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Abstract

:

With this paper, we aim to examine the relationship between cognitive, social, and demographical factors, as well as national culture and its relationship with social entrepreneurial activity in Southeast Europe (SEE). The empirical research employs a binary logistic regression model, utilizing data obtained from the Global Entrepreneurship Monitor. For the purpose of the empirical research, we selected a sample of early-stage entrepreneurs who founded their businesses in Hungary, Romania, Slovenia, Croatia, or North Macedonia. The research sample in these five countries includes 10,012 examinees, of which 615 are social entrepreneurs. A statistically significant relationship was identified between observed phenomena in terms of entrepreneurial networking, risk aversion, individualism, entrepreneurial social image, media impact, gender, work status, and education. The results can be explained by the specific entrepreneurial context of the SEE region. We also point out recommendations for future research.
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1. Introduction


In recent years, the number of works focused on the discipline of entrepreneurship increased [1,2,3,4]. Research in the field of entrepreneurship includes different perspectives. One of the more dominant approaches is certainly the link between entrepreneurship and its impact on countries’ economic growth [5], and thus on social well-being as well as employment growth, based on entrepreneurial activity as a generator of job creation. In this way, space is opened for the so-called social entrepreneurs, who represent new economic agents in economic activity. Therefore, the importance of social entrepreneurship in social, cultural, and economic terms is increasingly acknowledged [6]. Although the concept of social entrepreneurship has gained increased recognition and deserved importance, there is still a surprising lack of understanding of the prevalence and drivers of this type of entrepreneurial activity [7]. What intrigued researchers were individual drivers, at the micro-level, and country drivers, at the macro-level [8,9]. Taking into account previous research aimed at identifying different generators of social entrepreneurship, we aimed to conduct an explanatory analysis to evaluate the antecedents of this type of entrepreneurial behavior. The field of social entrepreneurship is dominated by theoretical versus empirical research [10]. Due to the evident lack of research in this area at the SEE (Southeast Europe) level, this empirical research was conducted to extend our knowledge of social entrepreneurs in this region. At the same time, we sought to answer the question of what are the ambient conditions that lead to the emergence of this type of entrepreneurial behavior at the level of national economies, as well as the characteristics of individuals that can be attributed to social entrepreneurs. The empirical data were collected from social entrepreneurs (nascent entrepreneurs and new business owners) who are involved in business in Croatia, Hungary, North Macedonia, Slovenia, and Romania. A researcher’s focus on the SEE region may be explained by a general tendency to improve entrepreneurial activity in these countries, discovering the importance and potential of social entrepreneurship and its impact on general activity. What particularly interested the authors of this paper are the generators of social entrepreneurship. Since most research does not fully examine the antecedents of social entrepreneurial activity [11], the authors of this paper sought to fill this gap in the literature, taking into account the suggestions of individual researchers in terms of the influence of national culture [12,13] and cognitive [14], social [15], and demographic factors [16]. Our aim is to acquire knowledge of how values and beliefs and cognitive, social and demographic characteristics shape an individual to accomplish a social mission through social entrepreneurial activity.



This study is structured as follows: the section on the theoretical background outlines the research problems and presents the set of hypotheses, followed by the second section, research methodology, which gives an overview of variables used in research and a presentation of statistical data analyses. The paper ends with a discussion of the empirical results and a conclusion about some implications and limitations of this paper.




2. Literature Review


Recently, social entrepreneurship has been attracting a lot of attention from numerous researchers, primarily due to its focus on solving problems of a global nature [17]. The emergence of social entrepreneurship has been explained at the macro level by respecting socio-economic drivers, at the meso level by exploring concepts such as opportunity, and at the micro-level by investigating entrepreneurial activity [18]. What is noticeable and permeates the available literature in this area is the lack of homogeneity of available definitions of social entrepreneurship. Nevertheless, the common thread of all definitions can be represented in several elements that best illustrate this discipline. Some of them are creating social value through market-based initiatives [19]; facilitating social needs through innovative approach [20]; and activities to discover, define, and exploit opportunities to enhance social wealth by creating new ventures or managing existing organizations in an innovative manner [21]. Achieving social needs with problem-solving opportunities can be recognized as a common element within the most definitions.



