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Il ABSTRACT

Objective: this study aims to propose and validate with experts a
framework with elements for measuring social entrepreneurship for
developing countries. Theoretical framework: social entrepreneurship is
approached based on elements from the three main schools of thought:
European, American, and of developing countries. Methods: the proposed
framework was designed based on a literature review of entrepreneurship
models indexed in Web of Science and Scopus databases. The dimensions
associated with social entrepreneurship and their potential analysis
categories were identified, composing a preliminary framework of
indicators validated by a panel of experts using the Delphi technique.
Results: the model includes elements of entrepreneurship measurement
related to the individual and organizational levels, composing four
dimensions, namely: social entrepreneurial intention, social entrepreneurial
orientation, processes, and outcomes. It shows that social entrepreneurship
in developing countries depends on an orientation toward the social,
which is reflected in the desire to solve society’s problems. Thus, in
addition to economic value, it generates social and environmental value.
Conclusions: among the study’s contributions, the development of a form
of assessment for social entrepreneurship in a specific context stands out,
since no models for measuring social entrepreneurship were found within
this context. The results also tend to contribute to the advance of the
field, given that it can become a tool, a measurement model that includes
the main characteristic elements of both the entrepreneur and the social
enterprise.

Keywords: social entrepreneurship; measurement elements; Delphi
method.
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Bl RESUMO

Objetivo: este estudo objetiva propor e validar com especialistas um
Jframework com os elementos de mensura¢io do empreendedorismo social
para paises em desenvolvimento. Marco tedrico: o empreendedorismo
social é abordado com base em elementos das trés principais escolas de
pensamento: europeia, americana ¢ dos paises em desenvolvimento.
Meétodos: o framework proposto foi concebido a partir da revisio bibliografica
dos modelos de empreendedorismo indexados nas bases Web of Science e
Scopus. Foram extraidas as dimensées associadas ao empreendedorismo social
e as suas potenciais categorias de andlises, compondo um quadro preliminar de
indicadores validados por um painel de especialistas através da técnica Delphi.
Resultados: o modelo inclui elementos de mensuragio do empreendedorismo
relacionados aos niveis individual e organizacional, compondo quatro
dimensoes, a saber: inten¢io social empreendedora, orientagio social
empreendedora, processos, e resultados. Reconhece que o empreendedorismo
social nos paises em desenvolvimento depende de uma orientagao para o social,
que se reflete na vontade de solucionar problemas da sociedade, gerando, assim,
além de valor econdmico, os valores social e ambiental. Conclusoes: entre as
contribuigoes deste estudo, destaca-se a promogio de uma forma de avaliagio
para o empreendedorismo social em paises em desenvolvimento, visto que
nio foram encontrados modelos de mensuragio do empreendedorismo social
abrangendo este contexto. Além disso, colabora para o avango do campo, no
sentido de que pode se tornar uma ferramenta de mensuragio que contempla
de forma integrativa os principais elementos caracteristicos ao empreendedor e
ao empreendimento social.

Palavras-chave: empreendedorismo social; elementos de mensuragio;

método Delphi.
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Social entrepreneurship measurement framework for developing countries

V. G. Vieira, V. M. de Oliveira, A. F. C. Miki

INTRODUCTION

Social entrepreneurship (ES) represents a subfield
that creates innovative solutions to social problems and
mobilizes ideas, skills, and resources for social transformation
(Adro & Fernandes, 2021). It is demonstrated as one of
the leading solutions to complex and diverse social issues
(Phan Tan, 2021) faced by society in contemporary times,
especially in developing countries.

The emergence and expansion of social enterprises
in the world make this phenomenon a focus of study,
both to know its empirical characteristics and to extend its
knowledge of organizational theory and the possibilities of
shaping appropriate management tools (Comini, 2016). A
multiplicity of theoretical approaches has accompanied the
growing recognition of social entrepreneurship. Literature
indicates the existence of at least three approaches to social
entrepreneurship: European, American, and of developing
countries. Despite representing social entrepreneurship
from different organizational contexts, they tend to
complement each other.

From a theoretical point of view, we refer to
social entrepreneurship based on elements of the three
approaches. In the European view, it was considered the
perspective Defourny and Nyssens (2010), who defined
social entrepreneurship based on aspects such as income
generation, social innovation, employability, and collective
decision-making, with an emphasis on creating social value.
From the point of view of the American school, aspects of
the social entrepreneur figure were considered, supported
by Dees and Anderson (2006). They emphasize the ability
of these entrepreneurs to explore opportunities and find
innovative solutions to social problems.

The characteristics of social entrepreneurship in
developing countries were supported by the perspective
of social and hybrid businesses, exposed by Comini et al.
(2012), including the issue of social inequality and poverty
reduction in the discussion, with the focus on the base of
the pyramid, based on Prahalad and Hart (2002).

Although social entrepreneurship represents an
emerging field with a growing presence in the management
literature (Garcia-Jurado et al., 2021), more broad
conclusions about the characteristics of social entrepreneurs
and the dynamics of their activities are still necessary. One
of the gaps to be overcome concerns the limitation of the
instruments of measurement of social entrepreneurial
characteristics, as few research projects used scales that
allow measuring the exact nature of social entrepreneurship
(Capella-Peris et al., 2020; Kannampuzha & Hockerts,
2019). Moreover, the few instruments developed considered
the dimensions of social entrepreneurship, referring to
the individual and the organization (Capella-Peris et al.,

2020; Hockerts, 2015; Kraus et al., 2017; Kuratko et al.,
2017; Satar & Natasha, 2019). It is also noteworthy that
investigations into social entrepreneurship are more centered
on developed nations (Gupta et al., 2020; Pangriya, 2019),
with fewer investigations into this phenomenon within
developing countries.

Given this context, this study aims to propose and
validate with experts a framework for measuring social
entrepreneurship in developing countries. The relevance of
the development of studies in the context of these nations
is emphasized since social entrepreneurship can respond to
many of the problems they face.

Thus, the analysis instruments proposed in this work
may be helpful to society, governments, and managers
in general. It allows a view of social entrepreneurial
characteristics for developing countries, offering subsidies
to social actors who want to support and promote social
enterprises in this context.

