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Abstract

:

Research on social entrepreneurship (SE) has increased exponentially during the past decade. Even though this social phenomenon has aroused the interest of researchers, many aspects have not yet been fully studied. In this study, the goal is to analyze how the factors that define the behavior of social entrepreneurs are affected by the perception that they have about the development of the social enterprise sector (SES development). We perform an empirical multivariable analysis using 2015 Global Entrepreneurship Monitor (GEM) data related to SE, with an international sample that contains information of 17,778 entrepreneurs, of which 6470 are social entrepreneurs. The empirical analysis is carried out applying binary response models, introducing interaction terms to analyze the moderating effect of SES development. Our results show that the entrepreneurs’ perception of the SES development exerts a moderating effect over three different groups of factors: 1) factors related to self-perception about entrepreneurship (including values, perceptions, and entrepreneurial skills); 2) demographic factors (gender, age, and education level), and 3) context and entrepreneurial environment (including factors related to entrepreneurs’ perception of societal values, entrepreneurship environment, and economic development). This moderating effect has very important implications, especially for policymakers. Our results show that SES development could amplify some effects, both positively and negatively. Therefore, the design and implementation of policies to support SE must consider the moderating role of this variable on the entrepreneurial behavior, because it could affect the effectiveness of such policies.
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1. Introduction


Social entrepreneurship (SE) focuses on the use of business management strategies with the aim of generating benefits with a social purpose [1]. The interest in SE by practitioners, policy-makers, and academics has grown exponentially over the past three decades. Its increase on research and its institutionalization in academia reveal that SE is rapidly gaining maturity [2].



Nonetheless, research on SE still has two main limitations: The lack of a unified definition of SE [3] and the lack of internationally comparable data [4]. Regarding the first limitation, SE is a ‘‘simple term with a complex range of meanings’’ [5], which means that SE is still an unclear and contested concept [6]. Regarding the second limitation, [2] uses a scientometric method to analyze 158 papers and provides an overview of the state of the art on SE research, revealing an important lack of empirical studies (most of them predominately based on qualitative methods) due to the lack of harmonized and comparable international data.



Along this second line of research, it is noticeable that internationally harmonized SE rates do not exist in official statistics [7]. Actually, the scarcity of data on SE activity (SEA) and the numerous definitions that exist in literature point to global entrepreneurship monitor (GEM) data as the main source that can help us to get some insights about SE, especially when compared to commercial entrepreneurship.



The environment where the SEA takes place is particularly relevant when we try to explain the differential behavior of social entrepreneurs [8,9,10,11]. Mair & Martí (2006) [12] propose that SE, as occurs in commercial entrepreneurship [13], has to be understood in light of its social and local context, not only taking into consideration purely economic features. Viewing SE as a process that results from ongoing interactions between social entrepreneurs and their context brings together insights from numerous disciplines to enrich our theoretical understanding of this phenomenon. These results show the importance of the environment where the entrepreneurs develop their activity when we study the behavior of the social entrepreneurs, not only for its direct effect on such behavior but also because it may be conditioning how other factors affect social entrepreneurs.



Based on these ideas, the research goal of this study is to analyze the effect of environmental conditions on the characterization of a social entrepreneur’s behavior. In particular, we focus our research on the relevance of the perception that social entrepreneurs have about the development of the social enterprise sector (SES development) and its moderating effect on other factors considered in the literature (self-perception about entrepreneurship, demographic factors and context and entrepreneurial environment). For this purpose, it is important to notice that the social enterprise sector (SES) is identified by the existence of businesses focused on the solution of social problems, following the definition proposed in the GEM questionnaire.



In order to achieve this objective, we divide the aim of the paper into two specific objectives. Firstly, we analyze the behavior of the entrepreneurial population, including different variables to study how they influence the probability of being a social entrepreneur. Secondly, we analyze how the entrepreneurs’ perception about the SES development could be influencing our first analysis results.



Thus, the main contribution of our research is to provide empirical evidence on the moderating effect that the entrepreneurs’ perception of the SES development has on the variables that define the behavior of social entrepreneurs. Based on previous results proposed in the literature, related to the influence of the situation of the sector on businesses, we test the influence of contagion and competition effects on SEA. As far as we know, this is the first attempt to consider the relevance of the SES development for social entrepreneurs. We consider that both the policies to promote SE and their effectiveness could be conditioned by the environment where they are applied. Therefore, exploring such a mediating effect will contribute significant implications to entrepreneurship practitioners.



We perform an empirical multivariable analysis using 2015 GEM harmonized and international data related to SE. The empirical analysis is carried out using multivariate models, introducing interaction terms in the model to analyze the moderating effect of the SES development.



The paper is structured as follows. Firstly, we review the existing literature about the relevance of the environment on SE. Subsequently, the empirical analysis is described, paying attention to the sample used, the estimation strategy, and the results obtained. Finally, we present the main conclusions.