A number of research papers covering the concept of social entrepreneurship are aimed at pointing out this concept as a distinctive approach concerning commercial entrepreneurship. Taking into account the consulted views, three criteria can be noticed that indicate the distinctiveness of the discipline of social entrepreneurship: social mission, the importance of innovation, and the role of earned income [22]. Social entrepreneurial ventures must have a clear and unambiguous social goal [23] as a pronounced priority of the venture, innovative product, or service [24] as an innovative solution to complex social phenomena, and earned income [25] as a result of being exposed to market logic. Starting from the definition of entrepreneurship defined through three related components—innovativeness, risk-taking, and proactiveness [26]—we also point to the elements of entrepreneurial activity [27] which can be understood as an individual aspiration to engage in entrepreneurial activities. Since social entrepreneurship strives to meet both social and commercial goals, in addition to entrepreneurship, attention is paid to the social activity of individuals, which can be presented as an intention to satisfy societal needs and to profit from collective interests [11].



2.1. National Culture and Social Entrepreneurial Activity


One of the factors influencing the formation of social entrepreneurial activity can be recognized in national culture. In recent years, an increasing number of studies have unequivocally confirmed this causal relationship [28,29]. According to Hofstede [30], culture can be defined as the collective programming of the mind which distinguishes the members of one group or category of people from another. This does not necessarily mean that all members of one society have the same pattern of behavior. Certainly, there are differences between the behaviors of individuals, but in some cultures, these differences are less noticeable and in others they are more pronounced. Speaking about the national culture and its shaping of the attitudes of individuals, as well as entrepreneurial activity, it is important to mention its dimensions. Observing the literature in the field of entrepreneurship, Hofstede’s work is a generally accepted and the most commonly used approach for expressing cultural values [31] and acknowledges the existence of four dimensions: individualism, masculinity, uncertainty avoidance, and power distance.



Individualistic societies, opposite to collectivist societies, have a more pronounced motivation of individuals to achieve their goals, and thus a sense of satisfaction and pride in the results achieved. Within the individualistic culture, the individual takes care of himself or herself and his or her closest family members, while within the collectivist culture, the care of the individual is expected by the group to which loyalty is expressed. Although the results of the research on the impact of individualism on entrepreneurial activity are mixed, the results that indicate a positive relationship dominate [31,32,33] When it comes to social entrepreneurship, additional vigilance is needed, as the social mission is aimed at creating benefits for society as a whole. Therefore, collectivist societies can be seen as more responsive when it comes to social entrepreneurial activity. Respecting the research view of Puumalainen et al. [34], that the effect of individualism may be different for social entrepreneurship because highly individualistic cultures would be less likely to recognize the social problems, we can expect a negative relationship of the observed variables. What separates masculinity from femininity society is assertiveness opposite to a concern. A positive relationship was identified in the relationship between masculinity and entrepreneurship in terms of commercial entrepreneurship. Characteristics of a male-dominated society are high goals and hard work towards achieving them, while for societies characterized by femininity, more attention is paid to the quality of social relationships and job security [35]. When it comes to social entrepreneurship, the likelihood of greater activity will be in less masculine societies. In two other dimensions of national culture, due to their specificity, a negative relationship with entrepreneurship is expected. First of all, uncertainty avoidance can be recognized as the extent to which people feel threatened by uncertain or ambiguous situations [27]. A high level of uncertainty avoidance will lead to a lower degree of risk-taking by individuals, and vice versa. Since risk-taking is one of the key individual characteristics of an entrepreneur, the influence of uncertainty avoidance on entrepreneurial activity is unambiguous [36]. Since, according to Schumpeter [37], risk taking and creative destruction are obligatory elements of entrepreneurship, it is more likely that a high degree of uncertainty affects reduced entrepreneurial activity, and thus social entrepreneurial activity. Power distance indicates the distribution of influence within a society and the distance of individuals from the centers of power. As well as uncertainty avoidance, power distance is also in a negative relationship with entrepreneurial activity. It is understood that one society strives for an equal distribution of power distance. If there is a higher power distance within a society, we are talking about a rigid society that limits vertical social mobility. Moreover, access to resources, formal business networks, knowledge and skills, and even information becomes unattainable, while in cultures with a lower power distance, key elements for a strong entrepreneurial activity are more accessible. The characteristics of social entrepreneurs imply that cultures with low power distance would be more receptive to social entrepreneurship than ones with high power distance [38]. Based on these above-presented views, we defined the following hypothesis:



Hypothesis H1.

Perception of entrepreneurial national culture is positively related to social entrepreneurial activity in terms of media impact and entrepreneurs’ social image; at the same time, it is negatively related in terms of individualism.






