizations (earned income school of thought) [25]. Thus, this type of
entrepreneurship can comprise a rather broad range of organizations, such as (1) traditional nonprofit
organizations, which have a clear social mission and which are not dependent on market income
(the commercial activities undertaken in this type of business can produce profits that will enable the
business to maintain its operations), (2) for-profit organizations that have a clear mission to seek both
social and economic objectives, and (3) hybrid organizations whose motives are both not-for-profit and
for-profit. This latter type of business requires the creation of economic value and profit as a necessary
condition for ensuring financial viability [10].

Entrepreneurship is determined by a different set of variables: The personal characteristics
of an individual, including socio-demographics and personality traits, the economic environment
and institutions, and sociological variables [8,13]. Social entrepreneurship research, which has been
mostly theoretical [8] or qualitative thus far [26], tends to follow these research streams. Specifically,
it concentrates on understanding social enterprise boundaries and the attributes of individual social
entrepreneurs, focusing on their intentions, goals, identity, and values, or the missions of their associated
organizations [27,28]. Previous studies have connected social business to initiatives by single people,
though others have argued that these activities may be undertaken by groups of individuals [29].
Likewise, social entrepreneurship is embedded in the context in which it takes place [26]. For this reason,
some papers compare activities across different industries, other authors explore factors assumed to
contribute to social impacts within a single sector [27], while others focus on national economies [8],
cross-national comparisons [1] or different types of economic developments [18]. Others conceptualize
social enterprise in different subjects, such as in biology or the social and behavioral sciences [30].
This research is still on the rise today; its aim is to demonstrate which variables determine an individual’s
social orientation.
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Very little is currently known about the relationship between an individual’s social orientation
and the economic context. To explore this in our research, we focused on analysis of the social
entrepreneur’s profile considering different levels of economic development. Specifically, we found
that gender, age, and education background characteristics of social entrepreneurs differed depending
of the stage of economic development of the country in which they resided and practiced business.

The proposed model addressed individual sociodemographic variables at the micro level.
Although the level of economic development is a macro variable, it may also capture some individual
variables (micro), such as individual welfare, individual income, and services availability. In addition,
we used the economic development variable to define the social entrepreneur profile of each particular
country. We introduced economic development as a moderator variable, to the extent that it enhances
or attenuates the effects of the independent variables (gender, age, and education) on entrepreneur
social orientation. All of this allowed us to suggest that entrepreneurial social orientation is primarily
determined by gender, age, and education. In addition to a direct effect, these relationships are
moderated by the country’s economic development (Figure 1).

2.1. Economic Development and Social Orientation of Entrepreneurs

Although social entrepreneurship is an unusual phenomenon in general, it has become a significant
economic phenomenon at the global level, leading to the development of new innovative business
models to satisfy basic human needs and becoming almost as important as commercial entrepreneurship
in developed countries [2]. Cross-national comparisons of social entrepreneurship rates highlight
that there are differences in the number of social entrepreneurs across countries. In 2015, the GEM
showed that the average social entrepreneurship rate was 3.7%, but this rate varies between 0.3%
in Iran and 14% in Senegal [1]. This variation across countries may be based on a society’s culture,
economic development and other institutional variables, such as beneficial regulation, education,
and training opportunities, as well as the fact that there are cultures that bring about pro-social or
innovator behavior [23,31,32]. In addition, as shown in the 2017 Global Entrepreneurship Monitor
Report, undeveloped countries showed the lowest average opportunity motivation; one-third of
entrepreneurs in these countries started out of necessity, and this may reflect that the individual’s
initiatives are motivated by needs that originate from the local community. Moreover, while theory
shows that higher necessity levels may give rise to a higher commitment to social entrepreneurship,
this is not proven in the data. The only fact that can be assessed is that people who live in countries
with higher economic and social development levels are in a more favorable position to create social
enterprises [23,33].