This study also tends to contribute to the
advancement of the field in the sense that it can become a
tool, a measurement model that integratively contemplates
the main elements characteristic of the entrepreneur and
social enterprise since they are commonly investigated in
an isolated way in literature (Kannampuzha & Hockerts,
2019), but entrepreneur and entrepreneurship are
inseparable.

SOCIAL ENTREPRENEURSHIP, LEVELS
OF ANALYSIS, AND ELEMENTS OF
MEASUREMENT

Social entrepreneurship is based on the distinctive
characteristics of social entrepreneurs, their sphere of
operations, the processes and resources used in the
entrepreneurial activity, and the results associated with
the social entrepreneur (Dacin et al., 2010). Thus,
investigations on social entrepreneurship can occur at two
levels: individual and organizational.

One of the focuses of the individual-associated
approaches directs its investigations available to individuals
to become social entrepreneurs (Pangriya, 2019), as well as
their behavioral characteristics (Gupta et al., 2020). One
of its main lines of research concerns social entrepreneurial
intention, which deals with the individual conviction and
will to create a social enterprise (Naveed et al., 2021; Tran
& Korflesch, 2016).

Mair and Noboa (2003; 2006) were the first to
present theoretical propositions about the antecedents
of social entrepreneurship intentions, demonstrating
how perceptions of desirability are affected by emotional
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and cognitive attitudes. These researchers propose four
antecedents of social entrepreneurship intentions: ‘empathy’,
‘moral judgment, ‘self-eficacy’, and ‘social support’.
According to Mair and Noboa (20006), these variables help
individuals with behaviors aimed at improving human well-
being to help others in vulnerable conditions.

‘Empathy’ was identified as the ability to intellectually
recognize and share the emotions or feelings of others (Mair
& Noboa, 2003), and is considered a personality trait
common to social entrepreneurs (Dees, 2012). Mair and
Noboa (2003) define moral judgment as a cognitive process
that motivates an individual to help others in the search for a
common good, while ‘self-efficacy’ represents the perceived
capacity for efficient use of resources to meet the social
purpose (Hockerts, 2015; Mair & Noboa, 2003). Finally,
‘social support’ comprises trust and cooperation between
actors derived from social networks (Mair & Noboa, 2003).
It can play an essential role in individual intention for social
entrepreneurship (Nga & Shamuganathan, 2010) because
social entrepreneurs seek solutions that increase social value
through long-term investment.

The model proposed by Mair and Noboa (2003;
20006) was the basis for further studies, with their hypotheses
being tested and improved. Because motivation can better
reflect individuals’ beliefs, attitudes, and perceptions (Ajzen
& Madden, 1986), prosocial motivation was also linked to
the social entrepreneurial intention construct (Hockerts,
2017). This is defined as the desire to conduct actions based
on the concern to benefit, help, or connect with others
(Shepherd, 2015). Empirically, Yu et al. (2020) investigated
how prosocial motivation affects social entrepreneurial
intention. In a similar theoretical line, Bacq and Alt (2018),
based on the approach of prosocial motives, analyzed the
willingness of individuals to develop ‘empathy’ for others.

Another dimension of entrepreneurial behavior
commonly explored in social entrepreneurship literature
concerns  ‘individual  entrepreneurial  orientation’.
Weerawardena et al. (2003) and Weerawardena and Mort
(2006) presented the construct of entrepreneurial social
orientation as a multidimensional concept that involves
the expression of virtuous business behavior to fulfill ‘social
missions’. They also considered that social entrepreneurship
is the ability to recognize opportunities capable of
creating ‘social value’ involving key characteristics, such as
‘innovation’, ‘proactivity’, and ‘risk assumption’.

From this, much of the studies developed within
the scope of entrepreneurial social orientation have been
dedicated to verifying an individual’s perceptions of his
behavior, especially the willingness to take risks, socially
innovate, and being proactive (Dwivedi & Weerawardena,
2018; Hu & Pang, 2013; Kraus et al., 2017; Satar &
Natasha, 2019). Moreover, more recent studies have sought

to analyze how entrepreneurial social guidance and social
entrepreneurial intention relate (Al-Harasi et al., 2021;
Naveed et al., 2021).

At the organizational level, the literature presents two
main approaches. The first relates social entrepreneurship
to ‘non-profit’, ‘voluntary’, and ‘government organizations’
seeking a ‘social mission’ (Borzaga & Defourny, 2001;
Defourny & Nyssens, 2010). The European strand of social
entrepreneurship influenced them. Another perspective,
which in a broader sense combines ‘initiatives of profit’ with
‘social value creation’, considers that social entrepreneurship
can also manifest itself in the business context (Austin
et al., 2012; Dees & Anderson, 2006; Nicholls, 2006),
presenting characteristics of the American strand of social
entrepreneurship. The perspective of hybrid business has
also been gaining ground; in this perspective, ‘individual
and corporate aspects of traditional business activity are
used to apply to social needs and problems’ (Peris-Ortiz et
al., 2016; Urbano et al., 2010).

Regarding measurement models at the organizational
level, Kannampuzha and Hockerts (2019) proposed a
measurement scale for the administrative processes of social
entrepreneurship composed of the following elements:
‘intention for social change’, ‘commercial activity’, and
‘inclusive governance’. These components are derived from
the work of Dees (1998) and Dees and Anderson (2006). It
also presents the ‘social mission subdimensions, interaction
changes, salaried employees, democratic decision-making,
and stakeholder participation’.

Kuratko et al. (2017) developed the social corporate
entrepreneurship scale (SCES), allowing managers to
analyze whether the perceived organizational environment
favors promoting attitudes intended for social value creation
besides the financial ones Peris-Ortiz et al. (2016) designed
a scale with elements inherent to social entrepreneurial
activity applied to for-profit companies, reflecting the idea
that companies can address customer and environmental
service while still generating profit.

One of the main points highlighted in these studies
is that they consider social enterprises as organizations of a
commercial nature that combine the pursuit of ‘profit and
the social objective’. Given this perspective, the view that
social enterprises tend to rely exclusively on investments
and resources from donations from individuals, foundations
and corporations, government contracts, and voluntary
work is overcome (Lumpkin et al., 2013; Wilsker & Young,
2010). In this sense, financial sustainability is considered
a prerequisite for these models of social enterprises (Dacin
et al., 2011; Teoddsio & Comini, 2012; Weerawardena et
al., 2010), which by combining ‘financial sustainability
and generation of social value’, demonstrate potential for
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‘creating shared value’ (Driver & Porter, 2012; Leal et al.,
2015).