2.2. Cognitive and Social Capital Factors and Social Entrepreneurial Activity


Studies covering the area of knowledge and skills required to start an entrepreneurial venture by an individual are evident [39]. Recognizing the existence of many factors observed in the existing literature, and primarily guided by GEM research, the focus is on networking, entrepreneurial alertness as the perception of existing opportunities in entrepreneurship, entrepreneurial self-confidence based on the perception of their knowledge and skills, and fear of failure as an aversion to risk. Networking ability as a personal skill is essential for entrepreneurs and their ventures. By managing their venture, entrepreneurs develop different types of networks, both formal and informal [40]. Due to the nature of the social entrepreneurial venture, this group of entrepreneurs requires more intensive use of networking [41]. From the formed networks, they draw social capital. Often, networks can serve as a means of overcoming the problem of lack of resources, especially if it is a network made up of social entrepreneurs. In addition to social vision, sustainability, innovation, and financial returns, they are considered the fifth constitutive dimension of social entrepreneurship [42]. Entrepreneurial alertness is an ability of a person to perceive and exploit business opportunities [43]. Since social entrepreneurship is based on solving a societal problem, noticing numerous problems that are in the environment, we can say that social entrepreneurs are surrounded daily by numerous opportunities. Possession of this characteristic indicates the opportunity-driven motivation of individuals, which is of great importance especially in the early stages of a business venture [44] as it allows for a higher venture survival rate. Not only does entrepreneurial alertness have the greatest impact on creating an entrepreneurial venture [45], but perceived business opportunities shape the form and direction of an entrepreneurial venture, especially early-stage entrepreneurial ventures [46]. Entrepreneurial self-confidence is supported by psychological approaches, applied in the field of management. Defined as the person’s belief in accomplishing certain tasks and behaviors [47], it can encourage an individual to start an entrepreneurial venture, especially if self-confidence is based on entrepreneurial skills [48] and knowledge [49]. Entrepreneurial self-confidence is based on the Theory of Planned Behavior, which suggests that the appraisal of entrepreneurial knowledge, skills, and experience might have a direct influence on entrepreneurial intentions since they might encourage entrepreneurial behavior. A higher level of self-confidence increases the chances of starting a social entrepreneurial venture [50] since they have higher beliefs in their knowledge and skills that are necessary for solving social problems. Fear of failure is the most frequently mentioned barrier, which is considered a phenomenon related to entrepreneurial business. It can be understood as a negative emotion of an individual that discourages an individual when deciding to start an entrepreneurial venture. Emotional experience as an outcome of the fear of failure activity diminishes entrepreneurial intention for starting a new business, hampering the self-efficacy of potential entrepreneurs [51]. Starting a social entrepreneurial venture, like any other commercial entrepreneurial venture, is accompanied by risk. When it comes to social entrepreneurs, risk aversion is very recognized in its literature [21]. By solving a societal problem, there is a danger of betraying themselves but also the community whose problem is the focus of solving. Recognizing the importance of solving problems, they notice their role and the importance of managing an entrepreneurial venture. Based on the previously presented views, the authors of the paper defined the following hypothesis:



Hypothesis H2.

Cognitive and social capital factors (self-confidence, networking) are positively related to social entrepreneurial activity, while at the same time, fear of failure is negatively related to social entrepreneurial activity.






2.3. Demographic Factors and Social Entrepreneurial Activity


Demographic variables such as age, gender, income, level of education, and marital status have also been identified as factors that may influence entrepreneurship intentions [52]. Looking at age, younger entrepreneurs are primarily driven by financial and independence motives, have fewer family and other responsibilities, strive for business careers, want to take advantage of business opportunities, and have a good perception [53]. Older entrepreneurs, aged 45 and over, have a strong desire to look for new opportunities and business opportunities. They have fewer responsibilities (family responsibilities, raising children, etc.), and are more committed to entrepreneurial activities [49,54]. However, when it comes to starting a social entrepreneurial venture, although an older group of people show greater civic engagement, it is still younger entrepreneurs who initiate this type of venture [55] as they find it easier to accept and apply this concept. When it comes to the gender of entrepreneurs, it can be pointed out that women entrepreneurs face specific barriers that limit their business ventures [56]. In early-stage entrepreneurial ventures, women are more guided by necessary motives of a nonfinancial nature [57] and earn less financial income compared to men [58]. Men believe that they are more desirable candidates for entrepreneurs [59]. Despite the increasing involvement of women in starting entrepreneurial ventures, the influence of male entrepreneurs in commercial entrepreneurship is still dominant [60]. Although the literature on the impact of gender on the start-up of social entrepreneurial ventures is deficient, the results of the study highlight an ever-smaller gender difference in social entrepreneurship as opposed to commercial entrepreneurship [61]. In most research, which seeks an answer to the question of who initiates social entrepreneurial ventures, due to its specific endeavor, the answer is mainly women [62]. One of the biggest myths about entrepreneurship refers to the dilemma of whether entrepreneurs are born or created. Authors Gorji and Rahimian [63] agree with the existence of this myth, emphasizing that entrepreneurial knowledge and skills, and thus starting a business, can be acquired through academic education. Certainly, education has a positive impact on the adoption and development of entrepreneurial knowledge and skills, which separates successful from unsuccessful entrepreneurs. When it comes to education, a high dose of caution is needed, primarily due to the ambiguous results that appear in research, which move on both sides of the continuum, from positive to negative impact. When it comes to social entrepreneurial ventures, several studies unequivocally confirm the existence of a positive relationship between the observed phenomena [16,55]. When it comes to employment status, a full-time job can certainly be seen as a barrier to starting an entrepreneurial venture primarily because of the time it takes to dedicate to that job. However, on the other hand, individuals who are employed either full-time or part-time acquire knowledge and skills as well as work experience that can be crucial for them to start an entrepreneurial venture. In developed countries, it is normal to embark on entrepreneurial ventures to provide additional income, besides a basic salary [64]. Speaking of a social entrepreneurial venture, observing very interesting data from the conducted research, one can see the tendency of conducting early-stage social entrepreneurial ventures by full-time employees, while, when it comes to established ventures, they are led by part-time employees [65].