Regarding the entrepreneur’s social orientation, there is a higher prevalence of for-profit social
enterprises in less developed countries, and there is a significant minority of traditional non-profit
organizations, especially in developing countries, who seem to want a profitable business that also
addresses social issues [1]. Even though the social distress levels are higher, people are more concerned
about survival, and are, therefore, in a situation where payoffs encourage hybrid entrepreneurship [11].
These authors base their work on the reality that the welfare state is weak or even nonexistent
in less developed countries, and, in addition, the economic situation of these territories is often
complicated, so families usually do not have enough money to live. Therefore, it is understood
that social entrepreneurs in these territories will create companies not only to generate social value,
but, due to the serious needs they have, they must also set the objective of generating their own income
with which they can support themselves and their families economically. These findings are supported
in the study by Bosma et al. [1]. As stated in the referenced research, when the levels of economic
development are lower, new entrepreneurial activities with social objectives are more closely related
with those of ordinary new businesses. Based on this, we affirm that:

Hypothesis 1 (H1). The country’s economic development has a positive effect on the entrepreneur’s
social orientation.
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2.2. Gender

The probability of men being involved in a social entrepreneurial activity is higher, and this
difference increases as the country’s development level increases [34]. However, the difference in
social entrepreneurship predominance is not as high as in traditional commercial entrepreneurship [1].
These results may suggest that men care more about achieving and obtaining economic benefits,
while women may care more about social value goals. For example, Hechavarría [22] reported
that women’s average social goal is 33% compared to 26% for men in countries such as Japan,
the Netherlands, Norway and the USA. In addition, these results align with environmental behavior
research, such as that of Hunter, Hatch, and Johnson [35], which suggests that gender differences in
environmental concerns reveal that the likelihood of women being concerned about environmental
issues (recycling, buying organic produce or driving less) is higher than for men due to an extension of
their ethics for caring and their corresponding desire to protect nature.

This difference between men and women is explained by the gender role theory [36], which states
that it is the culture and not the biological predisposition that defines socially acceptable behavior for
each gender. While we relate the male role with control or achievement, making men responsible
for financial family support, women have traditionally been associated with working at home, doing
housework and looking after children and other dependent people. These roles and stereotypes lead to
the conclusion that it is men who are ideal to start and run a business [17]. Meanwhile, this argument
is also supported by reference [37], which puts forward a hegemonic masculinity theory, by stating that
in the business world there is a hierarchical order between men and women, where men are considered
the norm and women the exception to the rule.

Nevertheless, the fact that women have these preconceived roles and are conditioned by hegemonic
masculinity principles can lead to differences in the way in which they run their businesses, since their
decisions are guided by different objectives to those of men [19]. In fact, there are studies that show
that women decide to become entrepreneurs mainly due to social rather than economic (men’s main
motivation) objectives [17].

This fact could explain why women do not only perform many social actions but are also the main
protagonists in social entrepreneurship [38]. The objectives of social enterprises are directly related
to altruism, care and protection of others, while the aim of commercial enterprises is to produce an
economic benefit for their entrepreneurs. Therefore, women prefer to start a social enterprise as it is
more suitable for their roles and emotional goals rather than starting a commercial enterprise [14].

In addition, while the main objective of a commercial enterprise is to generate economic benefit,
social enterprises have a different goal, which clearly focuses on developing sustainable solutions that
create social value through economic activity [14]. Social enterprises align more with the female role
due to social objectives, as women focus more on activities related to helping. They are more likely
than men to get involved in volunteer activities, and have higher participation in the tertiary sector
than men, even in countries such as the United States [17].

Accordingly, we assess that the economic environment where social entrepreneurship takes place
determines the impact of gender on social orientation. This argument leads us to affirm that:

Hypothesis 2 (H2). Social orientation is greater form women than for men.

Moderator Effect of Economic Development

Although there in an increase in the number of social enterprises, and female enterprises [39]
are being promoted more strongly, the data in this sense show that there is a significant difference in
the importance of women in social entrepreneurship when comparing countries and even, economic
groups [1].

When analyzing samples from different countries, grouped by development level, it can be
concluded that when the development level decreases, so does the gender gap [14].
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This fact is motivated by two factors. First, the weak economic systems of these countries,
with high unemployment rates, high job insecurity and low wages, result in women trying to escape
poverty by becoming self-employed due to necessity [14]. Second, note that low efficiency levels
reduce entry barriers, which encourages starting new enterprises, making it possible for women to
establish companies in less developed countries [40]. This result is evident in the data; less developed
economies have the highest average female entrepreneurship activity rate, as well as the highest rate
compared to men. Moreover, in undeveloped countries the likelihood of men and women to start a
business out of need is almost the same [18].