Therefore, based on the literature analyzed, the
elements cited as inherent to the entrepreneur and the set of
skills attributed to them, as well as the processes and results
generated by social entrepreneurship, were gathered in a
framework, as shown below.

PROPOSAL OF A FRAMEWORK OF THE
ELEMENTS OF MEASUREMENT OF SOCIAL
ENTREPRENEURSHIP IN DEVELOPING
COUNTRIES

It is noteworthy that the multiplicity of looks for
analysis of social entrepreneurship should include the
perspective of each region’s economic, social, and political
contexts (Bacq & Janssen, 2011). Therefore, although US and
European approaches are dominant in the characterization of
social entrepreneurship, for the elaboration of the proposed
framework, the conception of developing countries was also
considered, which has an emphasis on market activities that
promote poverty reduction and social transformation in the
living conditions of marginalized or excluded individuals
(Comini et al., 2012), given the specific needs of the context
analyzed.

Thus, for this proposal, social entrepreneurship
was evidenced as a process led by individuals motivated
to generate innovations that promote solutions to social
demands not met by the conventional market, so-called
social entrepreneurs. These individuals are characterized
by risking a context of uncertainty, spending efforts to

attract and mobilize resources to create and support social
value beyond economic value, and contributing to social
transformation (Comini et al., 2012; Dees, 1998; Huda
et al., 2019; Weerawardena & Mort, 2006; Yunus, 2009)
of the contexts in which they are inserted. Such aspects are
presented in the proposition of a framework for measuring
social entrepreneurship in developing countries.

The proposed model was conceived from the
bibliographic review of entrepreneurship models indexed
in Web of Science and Scopus between 1945 and 2019,
covering the entire period of publications on the respective
bases until the survey occurred. It was considered the fact that
traditional entrepreneurship is used as a fundamental theory
to capture elements of social entrepreneurship (Parente et
al., 2011). The selection of articles for the composition of
the analysis model proposed in this study first sought to
identify the main elements related to entrepreneurship that
are aspects of measurement, to then extract the dimensions
associated with social entrepreneurship. Therefore, as a
selection criterion, the article should present in its title one
of the following terms: entrepreneur and characteristics,
entrepreneur and scale, entrepreneur and measure, or
entrepreneur and indicators.

After verifying the duplicate files, the number of
final documents was 756 articles. A strict reading of their
summaries was made to select only the studies related
directly to the measurement of entrepreneurship and its
characteristics. Given this criterion, 67 articles composed the
sample of analysis. From there, they have stratified only the
dimensions associated with social entrepreneurship and their
potential categories of research, including the individual and
the organization measurements, as represented in Figure 1.

Empathy ',

Prosocial motivation . I’ eo Entrepreneurial

i “=" sociali i
Self -efficacy ', FociaUteion

Social support i

© Social innovation
"\, © Risk-taking
© Social proactivity

& Social value
orientation

SOCIAL ENTREPRENEURSHIP

Acess to resources @

Partnerships‘

Shared value g

! Social problem-
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Figure 1. Proposal of a framework of the elements of measurement of social entrepreneurship

in developing countries.
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From the elaboration of the dimensions, the
variables that compose them were defined, and the
theoretical bases for their support were specified.
Table 1 presents the main dimensions and theoretical
foundations of each determinant, and explains the
intended verification with the elements proposed within

the scope of the individual, including behaviors of the
social entrepreneur.

Similarly, Table 2 exposes the characteristic
elements of social entrepreneurship, which are related
to the organizational level with their specific dimensions
and variables for processes and results.

Table 1. Elements of analysis of social entrepreneurship at the level of the individual.

Dimension Definition of variables

Theoretical basis

Empathy — Sensitivity to other people’s feelings/
needs.

Prosocial motivation — Motivation of an individual

to help another in the pursuit of the common good.

Entrepreneurial social

intent Self-efficacy — Perceived ability to efficiently use

resources to meet social purpose.

Social support — Trust and cooperation between
actors derived from social networks.

Social innovation — Ability to innovate socially.

Entrepreneurial social ~ Social risk-taking — Level of propensity to take risks.

orientation . . o .
Social proactivity — Exploitation of opportunities,

and initiative to generate social benefits.

Social value orientation — Degree to which an
entrepreneur focuses on creating social value.

Bacq & Alt, 2018; Forster & Grichnik, 2013; Mair & Noboa, 2003;
2006; Miller et al., 2012; Teise & Urban, 2015

Bacq & Alt, 2018; Forster & Grichnik, 2013; Hockerts, 2015; Mair &
Noboa, 2003; 2006; Miller et al., 2012; Yu et al., 2020

Ernst, 2018; Fitzsimmons & Douglas, 2011; Forster & Grichnik, 2013;
Hassan, 2020; Mair & Marti, 2006; Mair & Noboa, 2003; Urban, 2020

Forster & Grichnik, 2013; Hockerts, 2015; Mair & Noboa, 2006; Nga
& Shamuganathan, 2010

Dwivedi & Weerawardena, 2018; Ghalwash et al., 2017; Nga &
Shamuganathan, 2010; Rao-Nicholson et al., 2017; Weerawardena &
Mort, 2006

Ghalwash et al., 2017; Hu & Pang, 2013; Satar & Natasha, 2019;
Weerawardena & Mort, 2006

Hu & Pang, 2013; Lumpkin & Dess, 1996; Mort et al., 2003; Peredo &
McLean, 2006; Weerawardena & Mort, 2006

Dees, 1998; Kraus et al., 2017; Mair & Marti, 2006; Martin & Osberg,
2007; Nga & Shamuganathan, 2010; Weerawardena & Mort, 2006

Note. Source: Elaborated by the authors.

Table 2. Elements of analysis of social entrepreneurship at the organizational level.