2. Literature Review


As professor Dees declared in 1998, SE is a “rare breed” [14]. However, despite the rarity of SE, it presents an evident social importance and scholars have long been interested in better understanding who social entrepreneurs are, what drives them, where they work, and how they interact with others [3].



Even though the definitional debate still persists [6], some characteristics that distinguish social entrepreneurs from commercial entrepreneurs and/or traditional charities have already been identified in previous literature. Among them, the most agreed-upon characteristics are: the predominance of a social mission, the importance of innovation, and the role of earned income [3].



In addition, many papers have studied the determinants and drivers of SE, from a macro level [4,15,16,17] to a micro level [18,19,20]. These determinants can be classified according to their relationship with (1) the entrepreneur’s individual factors or (2) the context and the entrepreneurial environment where social entrepreneurs develop their activities.



2.1. Entrepreneur’s Individual Factors


First, there are some relevant factors related to self-perception about entrepreneurship, since individuals consider a set of perceptual variables [11] when making decisions about entrepreneurship. These variables include: (a) self-confidence about one’s skills and abilities [21,22,23,24,25,26,27], (b) knowledge of other entrepreneurs [24,25,26,27,28], (c) alertness to unexploited opportunities [19,24,25,29,30], and (d) likelihood of failure [20,24,25,26,27,30,31]. All these variables are highly correlated to the decision to start a new business.



Besides, demographic factors such as gender [24,25,26,27,32,33,34,35,36,37], age [24,25,26,27,32,33,38], or education [24,25,26,27,32,33,38,39] are also important drivers of SE.




2.2. Context and Entrepreneurial Environment


In addition to the entrepreneur’s individual variables, previous literature has found that context also plays a fundamental role in explaining the behavior of the social entrepreneur [15,40,41]. According to [42], in 2015 the average SEA rate across all 58 GEM economies was 3.2%. However, SEA rates ranged from 0.3% (South Korea) to 10.1% (Peru), showing quite a significant variation among economies.



In relation to the context, one of the main factors considered in previous research has been the level of economic development of countries. In this regard, the most common explanation is that institutional and market failures, which occur in countries with a lower level of economic development, may be behind higher rates of SEA [17]. However, if we consider the impact of cultural values on SE, the relationship between economic development and SE differs [4,38,43]. In this sense, post-materialism theories propose a different relationship, arguing that the level of SEA will be higher in more developed economies, since people in these countries could have moral codes more related to post-materialistic values [24,44,45,46].



Therefore, it might be the case that there are other factors related to context that can be influencing the SEA [15,41,47]. Specifically, [48] highlights the importance of formal and informal institutions, and the fundamental role of the government in supporting the creation of social enterprises. In this regard, governments are adopting numerous measures to create more supportive environments for the development of social enterprises worldwide. Some of these support measures are common to all types of entrepreneurs, such as the administrative considerations of starting a business [49,50], but there are also good practices to enabling environments for social enterprises. Peels et al. (2009) [51] distinguish three classic types of governmental strategies and measures: (1) measures to strengthen a legal framework for social enterprises, (2) mechanisms of direct and indirect government in the market, and (3) instruments to measure the performance and impact.



Next to these actions, governments are also setting up and supporting services to strengthen SE, as those focused on its identification and nurturing. This refers to those policy measures that are taken to support and strengthen education and training in SE, research commissioned on social enterprises and SE, as well as awareness raising activities directed towards the wider public. The aim is to supply information or to raise awareness on SE, where the role of universities can be crucial, fostering regional entrepreneurial ecosystems [52].



Korosec & Berman (2006) [53] find that public policies can help social entrepreneurs in two ways. First, they increase entrepreneurs’ awareness of social problems. Second, they also help them to acquire resources, coordinate themselves with other partners and implement social and/or environmental programs. Their model shows that government support associates with SE positively. Their findings also suggest that perceptions of the municipality as being historically “social minded” also associate with higher levels of perceived SE.



However, the SE promotion policies should go beyond the direct support measures, and should consider the dissemination of information about the activities carried out. In this regard, there is a growing interest in the visibility of SE [42,54]. Programs such as the European Social Business Initiative [55] also increase awareness of SE in the hope that role model and peer effects will inspire others to get involved in SE. In this way, the existence of a cultural support for entrepreneurship is a relevant factor related with the context where the entrepreneurial activity is carried out.




2.3. SES Development


These advances in recent literature highlight the relevance of one key aspect in the study of SE, context, which is addressed in this work. Context plays a crucial role for SE and, therefore, it is specifically interesting to study the influence that the SES development has on the behavior of social entrepreneurs. Along this line, and in order to explore the role of context, we must look at the visibility of SEA, since the influence of the context on social entrepreneurs may be especially conditioned by the entrepreneur’s own perception of SES development. In this sense, we must bear in mind that literature has found that the situation of the sector can generate two different effects on companies.