Therefore, as the economic development level increases, women can create and develop social
ventures, pursuing their entrepreneurial objectives in more moral, social settings. On the other hand,
women dealing with necessity may create social value, but they may balance economic goals in order
to support their families and themselves economically. With these arguments we can state that:

Hypothesis 3 (H3). The economic development of the country moderates the influence of gender on the
entrepreneur’s social orientation.

Hypothesis 3.1 (H3.1). In developed countries, social orientation is greater for women than for men.

Hypothesis 3.2 (H3.2). In undeveloped countries, social orientation is greater for men than for women.

2.3. Age

When analyzing the relationship between age and social orientation of the social entrepreneur,
the literature states that it is older individuals who start a business in order to generate greater social
value [18]. The authors specifically base their argument on the fact that time is a key factor in regard to
detecting social problems. People detect a large number of social problems that need aid from the public,
and they observe that time passes and the problems are not addressed by public administrations [18].
Therefore, it is older individuals who identify more social problems in their environment, having been
able to observe and analyze them over the years.

However, age does not only condition the individual in regard to detecting social problems.
The truth is that, in addition, entrepreneurs must feel capable, a term denominated in the literature
as perceived self-efficacy [38]. There is research that specifically concludes that age also has a direct
relationship with the individual feeling more qualified to undertake such a task [41]. This is justified by
the idea that an older person has had more time to become familiar with both the business world and
the social problem. For the social entrepreneur, knowing how to manage a business and knowing the
social problem is essential to solve the social problem, something that usually happens over the years.

Moreover, being older is directly related to the individual having more work experience,
something that has already been analyzed by several authors who understand that it is beneficial
for entrepreneurs [41]. Social entrepreneurs start up companies related to their own life experiences,
learning from what works and what does not, seeking practical solutions to the limitation of resources
and adapting to a series of changes [42]. Johnson [43] reaches this same conclusion, which shows that,
to a greater extent, older people with long work experience are the one who set up companies in order
to achieve social improvements.

In addition, it is also possible to find more arguments in the literature that show that age is a
determining factor in the individual’s social orientation. In particular, this argument has its basis
in Maslow’s theory of motivation [44]. This theory classifies individuals’ needs into four categories
which are assigned a hierarchical level on the well-known pyramid of needs. Maslow considers that an
individual must have his lower needs satisfied in order to reach the higher ones. For this entrepreneur,
it is understood that individuals can satisfy their economic needs over time, having been able to obtain
higher-level jobs, better remuneration and having been able to spend years saving. Therefore, as people
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get older, they will be able to dedicate time to personal satisfaction by creating social value for others
since their other needs are satisfied. All these arguments lead us to propose that:

Hypothesis 4 (H4). Age has a positive effect on entrepreneur’s social orientation.

Moderator Effect of Economic Development

Recognizing that adulthood is not the same in developed countries as in undeveloped countries [18],
we considered the idea that the level of development will influence the age of social entrepreneurs
with greater social orientation. In undeveloped countries, the average number of children families
have is higher than in developed countries. This leads to families in these countries having greater
economic needs. Specifically, this is because, on the one hand, the economic situation of families in
these countries is more complicated than in developed countries. On the other hand, family units are
composed of a greater number of individuals in less developed countries; that is, couples in these
territories have children throughout their entire fertile life. For example, in 2016, the fertility rate of
families in Niger was 7.239, while this figure dropped to 1.33 for families in Spain (World Bank Group
2018). In less developed countries, young people are the ones who have fewer family responsibilities
and, therefore, those who have fewer economic needs, as opposed to the older population.

Therefore, it is believed that adults in undeveloped countries will be more economically oriented
as they have dependent children up to a high age, so they have more economic needs to support
their family than younger individuals who have a smaller number of children. Hence, they create
social enterprises with which they not only help others, but with which the social entrepreneur also
obtains an economic income to support his large family unit. In contrast, family units are smaller
in more developed countries in addition to having greater resources, which indicates that there are
fewer economic difficulties in these territories. Therefore, in developed countries, older individuals
are the ones who have perceived the greatest number of social problems, and who have greater work
experience, who have satisfied most needs, who do not have family responsibilities, and who can
therefore afford to be more socially oriented.

Those least likely to become social entrepreneurs in the poorest countries are young people (18 to
24); however, young people are the most likely to start social enterprises in the richest countries [23].
As a result, we hypothesize that:

Hypothesis 5 (H5). The economic development of the country moderates the influence of age on entrepreneur’s
social orientation.