Hypothesis H3.

Demographic factors (age, gender, education, work status) are positively related to social entrepreneurial activity.







3. Materials and Methods


3.1. Sample and Data Collection


The research is based on the data of the Global Entrepreneurship Monitor (GEM), whose mission is to contribute to the global development of the economy through research in the field of entrepreneurship. It strives to improve knowledge about entrepreneurship by uniting the results and conclusions of research from around the world. GEM was formed in 1997, and its first study was conducted in 1999, under the direction of Paul Reynolds. The Global Entrepreneurship Research Association (GERA) was formed in 2004 as the oversight body of GEM. GERA is a non-profit organization whose mission is to contribute to the global development of the economy by contributing to the research part of entrepreneurship. It seeks to improve knowledge about entrepreneurship by combining the results and conclusions of research from around the world: it measures the factors that affect entrepreneurial activity, provides assistance in identifying national policies to develop entrepreneurship at the national and global level, and affects the growth of theoretical and practical knowledge in the field of entrepreneurship. GEM points out that entrepreneurship is any attempt to start a business and new business ventures; it includes owners and managers of new companies, the expansion of existing business run by individual entrepreneurs and a selected team, as well as entrepreneurs who have run the business for many years. GEM data published the data open to the general public only three years after the survey was conducted (the database for 2015 became available in February 2019). The subjects of research in this paper are nascent entrepreneurs and owners and managers of new ventures in the early stages of entrepreneurial activity, with social, environmental, or community objectives, recognized as a social entrepreneurial activity. Any kind of activity, organization, or initiative that has a particular social, environmental, or community objective is recognized by GEM as a social entrepreneurial activity (SEA). According to the GEM methodology, nascent entrepreneurs and new business owners are both part of this unique entrepreneurial phase—the Total Early Activity stage (TEA) [66]. TEA is a combination of entrepreneurs in the phase that combines the stages before the start of a business—nascent entrepreneurs (who set up their business and pay the wages for at least 3 months)—and the stage after nascent entrepreneurship—owners/managers of a new firm (who have paid wages for a continuous period of 42 months). For the research, the GEM database Adult Population Survey from 2015 [67] was used, since the discipline of social entrepreneurship was represented as a special topic that year. For the needs of the research covering the SEE territory, the database was filtered, and the following countries were included in the research sample: Hungary, Romania, Slovenia, Croatia, and North Macedonia. Since the minimum number of respondents per country is 2000, the research sample in these five countries is 10,012, of which 615 are social entrepreneurs.




3.2. Dependent Variable


To classify an individual respondent as an entrepreneur, we used the question “Are you, alone or with others, currently trying to start or currently leading any kind of activity that has a social, environmental, or community objective?” [8,14,22,61,68]. Respondents who gave answers (1) Yes, currently trying to start; (2) Yes, currently leading; and (3) Yes, trying to start and leading, were recognized as social entrepreneurs. Contrary to these answers, there was also the possibility, (4) No, which indicated the absence of social entrepreneurial activity. Since the first three responses included TEA entrepreneurs (observed by phases), the variable was recorded. For this reason, answers 1, 2, and 3 were recoded as 1, while answer 4 was recoded as 2. Thus, a binary dependent variable was created.




