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Social Value Creation of Social Entrepreneurship: An Empirical Analysis

Abstract
Although the importance of social entrepreneurship received growing attention from both scholars
and practitioners as an alternative for the traditional public sector organizations, previous studies were
too focused on the definition of social entrepreneurship and most of those studies were done as a case
study. This paper hopes to fill the gap in the field of social entrepreneurship study by introducing
alternative data source B-corporations and conduct an empirical study to test the result from previous
studies on quantitative measure. By defining performance of social entrepreneurship as a social value
creation, this study aimed to find out the factors that influence the social value creation. Result of this
study implies that it is better for social entrepreneurship to focus on single social value rather than try
to solve various social problems simultaneously and there are limitations on traditional accounting
practice on measuring social entrepreneurships value creation.
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1. Introduction

Recently, the importance of social entrepreneurship has been recognized as a new potential growth
engine for our society. Previous studies have focused on defining and social entrepreneurship and its
phenomenon from various perspectives since the term itself contains ambiguous meanings (Hockerts,
2006; Mair & Marti, 2006). Moreover, these descriptions of phenomena have usually focused on the
early stages of social entrepreneurship such as opportunity recognition and identification (Mair &
Marti, 2006; Weerawardena & Mort, 2006) However, few studies have focused on the collection and
analysis of empirical of the topic of social entrepreneurship(Hoogendoorn & Pennings, 2010). In
particular, due to the complex nature of the role of social entrepreneurship, there have been even
fewer empirical works done on the topic of performance and value of social entrepreneurship. Using
the data from bcorporation.net, this research aimed to conduct a quantitative analysis on the
performance of social entrepreneurship by defining social value creation as a performance measure.
Then we construct a model that tests the factors which influence the performance of social
entrepreneurship. The result from the empirical study shows that the type of technological innovation
has no significant influence on the performance of social entrepreneurship, whereas accountability has
a negative impact and strategic focus, on the other hand, has a positive impact on the performance of
social entrepreneurship. This paper hopes to contribute to the study of social entrepreneurship by
using large-data based empirical analysis to actually measure the performance of social
entrepreneurship and providing new insights on factors that influence the social value creation of
social entrepreneurship.

2. Literature Review

2.1 Definition of Social Entrepreneurship
In order to define the research scope of this study, we need to think about the definition of social
entrepreneurship. Previous research showed that it is not easy to pin point the definition of social
entrepreneurship because of its hybrid nature (Dorado, 2006). Depending on the researcher, there is a
broad and narrow range for its definition (Austin, Stevenson, & Wei‐Skillern, 2006). In the broad
range, social entrepreneurship stands for innovative activity from for-profit, non-profit or from across
sectors that create social value. In this definition, social entrepreneurship includes social-purpose
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commercial ventures (for-profit sector) or hybrid structural forms which blend for-profit and nonprofit structures (across sector) (Dees, Anderson, & Wei-Skillern, 2004). Under the narrow definition,
social entrepreneurship indicates the case of utilizing market-based skills and business savvy in the
nonprofit sector. For example, when nonprofit organizations establish innovative approaches to
increase their profits (J. L. Thompson, 2002). The shared characteristics of social entrepreneurship
across all definitions are that the under-lying goal of social entrepreneurship is to create social value,
rather than personal or shareholder wealth (J. Thompson, Alvy, & Lees, 2000), and that their main
activity is defined as innovation, or the creation of new value that existing enterprises or practices
don’t serve. Social entrepreneurship aims to address social issues; and the specific organizational
form a social entrepreneurship should be determined by which arrangement would most effectively
assemble the resources needed to address that issue (Austin et al., 2006).
In this article, our definition of social entrepreneurship is derived from the Dees’ explanation of
social entrepreneurship. According to Dees (1998) “Social enterprises seek to attain a particular social
objective or set of objectives through the sale of products and/or services, and in doing so aim to
achieve financial sustainability independent of government and other donors. Social enterprises thus
share the pursuit of revenue generation with organizations in the private sector as well as the
achievement of social (and environmental) goals of nonprofit organizations.” In this study, social
entrepreneurship is defined as entrepreneurship activity that aims to achieve a distinct social goal or
set of goals over the sale of products and/or services, and simultaneously achieve financial
sustainability in order to be independent from government and other donors.