Hypothesis 5.1 (H5.1). In developed countries, social orientation is greater for young than for old entrepreneurs.

Hypothesis 5.2 (H5.2). In undeveloped countries, social orientation is greater for old than for young entrepreneurs.

2.4. Education

There are studies that show that there is positive relationship between the level of education and
social entrepreneurship [18]. This positive relationship is due, in the first place, to the fact that the most
qualified entrepreneurs increase their ability to work in complex environments [45]. Undoubtedly,
the adoption of social orientation complicates the management of the company. Social entrepreneurs
often work with clear social objectives in highly complex and uncertain environments [46].

In general, social enterprises are usually related to a greater number of difficulties, not only
because they tend to be found in markets that do not operate very well, since that is where the social
problems they wish to solve are found, but because, they also have scarce economic resources, so they
cannot afford to hire the most talented workers [14]. Benefits are not reinvested in the best business
operation, but in solving the social problem that gave rise to the company [46]. Thus, it is stated that
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the adoption of a greater social orientation by the individual implies a greater social commitment since
obtaining social value involves a greater amount of similar risk than if the only aim is to generate one’s
own economic benefit.

Taking into account these arguments, there are authors who argue that a higher level of education
also increases the individual’s social commitment [11]. This is because having acquired more knowledge
and greater skills, as is the case with a higher level of education, makes the individual more socially
oriented [42] and can make the individual perceive social problems as business opportunities to a
greater extent. It can be said that a higher education level increases the individual’s social commitment,
and therefore the probability of being more socially oriented [11].

Those individuals with a higher education level are more likely to start social ventures [23].
Accordingly, it is assessed that:

Hypothesis 6 (H6). Education has a positive effect on an entrepreneur’s social orientation.

Moderator Effect of Economic Development

Research indicates that a country’s development level decreases at the same rate as the
entrepreneur’s training level if the education level variable is considered [11]. The authors base
their argument on the fact that, in undeveloped countries, the training level of the population,
in general, is lower than in the rest of countries. For this reason, entrepreneurs from these countries
also have a lower training level. In undeveloped countries, not all of the population can have access
to education in the same way, due to the socioeconomic conditions being worse in these types of
countries [47].

Moreover, the “brain drain” that usually takes place in less developed countries must be considered.
That is, the most qualified people in these territories decide to move to countries with higher levels of
development in hopes of finding a better professional future. All this leads to a population with a
lower training level compared to the one of the developed countries where the most qualified people
decide to go [47].

Based on the idea that there are less qualified people in less developed countries, it is thought
that development will determine the relationship between the individual’s social orientation and his
education level [11]. As shown in the previous paragraph, in less developed countries, where economic
needs are high, better qualified individuals will take advantage of their training to obtain better
wages and/or income to support their families or even improve their standard of living [47].
Therefore, the most qualified people in these countries will have a greater economic orientation
than the highly qualified in the most developed countries. This is because, in addition to creating
social value, they create economic value with which to improve their own well-being and that of their
family members.

In contrast, in developed countries, individuals in general do not have as urgent a need for survival
as those in less developed countries. Therefore, and bearing in mind that an individual’s education
involves higher levels of social orientation and that it is also essential for the efficient management of
social enterprises (which support higher risk levels and a greater number of difficulties than economic
enterprises) [18], it is believed that the most qualified individuals in these types of countries will be
more socially oriented than the most qualified individuals in undeveloped countries. Consequently,
we hypothesize that

Hypothesis 7 (H7). The country’s economic development level moderates the influence of education on
entrepreneur’s social orientation.

Hypothesis 7.1 (H7.1). In developed countries, social orientation is greater as entrepreneur is more educated.

Hypothesis 7.2 (H7.2). In undeveloped countries, social orientation is greater as entrepreneur is less educated.
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3. Methodology

The data is taken from the GEM project. The GEM project calculates the predominance rates of
businesses in different countries by using population samples. The data for this paper were collected
during the summer of 2015. A standardized survey was administered to a representative sample of
adults (aged between 18 and 64) in each country, with a total sample of 176,460 individuals for all the
countries (Table 1). The raw data were given the appropriate weights so as to match each country
sample with the age and gender structure of the U.S. Census International Data Base in order to reach
general population conclusions.