3.3. Independent Variables


The group of cognitive and social capital factors includes risk aversion, perceived capabilities, and social networks (networking). Data related to this group of factors were collected by the following questions: "Would fear of failure prevent you from starting a business?” (fearfail); “Do you have the knowledge, skill, and experience required to start a new business?” (suskill); “Do you know someone personally who started a business in the past 2 years?” (knowent). Based on these questions, categorical variables were created, where the value 0 referred to the respondents with the answer "No" and "1" otherwise. The perception of national culture referred to the equal standard of living, media coverage, and social initiative. Data relating to this group of factors were collected by responses to the following statements: “In my country, most people would prefer that everyone had a similar standard of living” (equalinc); “In my country, you will often see stories in the public media and/or internet about successful new businesses” (nbmedia); “In my country, you will often see businesses that primarily aim to solve social problems” (nbsocent). Based on these questions, categorical variables were created, where the value 0 referred to respondents with the answers “No" and “1" otherwise. In the case of the variable socent, the respondents who refused to answer this question were excluded, leaving three answers: (−1) Don’t know; (1) No; and (2) Yes. Demographic factors are made up of age (age.recoded), gender (gender), education (GEMEDUC), and work status (GEMWORK). Data related to this group of factors were collected by the following questions: “Would you be willing to indicate the range that best describes your age?” Potential responses were: (1) below 18; (2) 18–24; (3) 25–34; (4) 35–44; (5) 45–54; (6) 55–64; and (7) 65–99. To make the results more comparable with other research, we created a new categorical variable by recoding. Responses 1, 2, 3, and 4 gained a new value (1) and responses 5, 6, and 7 gained a value (2). When it comes to gender, male respondents are marked with value (1) and females with value (2). The education of individuals is expressed through four responses: (111) Some secondary; (1212) Secondary degree; (1316) Post-secondary; (1720) and Graduate experience. The last variable in the field of demographic factors refers to work status, which is expressed through several categories: (1) Full: full- or part-time; (2) Part-time only; (3) Retired, disabled; (4) Homemaker; (5) Student; (6) Not working; (7) Other.





4. Research Results


An overview of the research sample, which included 615 social entrepreneurs, is given in Table 1, which includes the demographic data, providing more information on the number and percentage of social entrepreneurs in terms of their age, gender, education, and employment status.



The binary logistic regression model was used to understand the influence of different categorical independent variables on the intention to start the business as the dependent variable. The Omnibus test of model coefficients indicated the χ2 statistic 141.45 and the model was found significant. It can be concluded the overall model predicts the intention to start the business significantly (Table 2).



The Hosmer and Lemeshow’s goodness-of-fit test statistics (Table 2) indicate the hypothesis that the observed data are significantly different from the predicted values of the model. The value (p = 0.599) indicates that the model does not differ significantly and predicts the actual data closely. The binary regression model explained about 4.7% (Nagelkerke R2) of the variance of the dependent variable and correctly classified 93.5% of cases (Table 3).



According to the Wald test (used to determine the statistical significance for each of the independent variables), the statistical significance of the test was found, shown in Table 4. Following variables added significantly to the model: (knowent) p = 0.000; (fearfail) p = 0.004; (equalinc) p = 0.006; (nbsocent) p = 0.007; (nbmedia) p = 0.022; (gender) p = 0.048; (GEMWORK) p = 0.003; (GEMEDUC) p = 0.000. Other variables such as (suskill) and (age) did not significantly add to the model.



According to the probability of an event occurring based on a one-unit change in an independent variable, we can highlight that the odds of starting and currently leading a social entrepreneurial venture are 1.661 times greater for respondents who express a positive attitude when it comes to networking. When it comes to risk aversion, we can highlight that the odds of starting and currently leading a social entrepreneurial venture are 0.758 times smaller or 24.2% less for respondents who express the fear of failure. According to the probability of an event occurring based on a one-unit change in an independent variable, we can highlight that the odds of starting and currently leading a social entrepreneurial venture are 3.190 times greater for respondents who recognized social entrepreneurial activity in their country concerning the respondents who expressed "I don’t know" as an answer. When it comes to the answer "No", no statistically significant difference was identified concerning the reference category. In the case of representation of entrepreneurship in electronic media, we can highlight that the odds of starting and currently leading a social entrepreneurial venture are 0.802 times smaller or 19.8% less for respondents who identified entrepreneurship media presence. In the case of a similar standard of living observed as collectivism, we can highlight that the odds of starting and currently leading a social entrepreneurial venture are 0.756 times smaller or 24.4% less for respondents who express a positive attitude against collectivism. In the gender-related variable, we emphasize that the odds of starting and currently leading a social entrepreneurial venture are 1.209 times greater for female respondents concerning male respondents. Within the working status of respondents, we can highlight that the odds of starting and currently leading a social entrepreneurial venture are 0.510 times smaller or 49% less for retired individuals, as well as 2.544 times greater for students concerning full or part time employment. Within the education variable, we emphasize that the odds for starting and currently leading a social entrepreneurial venture are 1.973 times greater for post-secondary and 1.578 times greater for graduate experience concerning the education category “none” (lack of education) as a reference.