On the one hand, if the sector is not developed or has difficulties, it could reveal negative information about the components of cash flows that are common to all businesses in the sector and, consequently, decrease the market’s expectation of the profitability of the sector’s businesses [56,57]. This is what is known as the contagion or ripple effect, which assumes that the problems in a sector send a negative signal that affects all the businesses within it. In this context, there would be a disincentive to the entry of new initiatives into this sector. Hunt (2015) finds empirical support to contagion-style market entry for entrepreneurs, who decide to create a new business due to the conditions of the environment [58]. He finds this effect even for unfit businesses that perform poorly and fail quickly.



On the other hand, a sector with businesses in difficulties or with a lower level of development can suppose a positive effect for some of the businesses in this sector, which is known as the competition effect [59,60]. This effect could occur because the businesses that are currently operating in the sector are not very efficient, which would generate opportunities for the rest of the competitors and exert a positive effect towards the entry of new initiatives in the sector.



Considering these aspects, the following hypotheses regarding the behavior of the entrepreneurial population are proposed:



Hypothesis 1.

the propensity towards social entrepreneurship will be influenced by the perception that entrepreneurs have about the SES development.





Hypothesis 2.

the effect of (a) values, perceptions, and entrepreneurial aptitudes, (b) demographic factors, and (c) context and entrepreneurial environment on the propensity towards social entrepreneurship will be moderated by the perception that entrepreneurs have about the SES development.







3. Empirical Analysis


3.1. Sample


Data was collected from the adult population survey (APS) provided by the global entrepreneurship monitor (GEM). GEM annually collects data from representative samples of at least 2000 randomly selected adults in each of the countries that take part in the project (www.gemconsortium.org). This paper used data from the 2015 survey, when a specific section related to SE was included. In that year, the survey provided specific information about social entrepreneurs in addition to the information about commercial entrepreneurs included every year. The use of this database allows comparing the characteristics that differentiate the social from the commercial entrepreneurs empirically. This contributes to overcoming the lack of empirical studies in SE research, especially studies using quantitative analysis, and using harmonized and comparable international data. According to the extent review of [2], almost 60% of SE articles address definition, theoretical constructs or frameworks, description or understanding of phenomena, typologies, and taxonomies and almost 47% are purely theoretical or conceptual papers due to the lack of comparable data.



GEM project classifies entrepreneurs using the term “Total early-stage Entrepreneurial Activity (TEA)”. To be included in this category, and therefore identified as a commercial entrepreneur using GEM methodology, an individual could be in the phase of “nascent entrepreneurship”, when they are actively involved in setting up a business, or in the phase of “new business ownership”, when they are owning and managing a business in existence for up to 42 months [42]. In addition, in the 2015 special issue of the GEM report [42], a specific classification for social entrepreneurs is provided, which is defined as “Social Entrepreneurial Activity (SEA)”. The GEM methodology considers individuals as social entrepreneurs when they are “starting or currently leading any kind of activity, organization or initiative that has a particularly social, environmental or community objective”.



Table 1 shows the sample distribution according to different classification variables used in the GEM project (country, gender, age, and education level). Applying the methodology of the world economic forum (WEF) used in the GEM project, we divided the countries into three different groups: innovation-driven, efficiency-driven, and factor-driven economies. Factor-driven countries are dominated by subsistence agriculture and extraction businesses, with a heavy reliance on (unskilled) labor and natural resources. Efficiency-driven countries are more competitive with more-efficient production processes and increased product quality. Businesses in innovation-driven countries are more knowledge-intensive and these countries strongly rely on the service sector.



The sample contained information from 46 different countries, including 17,778 observations (6470 social entrepreneurs and 11,308 commercial entrepreneurs). The GEM survey includes a section in the questionnaire about societal values and entrepreneurship environment that is optional, so not all countries were asked about it. Since the key variable of our study was included in this section, the countries in our sample were only those who answered it. That is, more than one third of the sample was involved in social activities. There were 3672 individuals from 14 countries in innovation-driven economies (more than 20 percent of the sample). In the case of efficiency-driven economies, the sample contained 24 countries and 10,471 individuals (almost 60 percent of the sample) and in factor-driven economies, the sample contained eight countries and 3635 individuals (more than 20 percent of the sample). However, the proportion of social entrepreneurs was not homogenous through the sample. Social entrepreneurs had a bigger proportional importance in innovation-driven and in factor-driven economies (Table 1).



If we look at the distribution by gender, the sample shows a higher proportion of men, in the case of both social and commercial entrepreneurs. If we look at the distribution by age, we could observe a greater proportion of individuals over 54 years old in the case of social entrepreneurs. Finally, regarding the level of education, we could observe that the proportion of higher or primary education is greater for social entrepreneurs.




3.2. Estimation Strategy


The empirical analysis was carried out applying qualitative response models for discrete endogenous variables. Specifically, we proposed a logit model. In this case, the dependent variable is the probability of being social entrepreneur (ENTREP). The general specification of the model is:


       LOG     (    P  (  ENTREP  )    P  (   NO   ENTREP   )     )                 =  β 0  +  β 1    SUSKILL  i  +  β 2    KNOWENT  i  +  β 3    OPPORT  i  +  β 4    FEARFAIL  i                 +  β 5    GENDER  i  +   ∑   k = 1  3   γ k    AGE  i  +   ∑   z = 1  3   γ z    EDUCATION  i                 +  β 6    CULSUP  i  +  β 7    EASYSTART  i  +  β 8    NBSOC  i                 +   ∑   y = 1  3   γ y    COUNTRY  i  +  υ i  .      