In order to identify those individuals who are in the process of establishing a business,
the respondents were asked: “Are you currently by yourself or with other individuals trying to
start a new business, including any self-employment or selling any goods or services to others?”
Those who replied “yes” were asked two extra questions. These questions were used to differentiate
those individuals who were truly committed to a new business from those were thinking about it,
but still not committed to it. To identify those individuals in the process of creating a social business,
they were also asked if they were currently by themselves or with other individuals in the process of
starting or running a business whose objective is socially, environmentally or community based. Those
individuals who replied “yes” were classified as social entrepreneurs and those who replied “no” as
nonsocial entrepreneurs. A total of 7891 social entrepreneurs were found in the sample.

More information about the GEM study and its methodology is provided in Lepoutre et al. [11].

Table 1. Sample distribution.

Economic Development Countries Total
Sample 1

Social
Entrepreneurs 1

Stage 1: Factor-driven (includes
transition countries to stage 2)

Botswana, Burkina Faso, Cameroon, Egypt, India, Iran,
Philippines, Senegal, Tunisia, and Vietnam. 21,964 1563

Stage 2: Efficiency-driven
(includes transition countries to
stage 3)

Argentina, Barbados, Brazil, Bulgaria, Chile, China, Colombia,
Croatia, Ecuador, Estonia, Guatemala, Hungary, Indonesia,
Kazakhstan, Latvia, Lebanon, Malaysia, Macedonia, Mexico,
Morocco, Panama, Peru, Poland, Puerto Rico, Romania, South
Africa, Thailand, and Uruguay.

72,333 3067

Stage 3: Innovation-driven

Australia, Belgium, Finland, Germany, Greece, Ireland, Israel,
Italy, Luxembourg, Netherlands, Norway, Portugal, Slovakia,
Slovenia, South Korea, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, Taiwan,
United Kingdom, and United States.

82,163 3261

1 Own source using GEM Global Report (2015).

3.1. Measures

1 dependent variable, three independent variables and one moderator were used to test
the hypotheses.

To identify the entrepreneur’s social orientation, individuals were asked if it was more important
for them to generate value for society and the environment than to generate financial value for
their company. They responded with one of the five-category variables. The five categories were
1 = ‘Completely Disagree,’ 2 = ‘Partially Disagree,’ 3 = ‘Neither Agree nor Disagree,’ 4 = ‘Partially
Agree’ and 5 = ‘Completely Agree’.

Gender: The respondents ticked if they were male or female, which made it possible to create a
dummy variable with value 1 for men and value 0 for men.

Age: The respondents provided their year of birth, so a continuous variable was used to measure
age (aged between 18 and 64) age.

Education: The respondents were asked about the highest level of education they had achieved.
They responded with one of the seven-category variables in all the countries. The seven categories were
“Pre-primary education,” “Primary Education or first stage of basic education,” “Lower secondary
or second stage of basic education,” “(Upper) Secondary education,” “Post-secondary non-tertiary
education,” “First stage of tertiary education,” and “Second stage of tertiary education.” Regarding the
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moderator variable and following Bosma et al. [1], the countries were classified into three categories:
(1) factor-driven (it includes transition countries to stage 2); (2) efficiency-driven (it includes transition
countries to stage 3); (3) innovation-driven. This economy classification by economic development level
is adapted from the World Economic Forum (WEF). According to this classification, in the factor-driven
stage, subsistence agriculture and extraction businesses are predominant, relying heavily on (unskilled)
labor and natural resources. In the efficiency-driven stage, the economy has become more competitive
having production processes that are more efficient and increased product quality. As development
progresses into the innovation-driven stage, businesses are more intensive in knowledge and the service
sector expands (http://weforum.org). Economies in transition from factor-to efficiency-driven have been
grouped with factor-driven economies, while those in transition from efficiency-to innovation-driven
have been included in the efficiency-driven category.

Data Analysis and Results

An initial analysis of the relationships between the variables under study was performed.
The Pearson correlation for all the study variables for the final sample of 7891 observations is shown
in Table 2. The correlation matrix shows that almost all the variables have positive and statistically
significant bivariate correlation with social orientation. The only negative relationship for social
orientation is with undeveloped countries.

Table 2. Correlation matrix and variable details.