Dimension Definition of variables Theoretical basis
Resources — Ability to access the necessary resources for Alvord et al., 2004; Austin & Seitanidi, 2012; Lumpkin et al., 2013;
the operation of the social enterprise. Wilsker & Young, 2010
Processes Partnerships — Formation of inter-organizational Kolk & Lenfant, 2015; Michelini & Fiorentino, 2012; Ojo & Mellouli,
arrangements in search of benefits for the social enterprise 2018; Sagawa & Segal, 2000
Shared value — Strategy for ensuring financial Austin & Seitanidi, 2012; Bittencourt & Figueird, 2019; Dees, 1998;
sustainability and generating social value. Michelini & Fiorentino, 2012; Yunus et al., 2010
Social transformation — Valuing individuals through the Alvord et al., 2004; Certo & Miller, 2008; Comini et al., 2012; Dees,
principles of inclusion, equity, and justice. 1998; Marquez et al., 2009; Yunus, 2009
Results Social empowerment — Mobilization to encourage the Ansari et al., 2012; Datta & Gailey, 2012; Mongelli & Rullani, 2017;

capacities of the beneficiaries of the social enterprise.

Social problem-solving — Development of solutions to
socioeconomic problems.

Santos, 2012

Alvord et al., 2004; Comini et al., 2012; Dees, 1998; Nicholls, 2006;
Seelos & Mair, 2005

Note. Source: Elaborated by the authors.

These elements were detailed through a questionnaire
and subjected to validation through a Delphi panel with a

Revista de Administragéio Contempordned, v. 27, n. 2, 220017, 2023 | doi.org/10.1590/1982-7849rac2023220017.en| e-ISSN 1982-7849 | rac.anpad.org.br

set of specialists, as described in the following methodology
section.

e,




Social entrepreneurship measurement framework for developing countries

V. G. Vieira, V. M. de Oliveira, A. F. C. Miki

METHODOLOGICAL ASPECTS

This research used the Delphi methodology in its
conventional modality, which involves the interaction
between researchers/geographically diverse experts, to seek
to define and consolidate opinions on a particular theme or
event (McPherson et al., 2018). The instrument of analysis
was a questionnaire composed of four dimensions and
subdimensions that resulted in 59 variables being submitted
to the trial of a group of experts. It was made available in
Portuguese and English, allowing international participation,
and sent via email to the respondents. The evaluation scale
was Likert type with a variation of one to seven, with one to
the slightest importance and seven to the largest importance
for the indicator. At the end of each group of questions, an
open question was included for suggestions and comments.

The criterion to participate in this panel was: specialists
with knowledge in social entrepreneurship investigating the
phenomenon in the context of developing countries. In pairs,
they revised scientific journals with publications on the theme
in the last 10 years.

A number between 10 and 30 experts is considered
sufficient to generate relevant information. (Grisham, 2009;
Osborne et al., 2003). Seventy-five researchers who attended
to the established criteria were invited; of these, 31 answered
the first round of the questionnaire, reducing to 24 in the
second round. The final sampling featured researchers from
the following countries: Brazil, India, Malaysia, Morocco, the
United Kingdom, and Saudi Arabia. These steps took place in
October and December 2020, respectively.

The number of rounds necessary for the Delphi
implementation depends on the degree of consensus desired
by the researcher (Hsu & Sandford, 2007). Atleast two rounds
are sufficient; a much larger number is not advisable due to
time restrictions, and does not tend to generate significant
changes in opinion (Kayo & Securato, 2010). For this study,
the intended objectives were obtained from two rounds.

Regarding predefined consensus levels, for the first
round of Delphi, it was established as a criterion for insertion
of the indicator that it obtained an average equal to or greater
than five by at least 80% of the respondents. After analyzing
and synthesizing the first round of data, they were subjected
to a second round, in which experts were asked to reaffirm or
modify their answers. Initially, the indicators were exposed
with a consensus equal to or greater than 80%, followed by
the issues that did not reach consensus in the first round.
In both cases, the expert was asked to choose to include or
exclude the proposed indicator. The analysis of the second
round responses used the same level of consensus as the first
round (80%) for inclusion and exclusion of the item in the
model.

DELPHI DASHBOARD RESULTS FOR
INDIVIDUAL ANALYSIS LEVEL

At the individual level, 33 indicators were proposed
that represent the performance of the respective social
entrepreneur and the set of skills attributed to them in the
context of developing countries. After two Delphi rounds, 30
variables were kept, as detailed below.

The first dimension, entrepreneurial social intention,
aimed to verify the reasons or inspirations that lead an
individual to undertake social enterprises and comprised the
variables empathy, prosocial motivation, self-efficacy, and
social support. In the first round of the Delphi panel, two
indicators were pointed for exclusion in the two evaluation
rounds. At the same time, 14 of the 16 indicators obtained a
consensus level above 80% and were indicated for inclusion
in the model.

The results indicate that the components formed by
the variables empathy, prosocial motivation, self-efficacy,
and social support are essential for the entrepreneurial social
intention dimension, corroborating the literature according to
which these elements are predictors of social entrepreneurial
behavior (Mair & Noboa, 2006; Yu et al., 2020). According
to Bacq and Alt (2018), Mair and Noboa (2003; 2006) and
Teise and Urban (2015), social entrepreneurship is mainly
driven by intentions and influenced by the combination of
motives and cognitions (Sharir & Lerner, 2006).

The indicators that made up the empathy variable
addressed aspects related to the social entrepreneur’s ability
to understand the community and its problems and propose
solutions, which follows the perspectives of Mair and Noboa
(2003; 2006). In this case, only one indicator was not
associated by the experts as a measure that reflects empathy —
identifying the social entrepreneur with his target audience.
This result can be related to the experts’ perception that the
social entrepreneurs can share other people’s emotions and
feelings to develop the desire to solve social problems, even
though they are not part of the focus context of the enterprise.

Prosocial motivation comprises cognitive and
emotional elements that lead the social entrepreneur to create
value in the community and to help people facing challenging
circumstances. Among these motivations are personal beliefs
and values, as well as the social entrepreneur’s need to feel
good about himself and thus improve his well-being (Farny et
al., 2019). For this variable, all indicators showed consensus,
being able to be included in the model, thus corroborating
the literature in the area.
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Table 3. Delphi result for the variables of the entrepreneurial social intention dimension.