(1)







The dependent variable is a dummy, which identifies those individuals classified as social entrepreneurs (ENTREP). That is, a dummy variable that rates 1 for social entrepreneurs and zero for commercial entrepreneurs. We used the GEM broad definition that identifies a social entrepreneur as “an individual who is starting or currently leading any kind of activity, organization, or initiative that has a particularly social, environmental, or community objective” [42]. Considering this definition, we identified as commercial entrepreneurs the rest of the entrepreneurial population.



As independent variables, we included three groups of variables, following the GEM methodology [61].



The first one includes variables related to self-perception about entrepreneurship, including values, perceptions, and entrepreneurial aptitudes, which are determining factors in making the decision to become an entrepreneur [11]. Specifically, we included four variables, all of them constructed as dummy variables. SUSKILL takes the value 1 for those who think that they have the knowledge, experience, and skills to start a business and zero otherwise. KNOWENT takes the value 1 for those who have had personal contact with someone who has started a business and zero otherwise. OPPORT takes the value 1 for those who perceive opportunities to start a business and zero otherwise. Finally, FEARFAIL takes the value 1 when the possibility of failure discourages the entrepreneur from starting a business and zero otherwise.



The second group includes a set of variables about demographic factors (personal characteristics). A variable related to gender was included in the model (GENDER), as a dummy variable that takes the value 1 in the case of women and zero in the case of men. In order to control for age (AGE), we identified three different groups using dummy variables: those under 34, those between 34 and 54, and those over 54 years old. Finally, to control for education level (EDUCATION), we also identified three groups, depending on whether their level is primary, secondary, or higher education.



The third group included a set of variables related to the context and the entrepreneurship environment, reflecting how people perceive that the environment influences their entrepreneurial behavior and the influence of economic development. In this set, we included different dummy variables. CULSUP was calculated according to the cultural support for entrepreneurship index developed by the GEM, taking the value 1 for those who consider that the entrepreneurial culture is high in their country and zero otherwise. EASYSTART takes the value 1 for those who consider that it is easy to open a new business in their country and zero otherwise. NBSOC takes the value 1 for those who consider that it is common to find businesses focused on the solution of social problems in their country and zero otherwise. Finally, three dummy variables were included (COUNTRY), which take the value 1 in the case of innovation-driven, efficiency-driven, and factor-driven economies and zero otherwise.



We focused our interpretation on the odds ratios, which allow a more direct and intuitive interpretation when the independent variables are dichotomous. The odds ratio is obtained by exponentiating the coefficient, so the analyzed effect is on a multiplicative scale—that is, the odds ratios of the dichotomous variables show how much more likely it is to be a social entrepreneur when the independent variable takes the value 1 with respect to when it takes a zero value. When the odds ratio takes values greater than 1, the influence on the probability is positive; when the values are less than 1, the influence is negative.



Based on this first model, we analyzed the moderating effect that the entrepreneurs’ perception of the SES development in their countries (NBSOC) had on the effect of the three groups of variables that characterize the social entrepreneur. In order to test this moderating effect, we introduced interaction terms in the general model, which allowed us to analyze the influence of each of the variables differentiating the effects for those entrepreneurs who perceive a greater SES development in their countries and for those who do not. The model takes the following form:


       LOG     (    P  (  ENTREP  )    P  (   NO   ENTREP   )     )  =  β 0  + (  β 1  +  φ 1  NBSOC )   SUSKILL  i  + (  β 2  +        φ 2  NBSOC )   KNOWENT  i  + (  β 3  +  φ 3  NBSOC )   OPPORT  i  + (  β 4  +  φ 4  NBSOC )   FEARFAIL  i  +       (  β 5  +  φ 5  NBSOC )   GENDER  i  +   ∑   k = 1  3   (   γ k  +  φ k  NBSOC  )    AGE  i  +   ∑   z = 1  3  (  γ z  +        φ z  NBSOC )   EDUCATION  i  (  β 6  +  φ 6  NBSOC )   CULSUP  i  + (  β 7  +  φ 7  NBSOC )   EASYSTART  i  +         ∑   y = 1  3   (   γ y  +  φ y  NBSOC  )    COUNTRY  i  +  υ i       



(2)







The interpretation of the interaction terms in non-linear models cannot be performed directly with the estimated coefficients, which adds complexity to the empirical analysis [62]. In the case of estimates based on odds ratios, the coefficient associated with the interaction variable is a ratio of the two odds ratios associated with the variables that are interacting, which does not allow us to interpret the effect using that coefficient directly. The interpretation must be calculated separately from a combination of the main effects and the interaction coefficients [63]. However, the inclusion of interactions allows obtaining results that are more precise when we need to identify the different influence between two groups of individuals. In our case, the interaction terms improve the capacity of the model to characterize social entrepreneurs according to the entrepreneurs’ perception of the SES development in their countries. Following [63,64], we calculated the marginal effect in terms of odds ratios, applying the following procedure: firstly, for each group of individuals defined in the interaction variable (NBSOC), we computed the effect on the probability of being a social entrepreneur when NBSOC takes the values one and zero. Subsequently, we computed the odds ratios as the ratios between these two individual effects, which allowed us to analyze the influence of each variable, differentiating its effect for each group of individuals.