5. Discussion


This paper examines the effects of national culture, cognitive, social, and demographic factors on social entrepreneurial activity in selected countries of the Southeast Europe region. A social entrepreneurial venture is likely to be influenced by individual characteristics, demographic factors, as well as entrepreneurial culture. The results showed us certain specifics of social entrepreneurs in the mentioned region. Our regression model showed that there are statistically significant relations for all observed variables (similar standard of living, entrepreneur’s social image, media impact), but the positive relationship was absent in the case of media impact. Based on these results, our first hypothesis (H1) is partially confirmed. Observing a similar standard of living as collectivism [10,69], regarding entrepreneurship presence in the media as an impact of media as well as businesses to solve social problems as a social image, a positive impact on social entrepreneurial activity has been confirmed in previous studies [70]. Within a collectivist society, subordination to a group and placing the interests of the group above the individual is evident. Based on that, rigidly observed, the collectivist approach should favor the development of a social entrepreneurial venture. The individualistic approach should favor the development of a commercial entrepreneurship venture, which puts individual interests ahead of group ones, and, as such, provokes a negative response from society [71]. However, to start entrepreneurial ventures aimed at solving social problems, entrepreneurial initiative, proactivity, and alertness are needed—everything that adorns an entrepreneur as an individual. For that reason, collectivism, as a pronounced characteristic of society observed through the dimension of national culture, does not imply a higher degree of social entrepreneurial activity, which has been proven in some studies {13]. Entrepreneurs’ social image can be decisive when we talk about social entrepreneurial activity. The results of our research indicate a positive and statistically significant relationship. This result is in line with the results of previous studies [70], indicating a statistically significant and positive relationship between the observed variables, especially in the years marked as the period of economic crisis. This can be explained by the fact of more pronounced social problems in times of crisis and the emphasis on the importance of entrepreneurship and entrepreneurs as carriers of economic change and recovery. When it comes to media impact, we expected a positive relationship; however, the results were contrary to expectations but consistent with some studies [22,70] that conducted their research in Spain on two different geographical areas, different cultural and historical heritage, and different development paths, within which the same results appear. One possible explanation may be the greater impact of social media on social enterprises [72,73], which was omitted by the methodology used in this case.



In the case of cognitive and social factors, statistically significant relations were confirmed in the case of risk aversion and social networks. Statistically significant relations were absent in the case of perceived capabilities. Based on these results, we partially proved our second hypothesis (H2). These significant relations have been confirmed in various studies [14,19,74]. As expected, as well as in line with the literature, the presence of fear of failure reduces the possibility of being a social entrepreneur. There is a prejudice that social entrepreneurs face less risk compared to commercial ones. Like every other venture, social ones also operate in risky conditions [75], and risk-taking is a very well-known fact in the field of social entrepreneurship [21]. Social entrepreneurs face different types of risks on their way to success. First of all, unlike commercial enterprises, in addition to having to ensure the sustainability of the business, these ventures also have to solve a social problem. Since these ventures are mostly based on an area characterized by the presence of numerous social problems, the potential danger of poor market functioning [76] that may jeopardize financial stability, and thus business sustainability, must be considered. Social entrepreneurs engage various resources intending to achieve primarily social good, and only then the financial return on investment. Because social entrepreneurs have limited sources of income, their contacts and social networks become potential sources to supply the missing resources. In the case of demographic factors, statistically significant relations were confirmed in the case of gender, work status, and education. As we have assumed, these results are in line with consulted literature [19]. Statistically significant relations were absent in the case of the age of the individual. Based on these results, we can highlight that our third hypothesis (H3) is partially confirmed. Women’s interest in entering the world of entrepreneurship has undoubtedly increased [77]. Unlike commercial entrepreneurship, where women are underrepresented, their presence is more significant in the social entrepreneurship sector, as evidenced by individual judges who indicated their presence within a national economy at 46% [78]. Male entrepreneurs are predominantly goal-oriented and financially motivated, which stems from their competitive nature. If we consider care and empathy as characteristics of the female gender and feminine national culture, the logical consequence is a higher probability of women starting social entrepreneurial ventures in these countries, such as the SEE region. In the case of employment status, although being retired does not necessarily mean never working again and there are examples of active individuals in the form of entrepreneurs, there is less probability of this group of individuals when it comes to starting a venture than full or part time employees, whether it is commercial or, as in this case, social entrepreneurship. The data on the participation of the student population as a driver of social entrepreneurial ventures and their higher probability of occurrence are interesting. This can be partly explained by their inactivity on the labor market, i.e., the lack of portability for work, since they are still in the process of acquiring education. These individuals are three times more likely to become social rather than commercial entrepreneurs, which is in line with Harding and Cowling’s [55] study. In addition, individuals with graduate and postgraduate degrees have a pronounced tendency to become socially active entrepreneurs. Higher education is considered an important predictor of social entrepreneurial behavior [6], and a higher level of education increases the likelihood of being a social entrepreneur [79]. One of the possible explanations is hidden in the educational process, where the student acquires many entrepreneurial knowledge and skills, how to collaborate and work with a team, how to apply the problem-solving methodology, how to use creativity to find an innovative approach to difficult (social) problems. By adopting these skills and creating a mental structure, the students and future entrepreneurs are looking for products and solutions that make the world a better place to live.