1* round 2™ round -
Variables/Indicators Average/ Fin !
Standard deviation Consensus  Consensus LESEl
1. I make myself available to people to understand their social needs, impasses, and 6.00 o
difficulties. 0.9666 90.32% - Included
6.23
& 2. Iseck to find ways to meet the social demands of individuals. 96.77% - Included
§ 0.805
= 6.13
M 3.Tam in solidarity with the social problems faced by vulnerable groups. 1204 90.32% - Included
5.35
4. I identify with my target audience. 1404 74.19% 66.67 Excluded
6.16
5. I care about benefiting others through my work. 1,098 90.32% - Included
. . : 6.
g 6 M}f personal beliefs and values contribute to my desire to benefit vulnerable 39 93.55% ) Included
‘2 individuals. 0.882
=
g 6.35
_g 7. I seck to fight the causes of social problems to produce changes in people’s lives. 0.877 96.77% - Included
os .
S]
g 8. My involvement in social entrepreneurship practices is a motivation to achieve self- 5.87 87.10% } Included
A~ realization. 1.284 ’
9. I consider that promoting people’s well-being through initiatives involving social 6.48 96.77% } Included
issues is a reason for personal satisfaction. 0.769 SR neude
5.61
10. I believe I have the skills necessary to be a social entrepreneur. ivh 87.10% - Included
5 !
Q
<
EE 11. I.am. confident in. my abilit).r to effectively use available resources for the proper 5.81 90.32% i Included
< functioning of the social enterprise. 0.980
[}
w
12.1 persist in the search for mechanisms to achieve the social mission of the enterprise, 6.19 o
even in the face of challenging circumstances. 0.910 Beho e . neltadlze)
13. T ty to get support from my social contacts to make my social enterprise 6.13 96.77% ) Included
operational. 0.957 a u
5 . . . : . 5.35
& 14. I receive help from different segments of society for my social enterprise. LI 77.42% 50.00%  Excluded
a .
= 5.97
g 15. My good reputation helps attract trust from supporters and partners. 0.836 93.55% - Included
A .
16. I think it is important to have a wide network of contacts that can contribute to 6.35 100% Included
the development of my social enterprise. 0.798 ? ) cude

Note. Source: Survey data.

As for self-efficacy, indicators that reflect the beliefs
in the social entrepreneur’s abilities to organize and execute
the actions necessary for the development of their enterprise
were evidenced. All indicators reached consensus and were
included in the model, supporting the theoretical approaches
that consider self-efficacy as one of the factors that best
explain the intentions of social entrepreneurship (Hockerts,
2017; Mair & Noboa, 2003; 2006; Teise & Urban, 2015).

Social support was also considered a relevant predictor
of entrepreneurial social intention, as exposed by Mair and
Noboa (2006). This variable presented aspects related to the
network of connections established by the social entrepreneurs
to reach their goals. In this case, unanimously, all specialists
considered it essential to have a vast network of contacts, as it
contributes to the development of the social enterprise. Of the
four indicators presented in this dimension, only one did not
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show consensus — receiving help from different segments of The entrepreneurial social orientation dimension
society, so it was not included in the model. Some experts did aims to verify characteristic behaviors and drivers of social
not consider the indicator appropriate for the social context entrepreneurship and comprises four variables: social
since social entrepreneurs depend more on informal networks innovation, social risk-taking, social proactivity, and social
than traditional entrepreneurs, who rely on a more diverse value orientation. Consensus above 80% was obtained for 16
range of support segments (Irivedi & Stokols, 2011). of the 17 proposed indicators.

Table 4. Delphi result for the variables of the social entrepreneurial orientation dimension.

1* round 2" round -
Variables/Indicators Average/ Fin !
Standard deviation Consensus  Consensus Sl
6.13
1. I am always willing to develop innovative ideas/solutions based on social needs. 1176 87.10% - Included
. .
i) 5 p g 3 q q 6.00
E 2. I. offer innovative products and/or services in order to promote beneficial changes in 87.10% ) Included
g soclety. 1.095
= 6.03
-E“ 3. I keep myself informed about the news in the area of activity of my enterprise. . 90.32% - Included
3 1.016
. . : . 94
'4. I m'ake creative use of resources to generate social value (impact and transformation 5.9 100% ) Included
in society). 0.814
. . 11 . 5.81
5. Even YVlth uncertain returns, I am willing to expend effort and/or invest resources to 90.32% ) Included
solve social problems. 1.276
o0
g 5.94
% 6. I believe that it is necessary to act boldly to achieve a social purpose. 055 90.32% - Included
0 .
= N . . 5.58
-2 7. I have the ability to act in the face of risk. 90.32% - Included
3 1119
- - e o 571
8. I accept taking risks by getting involved in initiatives with potential social returns. @ 93.55 - Included
6.00
9. I visualize opportunities where others only see social problems. 0.966 90.32% - Included
o : . 5.58
# 10. Normally, in situations of need for social change, I seek to act in advance. 83.87% - Included
2 1.177
S 5.03
% 11. I am able to foresee social problems before other people. 1,303 67.74% 28.57%  Excluded
- .
S s . — s 5.87
S é(Z).itI take the initiative to implement projects instead of waiting for someone else to o 87.10% ) Included
.. . . . . 5.97
13. 1 explor.e opportunities with the purpose of generating social value (impact and 90.32% i Included
transformation in society). 0.948
14.1 carry out my activities w1'th c'nthus'lasm and commitment aimed at creating social 100% _ Included
9 value (impact and transformation in society). 0.702
=
= 6.16
-&  15. I have a focus on creating social value in addition to economic value. 1.008 90.32% Included
5] .
8 6.45
.E 16. I am committed to social and collective interests. 100% - Included
g 0.675
.§ 17. I prefer to make decisions with benefits for the collective rather than decisions solely 5.97 87.10% ) Included
O  focused on personal benefits. 1.10 S cude

Note
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Entrepreneurial social orientation is considered
the result of a combination of factors categorized for the
proposed model: social innovation, risk-taking, proactivity,
and value orientation. All these variables were deemed valid
by the experts to compose the dimension in question.