Variable 1 2 3 4 5

1 Gender 1 1
2 Age 2 0.003 1

3 Education Level 3 0.025 ** 0.064 *** 1
4 Undeveloped Countries 1 −0.021 ** −0.131 *** −0.388 *** 1
5 Developing Countries 1 0.001 −0.035 *** 0.043 *** −0.394 1

6 Social Orientation 4 0.037 *** 0.059 *** 0.158 *** −0.143 *** 0.077 ***
1 Dummy Variable. 2 Aged 18 to 65. 3 Likert scale: 1 to 7. 4 Likert scale: 1 to 5; ** p < 0.05; *** p < 0.01 two-tailed.

Table 3 shows the variance analysis results and Schéffe’s means comparison test for the three stages
of economic development. As expected, the social entrepreneur’s profile varies significantly according
to the economic development of the entrepreneur’s country. Entrepreneurs in developed countries
are characterized by older age (41.52 years old) and a higher level of education than in developing
and undeveloped countries. Social orientation also differs; developing countries have a greater social
orientation than undeveloped (3.95) and developed (3.79) ones. The most outstanding differences
took place, as expected, between undeveloped and developed countries. However, the expected
relationships were generally satisfied.

Table 3. Variance analysis and means comparison.

Undeveloped
Countries 1

Developing
Countries 2

Developed
Countries 3

F
Comparison of Means

1–2 1–3 2–3

Age 35.92 (11.66) 38.81 (13.23) 41.52 (12.85) 1354 *** *** *** ***

Education Level 2.25 (1.8) 3.71 (1.45) 4.11 (1.24) 877,748 *** *** *** ***
Social

Orientation 3.25 (1.59) 3.95 (1.24) 3.79 (1.351) 163,388 *** *** *** N.S.

Number of cases 1563 3067 3261

*** p < 0.01 two-tailed.

All the hypotheses were tested using hierarchical multiple regression (Table 4). To examine the
effects of the hypothesized interactions, variables were entered using a two-step process [48]. Model I

http://weforum.org
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examines the relationship among gender, age, level of education, the economic development level
of a country and social orientation. Model II gives further information by observing which of the
entrepreneurial characteristics has the strongest relationship with social orientation in each type of
economic development. The country’s economic development is used as a dummy variable. There are
two categories—undeveloped countries and developed countries—which have been analyzed directly,
leaving developing countries as a reference category. The interaction terms were calculated as the
product of these variables. The results of the regression analysis are shown in Table 4.

Multicollinearity was tested in all the models and the variance inflation factor (VIF) values were
between 1.00 and 3.2, which means that multicollinearity is not a significant problem. Moreover, with the
estimation and analysis of the residuals it can be confirmed that the sample complies with the
assumptions of linearity, homoscedasticity, independence and normality, following the recommended
methodology [49].

The results of the regressions are shown in Table 4. In particular, the standardized coefficient and
its statistical significance are included, as well as the R2 and the increase of R2 and the associated F
with the model. As can be observed, all the models are significant. This means that the independent
variables, as a whole, explain variations in the measures of the results. Although the R2 is low, it should
be mentioned that this paper only analyzes the effect of some individual variables, but does not include
the influence on social orientation of some other individual or external variables.

In Model I there is a partial positive association of gender, age and education level with social
orientation. Furthermore, the education level has the strongest influence on social orientation (β = 0.125,
p < 0.01). The coefficient is positive and significant for developed countries (β = 0.070, p < 0.01), whereas
it is negative and significant for undeveloped countries (β = −0.126, p < 0.01). This indicates that social
entrepreneurs in developed countries have a greater social orientation than in undeveloped countries.

Table 4. Hierarchical regression results.

Variable Model I Model II

Gender 0.032 *** 0.021 ****
Age 0.044 *** 0.059 ***
Education Level 0.125 *** 0.079 ***
Undeveloped Countries (DC) −0.126 *** −0.099 ***
Developed Countries (UC) 0.070 *** 0.089 ***
Gender-UC −0.79 ***
Gender-DC 0.26 ***
Age-UC 0.013 ***
Age-DC −0.015 ***
Educational Level-UC 0.055 ***
Educational Level-DC 0.026 ***
F-ratio 56.419 *** 27.031 ***
R-Square 0.037 *** 0.039 ***
R-Square Adj. 0.036 *** 0.037 ***
∆R2 0.001 ***
Std. Error of Estimate 1.301 *** 1.301 ***

*** p < 0.01 regression coefficients shown are beta coefficients. One-tailed.

In Model II, gender, age and education level again have a partial positive association with social
orientation. These results confirm H2, H4 and H6. Therefore, it can be assessed that the entrepreneur’s
gender influences their social orientation. Social orientation is greater for women, the entrepreneur’s
age influences their social orientation. Social orientation becomes greater as they get older and the
entrepreneur’s education influences their social orientation. Social orientation becomes greater as they
become more educated.