6. Conclusions


This study contributes both on a theoretical and a practical level. At the theoretical level, this paper enhances the literature by exploring the effects of cognitive, social, and demographic factors, as well as national culture, on social entrepreneurial activity. Embracing research in the context of SEE—a region that is deficient in the number of papers in the field of social entrepreneurship, especially with empirical research—this paper, relying on GEM data, offers an opportunity to understand the emergence of social entrepreneurs in the SEE region. Our current knowledge of social entrepreneurial activity is predominantly based on research results from countries characterized by high income levels, which are prevalent in the literature [19]. These are studies that include highly developed countries in Western Europe. Therefore, the results of research from developing countries, which is characterized by market imperfection and lower availability of financial resources intended for the development of social entrepreneurial activity, are gaining in importance. On a practical level, this study offers an opportunity for practitioners to recognize elements of influence on social entrepreneurial activity, to create policies for its development in the field of networking, education, and gender equality. The authors deal in more detail with specific examples of some implications for practice in the following part of the text. With insight into the various elements of national culture and their positive impact, policymakers can influence social entrepreneurial activity through policymaking and incentives. Moreover, when it comes to cognitive and social factors, the undoubted and most significant contribution to social entrepreneurial activity has been identified as networking. Thus, the results offer a basis for the development of initiatives and associations of social entrepreneurs in the form of clusters whose contribution to social entrepreneurial activity would be unambiguous. The benefits of networking are numerous, from encouraging innovation to facilitating access to the international market, all the way to the growth of an entrepreneurial venture. Insights from demographical factors also offer a foundation for future development measures and policies. The impact of education on social entrepreneurial activity is undoubted, and the level of participation of the student population is very interesting. This opens the possibility for creating teaching content as a mandatory element of the curriculum at different faculties within universities. The topic of social entrepreneurship should permeate all faculties so that it becomes a privilege only for business studies. Moreover, speaking of demographical factors, to break the stereotypes regarding the dominance of men in the world of entrepreneurship, the results suggest opening the space for further empowerment of women social entrepreneurs, focusing on the needs of users and not on the requirements of donors.



When it comes to methodology, certain limitations of the research should be pointed out. First, we achieved a low Nagelkerke coefficient (4.7%), which indicates a relatively small percentage of explanations for the phenomenon of social entrepreneurial activity. However, since it is a question of perceiving entrepreneurship as a complex social phenomenon, which is influenced by factors of different levels (from individual to environmental), the result is quite satisfactory. When it comes to GEM databases, the limitation can be caused by cross-sectional data usage. These are data that consider different areas of entrepreneurship (individual, demographic, national culture, etc.) at one point or time. Instead of cross-sectional data, there is potential for panel data usage. The use of panel data has a greater number of observations to ensure that regression analysis and residual values are plausible and reliable [35]. Thus, it is possible to cover a larger period of the observed phenomena, which may change over time. A potential constraint may be the countries covered by the survey. Although there is a sufficient number of respondents within the five observed countries of the SEE region, several countries are missing, so we cannot say with certainty that the results obtained reflect the situation within this region. The study included available data from the countries covered by the GEM survey, while the reason for the absence of individual countries (e.g., Bosnia and Herzegovina, Serbia, Montenegro) in this study was their absence in the 2015 GEM survey. On the other hand, these limitations open up future research through the inclusion of a larger number of countries of the SEE region, as well as years of research. Although the countries belong to the same geographical area and region, significant differences and deviations are possible when it comes to the observed phenomena, and a comparative analysis of the countries in the region could be suggested as an upgrade of the research. Separately observed, national culture is not sufficient to explain the rates of social entrepreneurial activity [13]. For this reason, future research may investigate the impact of the environmental (entrepreneurial) conditions prevailing in the observed countries, including the corresponding variables from Entrepreneurial Framework Conditions.
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Table 1. Descriptive statistics of research sample (demographics).