4. Results


The results obtained from the estimation of model (1) are presented in Table 2. Model (1) studies the different behavior of social and commercial entrepreneurs based on the independent variables considered in this study.



To confirm that multicollinearity did not actually bias our results, we calculated the variance inflation factors (VIF) for the independent variables included in the model. The value of the VIF indicators should be less than 10, since a value of 1 is a characteristic of an orthogonal system and a value of less than 10 would indicate a non-collinear or stable system [65]. The VIF indicators were smaller than 10 (none of our results show a VIF value greater than 2.33), being the mean VIF 1.35. These results confirmed that our findings were robust to multicollinearity problems.



In the first model, we observed that the perception of SES development in each country (NBSOC) did show no significant influence on the propensity towards SE. Therefore, the hypothesis H1 was not supported by our findings. Nevertheless, this lack of significance might be hiding the two opposing effects that the SES development had on the propensity to start new initiatives (ripple and competition effects).



Therefore, we needed to test H2 by analyzing the results of model (2). To deepen our knowledge on the influence of the visibility of the SES development on SE, we considered in this model the moderating effect of SES development over the other independent factors. The results of model (2) are presented in Table 3, where we included the variable that considers the entrepreneurs’ perception of the SES development (NBSOC) interacted with the other independent variables. The results of model (2) show the odds ratio of each variable for each value of NBSOC (0 or 1), and a statistical test to corroborate if the odds ratios present significant differences between the two groups of individuals.



To analyze the results obtained we would follow this scheme. For each independent variable, we first analyzed its direct effect on the probability that an entrepreneur focuses on social enterprises (Model 1, Table 2). Afterwards, we explored the effect of each variable as moderated by the entrepreneurs’ perception of the SES development (NBSOC; Model 2, Table 3).



4.1. Individual Factors: Values, Perceptions, and Entrepreneurial Aptitudes


We could observe that perceiving oneself as having the knowledge, experience, and skills to start a business (SUSKILL) reduced the probability that the entrepreneur activity was social (Table 2), since the odds of being a social entrepreneur was less than half comparing to commercial entrepreneurs (0.477). When considering the moderating effect of the entrepreneurs’ perception of the SES development, we did not observe statistically significant differences between both groups of entrepreneurs (Table 3).



The second variable, having an entrepreneurial social network (KNOWENT), did not show a significant effect (Table 2), and the moderating effect did not show a difference between the two groups either (Table 3).



In the case of those who perceive opportunities to start a new business (OPPORT), we did not find a differential effect in terms of social versus commercial entrepreneurs, as observed in model (1), where the odd ratio was not statistically significant (Table 2). In this case, the moderating effect was very relevant since the absence of significant influence observed in model (1) was hiding an asymmetric effect that occurred when we considered the entrepreneurs’ perception of the SES development (Table 3). On the one hand, in the case of the entrepreneurs with high NBSOC (NBSOC = 1), those who perceive opportunities to start a new business (OPPORT) had almost 20 percent less propensity of being social entrepreneurs (odds ratio of 0.809). On the other hand, in the case of the entrepreneurs with low NBSOC (NBSOC = 0) the influence of the perception of opportunities was only less than 9 percent (odds ratio of 0.915).



Finally, the perception of the fear of failure as a disincentive to start a business (FEARFAIL) made the probability of being a social entrepreneur higher (6.2%, with an odds ratio of 1.062; Table 2). When we considered the moderating effect of the entrepreneurs’ perception of the SES development, the effect shows different behavior (Table 3). Thus, for entrepreneurs with high NBSOC, there was around 30 percent more probability of being social when they are afraid of failure, so they are less concerned about the lack of success when they consider starting new projects. However, for entrepreneurs with low NBSOC, this effect has a smaller magnitude (under 15 percent), although it remains favorable for SE.



Our findings therefore support hypothesis H2a, but only partially because we only find a moderating effect in two of the four factors considered (OPPORT and FEARFAIL).




4.2. Individual Factors: Demographic Factors


Regarding GENDER, we observed that women were around 5 percent less likely to be social entrepreneurs (Table 2). However, we observed again a particularly relevant influence of the moderating effect, since the small difference between social and commercial entrepreneurs observed in model (1) again obscured the differential effect that takes place when we consider the entrepreneurs’ perception of the SES development (Table 3). Thus, for those entrepreneurs with low NBSOC women show more than 7 percent greater propensity towards SE, while for those with high NBSOC the effect was the opposite, and the propensity of women was lower (more than 11 percent less).