Social innovation comprised the first variable of the
entrepreneurial social orientation dimension and reflected
elements related to promoting new ideas/solutions to social
needs. The experts considered the four proposed indicators
suitable for inclusion in the model. In addition, they all linked
social innovation to creating resources to generate social
value and promote societal impact and transformation. This
result is consistent with the literature, which indicates that
this is the main characteristic that differentiates social from
traditional entrepreneurial activity (Austin et al., 2012).

As for the social risk-taking variable, which included
characteristics related to the acceptance of risk by the social
entrepreneur in the face of opportunities for social return,
all indicators reached consensus, since it is typical for the
social entrepreneur to accept risk with potential social
returns (Weerawardena & Mort, 2006). This characteristic
tends to encourage social entrepreneurs to act boldly when
viewing new opportunities, being able to venture into the
unknown to solve persistent social problems, despite the
uncertain environment in which they are inserted.

Five indicators were proposed for the social proactivity
variable, related to anticipation and direct action in the face of
social entrepreneurial opportunity. The result of the Delphi
panel pointed out four indicators as apt to be included in the
model. They are related to the social entrepreneurs’ ability to
see opportunities where others see mere social problems and
their potential to act in anticipation of social issues, needs,
or changes (Peredo & McLean, 2006; Weerawardena &
Mort, 2006; Satar & Natasha, 2019). Although pioneering
behavior in response to social problems is typical for social
entrepreneurs, experts do not consider that these individuals
can predict social issues, so this indicator did not reach a
consensus. The exclusion of the model was indicated.

The social value orientation variable was composed
of four indicators and represented one of the main goals of
entrepreneurial social orientation (Nga & Shamuganathan,
2010; Weerawardena & Mort, 2006). For this variable,
all indicators reached consensus and were included in the
model. Here, the specialists mainly pointed to the social
entrepreneur character of privileging the collective over
the individual and the effort to generate impact and social
transformation.

DELPHI DASHBOARD RESULTS FOR THE
ORGANIZATIONAL LEVEL OF ANALYSIS

At the organizational level, 26 variables were proposed
that represent social entrepreneurial activity in the context
of developing countries in terms of processes and results.
After two rounds of Delphi, 16 variables were kept, detailed
below.

The process dimension sought to verify elements
related to the development and implementation of a
social enterprise, including variables, access to resources,
partnerships, and generation of shared value, totaling 14
indicators. In the first round of the panel, a consensus above
80% was obtained for only six of the 14 proposed indicators.
Thus, eight indicators did not present consensus in the
first round, and even in the second round, they kept the
inclusion levels below the established criterion. Therefore,
exclusion from the model was indicated.

The access to resources variable deals with the
availability of access to the various types of resources necessary
for the operation of the social enterprise. The indicators
related to attracting investors, volunteer workers, donations,
and government support did not reach a consensus. They
were, therefore, indicated to be excluded from the model
by experts, despite the literature on the subject presenting
these resources as inherent in specific contexts of social
entrepreneurship (Lumpkin et al., 2013; Wilsker & Young,
2010).

Corroborating the results of the last variable, the
consensus of experts pointed to the need to consider a more
significant market logic for social enterprise in developing
countries. This result demonstrates that it is necessary to
think of the social enterprise as a sustainable business that
does not depend exclusively on donations and voluntary
work. On the other hand, the operationalization of the
social enterprise was considered a relevant resource: access
to contextual information on where the entrepreneur will
act and the social capital. These two indicators were the only
ones to reach a consensus on the access to resources variable.

The second variable analyzed for the process dimension
refers to partnerships, including inter-organizational and/or
interpersonal arrangements that seek to promote benefits for
the social enterprise. This was one of the variables with the
most critical results since four of the five proposed indicators
did not reach consensus by the experts. The only indicator
with consensus, unanimously, was referring to community
involvement in social purpose as a source of innovation.
However, in the experts’ perception, this indicator better
reflects the shared value variable and should therefore be
reallocated, as shown in Figure 2.
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Table 5. Delphi result for the variables of the processes dimension.

1* round 2" round —_
Variables/Indicators Average/ 1nai
- Consensus  Consensus ~ Tesult
Standard deviation
5.52
1. It is possible to attract investors to an organization that seeks to solve social problems. 1525 70.97% 75.00%  Excluded
5.26
2. Social enterprises attract volunteer workers. 1316 74.19% 79.17%  Excluded
g . . . . . . 403
= 3.The main source of financial capital for the social enterprise comes from donations 41.94% 33.33%  FExcluded
S from third parties. 1.683
g .
8 4.19
% 4. Government agencies promote social enterprises. 4516 %  45.83%  Excluded
§ 1.515
5. It is important for social enterprises to have access to relevant information about the 6.45 96.77 ) Included
context in which they carry out their activities. 0.888 ’
6. Social capital is associated with trust, values, and beliefs that individuals share, 5.87
expressing coordinated actions toward a common goal. It is possible that this is a 90.32% - Included
relevant phenomenon for the operationalization of the social enterprise. 1.310
7. The new ideas of social entrepreneurship come from the direct interaction with the 6.71 100% ) Included
community involved in the social purpose. 0.461 ? “
5.00
8. The region has incubators or accelerators that provide assistance to social enterprises. L 61.29% 56.52%  Excluded
2 862
= 0 . . 4.
2 9. The government facilitates .the deYelopment qf social entrepreneurship through 35 45.16% 52.17%  Excluded
£  supportstructures and appropriate policy formulation. 1.959
«
=
10. It is possible to obtain support from the private sector through innovations to meet 5.00 0 73.91%  Fxcluded
the social purpose of the enterprise. 1.571 N I
11. Universities in the region partner through educational training and research 4.87 54.84% 60.87  Fxcluded
programs on topics related to social entrepreneurship. 1.727 OR ’ "
£ 12. Social entrepreneurship uses co-creation techniques, that is, it allows the 5.84
‘S involvement and active interaction of the beneficiaries, from the conception of the 83.87% = Included
g product and/or service to its consumption. 1.157
()
&h . . . . S 6.32
g .13. The .socm.ll.enterprlse promotes social benefits linked to economic gains to guarantee 96.77% } Included
s sustainability. 0.909
=
S 14. The management of social entrepreneurship meets the social demands, interests, 6.06
= . L . L 90.32% Included
%  and expectations of the beneficiaries, creating shared value for the parties involved. 0.964 -
Note. Source: Survey data.
The indicators that did not reach consensus concern the The generation of shared value represents the last
support offered by incubators and accelerarors, governments, variable that makes up the process dimension, consisting of
the private sector, and universities. Despite representing three indicators, all of which showed consensus by the experts.