The coefficient for developed countries is again positive and significant in Model II, while it
is also negative and significant for undeveloped countries. This indicates that H1, which states
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that, “The country’s economic development influences the entrepreneur’s social orientation.
Social orientation is greater as economic development increases,” is also confirmed.

To test if the different levels of economic development have an influence on the direction or
the strength of the relationship between the independent variables and the entrepreneur’s social
orientation, we propose hypothesis H3, H5 and H7. According to Baron and Kenny [50], there are
three main conditions, which are required to support a moderation effect:

(1) The interaction should be significant (gender-underdeveloped countries (UC); gender-developed
countries (DC); age-UC; age-DC; educational level-UC; educational level-DC).

(2) It is desirable for the moderator variable (UC, DC) to be uncorrelated with both the independent
(gender, age, education level) and the dependent variable (Social Orientation).

(3) The moderator variable (UC, DC) must function as an independent variable.

In this study, the last two conditions are satisfied (Table 2; Table 4), and as shown in Table 4, first,
the interactions between the level of education and the moderator variables are positive and significant
for the two country categories. That result allows us to accept H7, so we can affirm that “the country’s
economic development moderates the influence of education on social orientation”. More specifically,
data confirm H7.1 (in developed countries the most educated have more social orientation) and also
H7.2 (in the less developed, less educated entrepreneurs have more social orientation than the most
educated). For gender (H3), the interaction is significant only for developed countries, so it can be said
that “the country’s economic development moderates the influence of gender on social orientation” for
this category of economic development, so we can accept H3.1 and reject H3.2. On the other hand,
H5 (H5.1 and H5.2) must be rejected since age has not obtained significant results.

There has been an increase in social entrepreneurship literature in the last few decades.
Nevertheless, only a few studies have focused on why the social orientation of social enterprises differs
from one enterprise to another.

4. Conclusions

This article complements previous social entrepreneurial research that has debated which variables
are significantly correlated with a social entrepreneur’s social orientation. Although it is generally
assumed that social entrepreneurs seek social value, research shows that the objective of social
entrepreneurs can include a wide range of value creation targets, including economic value [51].

Entrepreneurship benefits society because it solves problems, recognizes opportunities,
and designs new products and services or raises the efficiency of existing ones [13,52].
Moreover, social entrepreneurship has been recognized as a tool to solve society’s becoming change
agents who employ entrepreneurial means to provide systemic solutions to social and environmental
problems [24].

The present paper consolidates the developments in the extant literature on the contribution of
social entrepreneurship and may help governments to improve development-effective decision-making,
depending on the particular context. Previous research in this area has largely been based on case
studies, and later, on large surveys in specific countries. These research methods enhance the academic
knowledge of a phenomenon but do not enable the creation of generic, causal inferences. This paper
closes this gap, with an empirical study with a large sample, enabling us to generalize the data
obtained. In particular, our results corroborate the arguments found in the related psychology
literature. Biological variables, such as an individual’s gender and age, influence a person’s social
orientation. Education level also conditions an individual with regards to becoming socially oriented.
In addition, external variables also condition people’s social orientation, as in the case of the economic
development level of the country in which the individual lives.

This study shows that development level influences social entrepreneurs’ social orientation
through the observation that, as a country’s development level increases, so does the likelihood of
an individual having a social orientation. The data confirm that rates of social orientation among
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entrepreneurs are lower in less developed countries, where the population needs to create more
economic value for the population’s support and survival. In contrast, people can be more oriented
toward the creation of social value in more developed countries, where most primary services are
ensured for the population.

Regarding gender, our findings support the literature by replicating the roles that a patriarchal
society attributes to both genders; women were observed to be more affected by social and environmental
benefits, which can be attributed to their more common roles of caretaker of the home, children,
and other adults, whereas men were identified with economic objectives to a greater extent by being
assigned, for example, the function of economic supporter of the household. Therefore, the results
of this paper confirm that men give more importance to money and their career, showing a more
prominent ethics of justice. On the other hand, women give more importance to providing socially by
maintaining relationships, helping others and helping nature [22].