In the case of AGE, we observed that the probability of an entrepreneur being focused on social enterprises was around two times higher for those over 54 years old (Table 2). This difference was reduced for those between 34 and 54 (with a difference around 9 percent). In both cases, the reference group was those entrepreneurs under 34. In the case of the group of people more focused on SE, those above 54 years old, we could observe that the differences were greater for those entrepreneurs with low NBSOC, that is, these people show a greater propensity to start a social enterprise when they perceive that there is not enough development of this sector in their countries (Table 3).



Finally, for the level of education (EDUCATION), we took those individuals with primary school education as the reference group for analysis, and again the results show a non-linear relationship. In this case, those with a secondary education level were more than 13 percent less likely to be social entrepreneurs (odds ratio of 0.864), but this relationship was the opposite in the case of higher education, which exerted a positive influence around 30 percent higher (odds ratio of 1.302; Table 2). In the case of the level of education, the moderating effect was particularly relevant (Table 3). The entrepreneurs with a secondary education level and low NBSOC show 29 percent less propensity towards SE, while those with high NBSOC presented the opposite effect, and the propensity was higher (more than 13 percent higher). In the case of entrepreneurs with a higher education level, their perception of the SES development amplified the effect. The propensity towards social activities was almost 60 percent higher for those with high NBSOC (odds ratio of 1.598), while this positive effect was under 12 percent for those with low NBSOC (odds ratio of 1.118).



Our findings therefore supported hypothesis H2b, since we found a moderating effect for all the demographic factors (GENDER, AGE, and EDUCATION).




4.3. Context and Entrepreneurial Environment


First, we observed that the cultural support for entrepreneurship index (CULSUP) had no significant influence in the estimated model (Table 2), and the moderating effect did not show differences (Table 3).



In the case of the perception of the ease of starting a new business (EASYSTART), we found some differences. Firstly, the probability of being a social entrepreneur was lower when they perceive that it is easy to start a new business in their country (odds ratio of 0.878; Table 2), because this could be a stronger incentive to be more focused on commercial activities. In this case, the moderating effect was again relevant (Table 3), since the negative significant influence observed in model (1) appeared only for those entrepreneurs with low NBSOC, being that the influence was even greater (odds ratio 0.793). However, in the case of entrepreneurs with high NBSOC the influence was much less relevant (odds ratio of 0.939).



The degree of development of the country (COUNTRY) exerted a significant influence on the probability that an entrepreneur focuses on social enterprises (Table 2). As we had three different groups of countries, we analyzed them taking as reference the factor-driven economies. The results show a non-linear relationship. In efficiency-driven economies there is almost 38 percent less probability of being a social entrepreneur (odds ratio of 0.622), but this difference was reduced in the case of innovation-driven economies to less than 23 percent (odds ratio of 0.776). For this factor, the moderating effect did not show significant differences (Table 3).



Our findings therefore support hypothesis H2c, but only partially because we only found a moderating effect on the variable that exerted a significant influence over the propensity towards SE (EASYSTART), but not for the economic development (COUNTRY).





5. Discussion


The research on opportunities identification between social and commercial entrepreneurship is still quite blurred [30]. As previous studies suggest, we found that self-perception of opportunities affected the likelihood to be an entrepreneur [24] but, however, we did not find a differential effect in terms of social versus commercial entrepreneurs [25]. Nevertheless, this could be explained because the competition effect predominated in this case, since the propensity towards SE was lower when the SES was more developed. When entrepreneurs detect business opportunities but at the same time perceive a greater development of social enterprises, they are more focused on commercial activities, probably because the greater competition makes it more difficult to find a market niche in the SES.



As compared to commercial entrepreneurs, social entrepreneurs face a higher risk of failure [66] but, due to their personal motivations, greater fear of failure leads entrepreneurs to enter SE more easily [27]. Our results were consistent with the literature: risk perception reduced the probability to undertake a business [11] but the probability of being a social entrepreneur was higher [25]. Besides, the ripple effect seemed to predominate in this case, since the propensity towards SE was lower when the SES was less developed. Although social entrepreneurs were less affected by fear of failure, this difference was considerably reduced if they perceive less SES development.



Literature indicates that women are more social oriented than men, so the SEA should be greater among them [27,35]. Even though men still prevail [33], the gap in gender in SE is smaller compared to commercial entrepreneurship [36], that is, female entrepreneurs are more equally represented in SE [67]. Besides, following our results, women are more affected by the competition effect, since the propensity towards SE for them is negative when the social enterprise sector is more developed, but positive if they perceive an underdeveloped sector.



Studies have shown different results in relation to the age of the entrepreneur [26,27]. For instance, [32,38] prove that young people create social enterprises to a greater extent. However, [24] does not find significant relationship differences when they compare social and commercial entrepreneurs. Therefore, we found that older entrepreneurs were affected by the competition effect too, since the propensity towards SE for them was smaller when the social enterprise sector was more developed.