elements of partnership in the social entrepreneurial process
(Lumpkin et al., 2013; Wilsker & Young, 2010), in the
experts’ perception, these partnerships tend to vary according
to each region. Again, the results suggest that social enterprise
in the context of developing countries should be conceived
through a market and long-term logic to not depend only

This demonstrates that, from the perspective of generating
shared value, social entrepreneurship uses co-creation
techniques; that is, it counts on the active participation of
its beneficiaries when elaborating on goods or services to be
offered (Petrini et al., 2016). Also noteworthy, as a typical

on donations of resources, whether in the governmental characteristic of social entrepreneurship, is the generation of
or private sphere. Therefore, developing strategies for the social benefits linked to economic gain (Teodésio 8 Comini,
autonomous generation of resources are necessary. 2012). Finally, the generation of mutual benefits is included,
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considering that social entrepreneurial activity tends to favor the impacts of social entrepreneurial activity. Three variables

both the social entrepreneur and its beneficiaries. initially offered this: social empowerment, Social problem-

'The last dimension of analysis of the proposed model, solving, and social transformation, where consensus above

results in social entrepreneurship, verified elements related to 80% was obtained for 10 of the 12 proposed indicators.

Table 6. Delphi result for the variables of the results dimension’.

1* round 2" round -
Variables/Indicators Average/ Fin |
. Consensus  Consensus ~ fesult
Standard deviation
1. Social entrepreneurial activity enables community participation to change the scenario 5.68 o o
= of social problems with which they live. 1514 74.19% 90.91%  Included
g .
g 2. The decisions of the social enterprise are taken collectively, considering the opinion 5.03 70.97% 76.19%  Fxcluded
é of its beneficiaries. 1.472 oI I
& 5.35
= 3.Training opportunities are created with a view to building the capacities of beneficiaries. 1253 67.74% 60.00%  Excluded
RS} .
5]
w
4. The social enterprise develops projects that seck to guarantee the autonomy of 5.58 o o
individuals in situations of social and economic vulnerability. 1.285 774285 gy IR
& 5. Strategies are adopted to ensure the growth of the proposed solutions, aiming to 5.52 77 42% 85.71%  Included
= disseminate them and adapt them to different contexts. 1.387 ’ ’
E 6. Products and/or services are developed that satisfy social needs not met by conventional 6.0 90.32% Included
-8 means (markets/governments). 1.155 Rt ; cude
o
= . . . . ) 6.42
2 7 Socmill. entrepren.eurlal activity seeks to overcome social prol?lems such as: poverty, 100% ) Included
& inequalities, education, health, access to technology, and the environment. 0.765
8. Social entrepreneurship seeks to meet the specific social needs of the context in which 6.06 93.55% ) Included
it is inserted. 1.263 2270 cude
o 6.45
-8 9. Social entrepreneurship helps promote local development. 0.850 96.77% - Included
«
g .
£ 6.26
g 10 Social entrepreneurship aims to promote equity and social justice. 0598 96.77% - Included
2 11. Social entrepreneurship aims to generate employment and income opportunities for 5.81
3 ; i ion i 80.65% - Included
& groups with low or no insertion in the labor market. :
1.400
12. The activities inherent to social entrepreneurship provide the inclusion of vulnerable 5.87
individuals in the production and consumption chain. 1.176 83.87% - Included

Note. Source: Survey data.

The first variable of the social entrepreneurship results
dimension was social empowerment, which refers to the
stimulation of capacity building of the local group, analyzing
its situation, and identifying problems and solutions
(Santos, 2012). This was composed of four indicators, of
which two reached a consensus — enabling community
participation to change the scenario of social problems faced
and guaranteeing the autonomy of individuals in situations
of risk and social and economic vulnerability. One of the
indicators that did not reach consensus for the variable in
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question addresses aspects related to collective participation
in decision-making processes. The experts considered that
this aspect is not a measure of social empowerment, being
more linked to the co-creation process exposed in the
processes dimension presented above. The other indicator
without consensus on the part of the specialists refers to the
construction of the beneficiaries’ capacities, being considered
closer to the social transformation variable. Thus, such
indicators were indicated for exclusion to avoid repetitions.

e,
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The resolution of social problems was the second
variable proposed in the results dimension and is related
to the solutions developed to the problems that social
entrepreneurship offers to overcome, whether they are of a
social, economic, or environmental nature. Experts suggested
renaming the variable to solve socio-environmental issues,
including ecological solutions. All three indicators proposed
for this variable reached consensus; that is, they are related
to the ability to disseminate the proposed solutions, satisfy
needs not met by the conventional market, and overcome
problems related to poverty, inequalities, education, health,
access to technology, and environment (Comini et al., 2012;
Dees, 1998; Prahalad & Hart, 2002). In the latter case, the
proposed indicator presented a level of 100% consensus; this
may be related to the fact that these problems are common
to developing countries, highlighting the role of social
entrepreneurship in overcoming these contextual situations.

Finally, the social transformation variable was
presented, related to the valorization of human development
through the principles of inclusion, equality, and social
justice. Initially, five indicators were proposed, reaching a
consensus for all. The results focused on aspects related to

V. G. Vieira, V. M. de Oliveira, A. F. C. Miki

meeting social needs specific to the context in which social
entrepreneurship is inserted, and in the promotion of local
development generated from social entrepreneurship, as
contributing elements to the generation of equity and social
justice and, thus, effective social transformation.

The generation of employment and income through
social entrepreneurship, including marginalized individuals
in the production and consumption chain, is also considered
an element that promotes social transformation. These last
elements are commonly presented from the theoretical
perspective of analysis of social entrepreneurship in
developing countries (Comini et al., 2012).