Table 1. Descriptive statistics of research sample (demographics).





	
Age




	
18–44

	
45+




	
350 (56.91%)

	
265 (43.09%)




	
Gender




	
Male

	
Female




	
302 (49.10%)

	
313 (50.90%)




	
Education




	
None

	
Some secondary

	
Secondary degree

	
Post-secondary

	
Grad exp




	
34 (5.55%)

	
72 (11.77%)

	
219 (35.78%)

	
210 (34.32%)

	
77 (12.58%)




	
Work Status




	
Full time

	
Part time

	
Retired

	
Homemaker

	
Student

	
Not working




	
408 (67.32%)

	
40 (6.60%)

	
64 (10.56%)

	
9 (1.49%)

	
23 (3.79%)

	
62 (10.24%)
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Table 2. Omnibus tests of model coefficients.






Table 2. Omnibus tests of model coefficients.





	

	
Chi-Square

	
df

	
Sig.






	
Step 1

	
Step

	
141.449

	
20

	
0.000




	
Block

	
141.449

	
20

	
0.000




	
Model

	
141.449

	
20

	
0.000
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Table 3. Hosmer and Lemeshow test, model summary, and classification table.






Table 3. Hosmer and Lemeshow test, model summary, and classification table.





	
Step

	
Chi-Square

	
df

	
Sig.






	
1

	
6.433

	
8

	
0.599




	
Step 1

	
−2 Log Likelihood

	
Cox and Snell R Square

	
Nagelkerke R Square




	
3580.023

	
0.018

	
0.047




	

	
Observed

	
Predicted




	
Social entrepreneur

	
Percentage Correct




	
1.00

	
2.00




	
Step 1

	
Social Entrepreneur

	
1.00

	
0

	
503

	
0.0




	
2.00

	
0

	
7229

	
100.0




	
Overall Percentage

	

	

	
93.5








The cut value is 0.500.
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Table 4. Parameter estimates for logistic regression.






Table 4. Parameter estimates for logistic regression.














	Variables
	B
	S.E.
	Wald
	df
	Sig.
	Exp(B)





	knowent (networking)
	0.508
	0.098
	27.075
	1
	0.000
	1.661



	suskill (self-confidence)
	0.186
	0.100
	3.468
	1
	0.063
	1.204



	fearfail (risk-aversion)
	−0.278
	0.097
	8.171
	1
	0.004
	0.758



	equalinc (individualism)
	−0.280
	0.101
	7.687
	1
	0.006
	0.756



	nbsocent(social image—I don’t know)
	
	
	12.203
	3
	0.007
	



	nbsocent—no
	18.586
	19,945.386
	0.000
	1
	0.999
	117,955,622.7



	nbsocent—yes
	1.160
	0.332
	12.203
	1
	0.000
	3.190



	nbmedia (media impact)
	−0.220
	0.096
	5.233
	1
	0.022
	0.802



	age.recoded (age)
	0.073
	0.103
	0.493
	1
	0.483
	1.075



	gender (gender)
	0.190
	0.096
	3.900
	1
	0.048
	1.209



	GEMWORK (work status—full time)
	
	
	17.877
	5
	0.003
	



	GEMWORK (part time)
	−0.152
	0.163
	0.867
	1
	0.352
	0.859



	GEMWORK (retired)
	−0.673
	0.234
	8.295
	1
	0.004
	0.510



	GEMWORK (homemaker)
	−0.108
	0.213
	0.254
	1
	0.614
	0.898



	GEMWORK (student)
	0.934
	0.414
	5.088
	1
	0.024
	2.544



	GEMWORK (not working)
	−0.301
	0.276
	1.187
	1
	0.276
	0.740



	GEMEDUC (education—none)
	
	
	21.929
	4
	0.000
	



	GEMEDUC (some secondary)
	0.220
	0.251
	0.765
	1
	0.382
	1.246



	GEMEDUC (secondary)
	0.250
	0.204
	1.507
	1
	0.220
	1.284



	GEMEDUC (post-secondary)
	0.680
	0.166
	16.816
	1
	0.000
	1.973



	GEMEDUC (grad exp)
	0.456
	0.162
	7.919
	1
	0.005
	1.578



	Constant
	2.123
	0.261
	66.165
	1
	0.000
	8.359
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