However, significant results were only obtained in developed countries, and the development
level moderated the influence of gender on an individual’s social orientation. The results obtained
suggest that in undeveloped countries, there are probably greater needs for women. In these types of
countries, men tend to work, while women are limited to taking care of the home and dependents.
For this reason, it is more difficult for women to find a job; that is, women face more challenges to
support themselves economically and survive independently.

As for the relationship between a social entrepreneur’s age and the creation of social value,
older individuals are more socially oriented, perhaps being more mature and aware of the problems in
the world [43]. Older people are likely to have earned and saved money throughout their lives and can
decide to focus on creating benefits for society, since they tend to have more money saved and lower
family burdens than younger individuals [53]. Development level does not moderate the relationship
between this variable and the individual’s social orientation.

Finally, we confirmed that the education level has a positive relationship with the generation
of social value. These results are supported by the fact that people with a higher level of education
are more able to find skilled, enriching and motivating jobs, which in turn involve higher salaries.
Therefore, for these people, starting a business may be primarily conditioned not by economic benefit
but by the creation of social value for others, which could also lead to self-fulfillment through their
jobs [54]. The relationship between this variable and an individual’s social orientation is moderated
by the country’s development level, with the observation of a greater social orientation among the
most qualified people in developed countries. Similarly, to those with a higher level of education,
inhabitants of developed countries, unlike the inhabitants of less developed countries, are more likely
find skilled, enriched and motivating jobs, with higher salaries. Furthermore, a greater development
of institutions and the welfare state leads to a better socioeconomic situation for the individuals in
developed countries. This encourages these individuals to have a greater social orientation than those
in less developed countries, where a worse socioeconomic situation means that individuals cannot
typically afford to be only socially oriented, but must also be economically oriented so that they and
their families can survive [55].

Therefore, the results of this paper show that older women with a high level of education have
the greatest social orientation among social entrepreneurs. In addition, we found that an individual’s
social orientation increases as their country’s development level increases. However, the level of
development only moderates the relationship between the social orientation, gender and education of
the individual.

Those findings have practical and policy implications to support social entrepreneurship.
The likelihood that social enterprises will survive depends on entrepreneurs having previous relevant
entrepreneurship experience in the sector, so efforts in policy making can help future social entrepreneurs
to develop these skills through education, training, networks and incubators, and growth accelerators.
Since the level of development moderates an individual’s orientation, countries should develop a
legal status dealing with social entrepreneurship that recognizes the duality of social and economic
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objectives [23]. This status could produce an increase in the number of social enterprises in any territory,
although possibly more so in less developed countries, where an individual’s social orientation tends
to be lower. For this reason, regulating companies with dual social and economic objectives may lead
individuals to create more social enterprises, which will create much needed social benefits.

Some limitations were identified throughout the development of this paper. The design of this
study was cross-sectional, which does not enable examination of the causal relationships among the
variables through time. The examined factors condition the social orientation of social entrepreneurs
currently and will probably do so in the future, but time could also cause some of these variables to
decrease in importance, or allow variables to appear.

Our findings lead us to suggest several areas for continued research. Future research could
study the age variable further, since we could not affirm that the level of development moderates its
relationship with social orientation. In addition, the way an individual’s socioeconomic situation and
purchasing power, or that of their relatives or friends, influences social orientation could be examined.
We analyzed the influence of those four variables as antecedents, but in subsequent studies, it will
be important to analyze other variables that may help us to understand more completely the profile
of the social entrepreneur, such as religious affiliation, experience and even one’s social network.
It would also be appropriate to set up new studies with qualitative methodologies to validate our
results, that explain why an entrepreneur’s social orientation depends on gender, age, education and
economic development (measured as a categorical or continuous variables).

Finally, this analysis was a contribution to the scarce literature on the social orientation of
social entrepreneurs, using an empirical study that enables the generalization of the results achieved.
This research is expected to increase knowledge in the scientific field on the creation of social enterprises,
encouraging further research on an individual’s social orientation and on the issues that condition
entrepreneurs. This research should also enhance knowledge in the business world, where the creation
of these enterprises can be considered job opportunities for any person, and would directly generate
much needed benefits for others.
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