Discussion of the social entrepreneurship
measurement framework for developing
countries

Figure 2 presents the model design that resulted from
this research, exposing in detail the indicators that best met
the constructs presented in each dimension, validated by
experts as relevant for measuring social entrepreneurship in
developing countries.

rm——— -

| Entrepreneurial social orientation

Entrepreneurial social intention |

Social Social o s
; : - . Proactivit Social value Empath Motivation Self-effica Social support
innovation risk-takin ¥ pathy <Y PP
Soclalsalitiohs Investmentin the Social problems as Impact generation and Understanding social Generation of il f Existence of ES
! face of uncertainty opportunities social transformation needs social benefits SKIls TOF 3 supporters
Beneficial changes Audacity Anticipates actions Generating sactal Va.lue Mesting social Beliefs and values Effective resource EntreprEQeur g 1
as well as economic demands management reputation i
Action in the face of 5 35 Commitment to Fight social .
Initiat idari
[ Mpdate ][ risk ][ niatve ][ collective interests ] [ Solidarity ][ problems ][ Persistence ][ fontact ietworis ]
- Takes risk for social Explores possibilities to . L - roalivati
[ Creativity ][ returns J[ &orcrato cotlal valie ][ Collective decisions ] Self-realization

Individual level
Organizational level

Social entrepreneurship

Processes | | Results of social entrepreneurship |
Access to : Solving socio-environmental 2 :
[ Shared value Social empowerment & Social transformation
resources problems
Access to relevant . . Community protagonismin Disseminating and adaptable Mestinglgesl d
[ information ][ Co-creation techniques ] [ solving social problems ][ solutions eetngloealnescs !
Autonomy of vulnerable Meeting non-conventionally met !
Social capital ][ Hybridism of the social and economic ] [ individuals I fiseds Localdevelopment i
Overcoming social and environmental Equi d socialiustl
[ Service of mutual interests ] problems quity and social justice
Community involvedin social purpose Job and income generation ] 1
as a source of innovation 1
Inclusion of individuals in the !
production and consumption 4
chain !
'

Figure 2. Design of the social entrepreneurship measurement model for developing countries and its indicators.
Source: Elaborated by the authors.
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The dimensions of the individual level (entrepreneurial
social intention and entrepreneurial social orientation) did
not undergo significant changes and maintained the structure
of their variables after validation. At the organizational
level, some changes were made due to the results presented.
For the processes dimension, for example, the partnership
variable was excluded, as it presented consensus for only one
of its indicators (community involved in the social purpose
as a source of innovation). This was reallocated to the shared
value dimension. The social problem-solving variable was
renamed as socio-environmental problem-solving.

According to the research findings, the indicators
included in the model, within the scope of entrepreneurial
behavior and the results of social entrepreneurship validated
by experts, align with what is advocated in the literature.
However, regarding the process dimension, the findings
showed greater variations, as a more significant number of
items were indicated to be excluded from the model. The
lack of consensus for a more substantial number of indicators
of the process dimension can be explained by the limitations
in the literature about the processual thinking of social
entrepreneurship, as evidenced by Bacq and Janssen (2011)
and Olinsson (2017), who indicate a scarcity of studies
related to the development of social entrepreneurship and
how it can be replicated and managed.

The results also suggest that, in the opinion of
specialists, in developing countries the perspective of social
and hybrid businesses prevails to favor the autonomy of
individuals through income generation and the resolution
of socioeconomic problems faced by these countries. Social
entrepreneurs in this context manifest themselves as agents
of change and social transformation; they have a profile
similar to traditional entrepreneurs in terms of behaviors
and processes but with differences in the objectives of their
actions.

CONCLUSIONS

This research sought to minimize the gap in the
literature related to the absence of instruments to measure
social entrepreneurship, mainly aimed at developing
countries. A proposal with dimensions and categories
of analysis of social entrepreneurship was elaborated
and submitted to the validation of a group of specialists.
Indicators for social entrepreneurship at the individual level
were proposed, including aspects inherent to the behavior of
the social entrepreneur, and indicators at the organizational
level, covering elements related to the processes and results
of social entrepreneurship.

Considering the proposal’s originality, the Delphi
technique was used with 24 experts who research social
entrepreneurship in the context of developing countries.

After two rounds of Delphi questionnaires, it was possible
to synthesize the essential elements for what was intended
to be evaluated. Thus, the 59 indicators initially proposed
were reduced to 46 by the consensus of experts, representing
77.97% of the most significant indicators to explain social
entrepreneurship in developing countries.

This study tends to contribute to the advancement
of the field in the sense that it provides a basis for creating
a measurement instrument for social entrepreneurship
in a specific context. In addition, with the detailed
theoretical bases of the selected indicators, it was possible
to demonstrate the profile of entrepreneurs and social
enterprises in developing countries, a valuable aspect for
social actors (society, governments, and managers in general)
who already work or who wish to invest in social enterprises
in this context.

One of the limitations of this study was the dispersion
of experts at the conclusion of Delphi, since between one
round of the panel some experts did not respond, resulting
in a reduction in the number of participants. Even so, the
number of final participants was sufficient to validate the
proposal and met the criteria indicated in the literature
for the reliability of the result. In addition, the data were
analyzed descriptively to assess their statistical reliability
quantitatively. 'The dispersion and position measures
indicated statistically acceptable values.

As a suggestion for future research, two main ideas are
recorded: the empirical application of this model with social
entrepreneurs located in developing countries to carry out a
second validation using confirmatory multivariate statistics,
also generating the levels of importance of each component
in the model, and the replication of this same procedure
with specialists from developed countries to verify if there
are changes in the structure of the model.

The results suggest that the experts’ perception, when
taking into account contextual elements of developing
countries, is closer to the perspective of hybrid businesses,
which favors the autonomy of individuals and the resolution
of socioeconomic problems faced by these nations, with the
generation of social benefit linked to economic gain.

Thus, the framework of social entrepreneurship in
developing countries is that of social and hybrid businesses
that analyze the individual and organizational levels. The
individual one is focused on entrepreneurial intention
and orientation, and the organizational one focuses on
the processes and results of social entrepreneurial activity.
This framework recognizes that social entrepreneurship
in developing countries depends on a direction toward
the social, which is reflected in the desire to solve society’s
problems, thus generating, in addition to economic value,
social and environmental values.
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