As previous literature suggests, our findings also demonstrated that SE increased when the entrepreneurs had higher levels of education [25,33,38]. Besides, our results show evidence that as entrepreneurs have higher levels of education, they are more affected by the ripple effect, since the propensity towards SE for them was greater when the social enterprise sector was more developed.



As far as we know, there are not works that analyze the effect of the perception of ease of doing business in the field of SE. In the case of commercial entrepreneurs, [50] found that there is no relation between administrative considerations and the number of entrepreneurs in a country. However, we did find differences on social vs. commercial entrepreneurship, because the probability of being social was lower when individuals perceive that it is easy to start a new business. Moreover, the ripple effect predominated in this case, since the propensity towards SE was lower when the SES was less developed, so the entrepreneurs took advantage of the facilities to open a business and tended to do so in commercial entrepreneurship.



Therefore, to summarize the findings related to the perception of SES development, we found that, on the one hand, there was a competition effect, that is, a lower propensity towards SE when the SES was more developed, for those entrepreneurs who detect greater opportunities, for women and for those who are older. That is, when the SES is more developed, entrepreneurs who perceive opportunities in the market are more oriented towards commercial entrepreneurship, seeking to take advantage of those opportunities without facing the barriers that the competition of the SES entails. Similarly, both women and older entrepreneurs perceive that they are less likely to success starting a new social enterprise in a more developed SES.



On the other hand, there is a ripple effect too, that is, a greater propensity towards SE when the SES is more developed, in entrepreneurs who are more afraid of failure, those who detect facilities to start a new business or those who have a higher level of education. In this case, however, when the SES is more developed, entrepreneurs more afraid about the fear of failure are more oriented towards SE, trying to take advantage of synergies that may exist in that situation. The same effect appears with the facilities to open a new business, which can compensate to a certain extent the higher level of competition in the SES. Finally, entrepreneurs with a higher level of education perceive that this can be an advantage to take advantage of the learning effect offered by a more developed SES.




6. Conclusions


When we want to understand the behavior of social entrepreneurs, it is necessary to consider the perception that they have about the development of businesses focused on the solution of social problems in their contexts, because it may condition the relevance that other factors have for this behavior.



The most relevant findings of this paper show the existence of a moderating effect for the entrepreneurs’ perception of the SES development. If this influence is not controlled, the results can present relevant biases that can lead to inaccurate conclusions. Our results show that when we controlled for this moderating effect, we could find different relevant effects. Firstly, we found that the magnitude of the relationships changes (FEARFAIL, EASYSTART, AGE, and HIGHER EDUCATION). Secondly, relationships that seemed not to be significant appeared (OPPORT). Finally, in some cases, we found that even the sign of the relationship changed (GENDER and SECONDARY EDUCATION). Therefore, our results show that the ripple and the competition effects appeared when considering the SES development, depending on the factors considered.



This moderating effect has very important implications, especially for policymakers. Our results show that the effects appeared to be amplified, both positively and negatively, for variables of the three groups considered (factors related to self-perception about entrepreneurship, demographic factors and context and entrepreneurial environment). This means that the design and implementation of policies to support SE must consider the differential effect depending on the development of businesses focused on the solution of social problems in the country where they are applied. For example, in the case of lower SES development, policies of awareness and promotion of social entrepreneurship could be more effective when they are focused on women and elder people. However, in the case of higher SES development, the effectiveness of these policies could be improved if they are focused on people with at least a secondary educational level. Our proposal shows that the success of these policies could be due not only to their effectiveness, because the social enterprise environment also plays a fundamental role.



Finally, this study was subject to certain limitations. In this regard, the use of GEM data has many advantages, but also presents some limitations. The GEM includes personal perceptions on the issues analyzed, since it is based on surveys. As we pointed out in our paper, there is no consensus about what is understood by social entrepreneurship, so the perception in each country may be different. In addition, the section in the questionnaire about societal values and the entrepreneurship environment was optional, and not all countries were asked about it. In this section was where the question about SES development was included, so we could not include all the countries of the GEM report in our analysis. However, our sample included a great variety of countries with different level of SES development, allowing us to obtain robust results.



Our results allowed us to propose future lines of research, in order to deepen the conclusions obtained. Specifically, since there are different types of social entrepreneurs, with greater or lower market orientation and the achievement of social objectives, it would be interesting to analyze the effect that the SES development has based on the type of social entrepreneur affected. Besides, since the results by [68] evidence that half of the variation in entrepreneurship is due to trust matters, it would be interesting to see if the effect of this variable is the same in SE.
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Table 1. Sample considering country and classification variables.






Table 1. Sample considering country and classification variables.





	

	
Commercial Entrepreneurs

	
Social Entrepreneurs






	
Country




	
Innovation-Driven

	
2 217

	
19.6%

	
1 455

	
22.5%




	
Efficiency-Driven

	
6 970

	
61.6%

	
3 501

	
54.1%




	
Factor-Driven

	
2121

	
18.8%

	
1514

	
23.4%




	
Total

	
11308

	
100.0%

	
6470

	
100.0%




	
Gender




	
Female

	
4951

	
43.8%

	
2817

	
43.5%




	
Male

	
6357

	
56.2%

	
3653

	
56.5%




	
Total

	
11308

	
100.0%

	
6470

	
100.0%




	
Age




	
Under 34

	
5296

	
46.8%

	
2695

	
41.7%




	
Between 34 and 54

	
4989

	
44.1%

	
2700

	
41.7%




	
Over 54

	
1023

	
9.0%

	
1075

	
16.6%




	
Total

	
11308

	
100.0%

	
6470

	
100.0%




	
Education




	
Primary

	
1453

	
12.8%

	
936

	
14.5%




	
Secondary

	
7164

	
63.4%

	
3548

	
54.8%




	
Higher

	
2691

	
23.8%

	
1986

	
30.7%




	
Total

	
11308

	
100.0%

	
6470

	
100.0%








Source: Global Entrepreneurship Monitor (GEM) data (2015).













[image: Table] 





Table 2. Results of model (1).






Table 2. Results of model (1).





	

	

	
Model (1)

	




	

	

	
Odds Ratio

	
Z

	
p Value

	
Sig.






	
Individual factors

	
SUSKILL

	
0.477

	
−18.42

	
0.000

	
***




	
KNOWENT

	
0.974

	
−0.79

	
0.431

	




	
OPPORT

	
0.988

	
−0.35

	
0.730

	




	
FEARFAIL

	
1.062

	
1.72

	
0.085

	
*




	
GENDER

	
0.948

	
−1.65

	
0.098

	
*




	
AGE

	

	

	

	




	
Under 34

	
Base

	

	

	




	
Between 34 and 54

	
1.090

	
2.49

	
0.013

	
**




	
Over 54

	
2.131

	
14.71

	
0.000

	
***




	
EDUCATION

	

	

	

	




	
Primary

	
Base

	

	

	




	
Secondary

	
0.864

	
−2.98

	
0.003

	
***




	
Higher

	
1.302

	
4.85

	
0.000

	
***




	
Context and entrepreneurial environment

	
CULSUP

	
0.996

	
−0.12

	
0.902

	




	
EASYSTART

	
0.878

	
−3.89

	
0.000

	
***




	
NBSOC

	
1.047

	
1.34

	
0.180

	




	
COUNTRY

	

	

	

	




	
Factor-Driven

	
Base

	

	

	




	
Efficiency-Driven

	
0.622

	
−11.45

	
0.000

	
***




	
Innovation-Driven

	
0.776

	
−4.96

	
0.000

	
***




	

	
CONSTANT

	
1.358

	
4.03

	
0.000

	
***








Significance level: *** 0.01; ** 0.05; * 0.1. Source: empirical analyses by the authors.
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Table 3. Results of model (2).
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Model (2)

	




	

	

	
NBSOC = 0

	
NBSOC = 1

	
Z

	
p Value

	
Sig.






	
Individual factors

	
SUSKILL

	
0.491

	
0.463

	
−0.73

	
0.463

	




	
KNOWENT

	
0.862

	
0.859

	
−0.06

	
0.955

	




	
OPPORT

	
0.915

	
0.809

	
−1.81

	
0.071

	
*




	
FEARFAIL

	
1.149

	
1.312

	
1.84

	
0.066

	
*




	
GENDER

	
1.072

	
0.889

	
−2.86

	
0.004

	
***




	
AGE

	

	

	

	

	




	
Under 34

	

	

	

	

	




	
Between 34 and 54

	
1.043

	
1.167

	
1.55

	
0.121

	




	
Over 54

	
2.309

	
1.916

	
−1.79

	
0.073

	
*




	
EDUCATION

	

	

	

	

	




	
Primary

	
Base

	

	

	

	




	
Secondary

	
0.710

	
1.133

	
4.37

	
0.000

	
***




	
Higher

	
1.118

	
1.598

	
14.06

	
0.000

	
***




	
Context and entrepreneurial environment

	
CULSUP

	
0.970

	
0.856

	
−1.63

	
0.102

	




	
EASYSTART

	
0.793

	
0.939

	
2.45

	
0.014

	
**




	
NBSOC

	
Moderating variable




	
COUNTRY

	

	

	

	

	




	
Factor-Driven

	
Base

	

	

	

	




	
Efficiency-Driven

	
0.615

	
0.640

	
0.47

	
0.642

	




	
Innovation-Driven

	
0.745

	
0.891

	
1.61

	
0.108

	








Significance level: *** 0.01; ** 0.05; * 0.1. Source: empirical analyses by the authors.














© 2020 by the authors. Licensee MDPI, Basel, Switzerland. This article is an open access article distributed under the terms and conditions of the Creative Commons Attribution (CC BY) license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/).






nav.xhtml


  sustainability-12-00826


  
    		
      sustainability-12-00826
    


  




  





media/file0.png