2.2 Difference between Commercial and Social Entrepreneurship
Now we narrow the definition of social entrepreneurship, we will discuss the difference between
commercial entrepreneurship and social entrepreneurship to help our understanding about social
entrepreneurship. The main difference separating social entrepreneurship and commercial
entrepreneurship can be explained by two main factors. First, their goal is very different: social
entrepreneurship has the specific and fundamental social mission, while a commercial
entrepreneurship has a mission of creating profit. Second, social entrepreneurships’ major part of the
economic profit from entrepreneurial activity should be reinvested in the social mission, unlike
commercial entrepreneurship whose profit will be assigned to shareholders or reinvested in the profitmaking activities of the company. But there are some similarities between both social
entrepreneurship and commercial entrepreneurship such as entrepreneurial process, i.e. opportunity
recognition, innovation, etc (Bacq & Janssen, 2011).
Although social entrepreneurship shares the similar entrepreneurial process with commercial
entrepreneurship, the manner and the characteristics of the entrepreneurial process is very different
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from that of commercial entrepreneurship. Unlike commercial entrepreneurship, whose opportunity
recognition starts from identifying differentiated unique positions in the market and creating new
demands, social entrepreneurship’ opportunity begins with a search for new and unique ways to
satisfy unmet demands of a community. Usually, these demands are generally noticeable in terms of
their visibility and abundance. Frequent examples of such unmet demands of communities that social
entrepreneurship deal with include low levels of education, lack of proper job training, and poor
health services; which usually poses problems for a commercial entrepreneurship when conducting
business activities in a community. Though these social problems resulted from market failures and
are obstacles for commercial entrepreneurship, they present opportunities for social entrepreneurship
(Weisbrod, 1977). Another distinctive difference is that social entrepreneurship exploits market
failures to take advantage of the opportunity for a collectivity made up of both social entrepreneurship
and those who are underprivileged in terms of social services (A. Nicholls, 2006). Unmet demands
that voice publicly hold opportunities for social entrepreneurship. To resolve these unmet demands,
social entrepreneurs take the initiatives to come up with novel solutions mostly in cooperation with
the troubled community that require a service. So for social entrepreneurship, networking possesses
very deferent function from that of commercial entrepreneurship “Commercial entrepreneur exploits
networks in creating opportunities and the relevancy of a network is defined by its economic value
(Prashantham & Dhanaraj, 2010). Networks help entrepreneurs save time and energy in responding to
market opportunities. However, the nature of relations with networks contains a broader meaning for
social entrepreneurs since community perceptions are essential for legitimating their existence. The
community plays the role of a partner and therefore gains equal status with social entrepreneur in the
process. Whereas legitimacy for a commercial entrepreneur typically rests on profitability, for a social
entrepreneur legitimacy needs to be reconstructed. Functioning as a social agent who provides public
welfare, the legitimating process for social entrepreneurship has to contain a focus on justice in
identifying the social issues as well as provision of a service to various clients.” (Ascigil, 2012).

2.3 Importance of Social Entrepreneurship
After we understand the definition of social entrepreneurship and what makes social entrepreneurship
different from commercial entrepreneurship, we need to talk about why social entrepreneurship is
important in our society today.
One theory behind the need for social entrepreneurship is that it emerges from the existence of
social-market failures. The commercial market does not meet social needs and public goods fail to
meet the social needs (Weisbrod, 1977). This kind of market failure often arises because those in need
of a service can’t pay for them. (Austin et al., 2006) We can also explain the increasing interest given
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to social entrepreneurship worldwide by several socio-economic and political fluctuations that
influenced and reinforced each other in recent decades. Two types of phenomenon are at the center of
explanation. First, continuing social problems that demand innovative approaches (i.e., demand side),
and second, circumstances that favor the opportunities for those problems to be solved (i.e., supply
side) (A. Nicholls, 2006). These overall contexts affected the ascent of social entrepreneurship
(Hoogendoorn & Pennings, 2010).
On the demand side, there are two important factors that have influenced the growth in social
entrepreneurship: a heightened global awareness of the disparity in wealth distribution (World Bank,
2007); and a growing recognition of the need to protect the environment. Moreover, governments
have been cutting their funding for social sectors as they embrace free market ideology. Neoliberal
approaches have been taken by governments all over the world, with a strong belief in the free market
as a central instrument for resource distribution. This has resulted in smaller budgets, and led to less
influence from public sector organizations. In addition, the number of nonprofit organizations has
increased rapidly, which has created fierce competition between nonprofits for financial support
(Salamon, Sokolowski, & List, 2003). Lastly, both the social sector and nonprofit institutions
demanded for improved effectiveness and efficiency (Zahra, Gedajlovic, Neubaum, & Shulman,
2009). In this situation, nonprofit organizations are required to show their organizational effectiveness
and efficiency (Hoogendoorn & Pennings, 2010). Boschee and McClurg summarized why we are in
need of social entrepreneurship. With increased operating cost, resources from traditional sources
decreased, the number of nonprofit organizations who long for financial aid has tripled, and increasing
number of people need help from those organizations (SOCIAL & RETURNS, 2003)
On the supply side, different access in handling environmental, societal, and economical
problems were in encouraging context. First, market free ideology from governments resulted in
higher accumulation of wealth in the private sector popularizing the demand for extended corporate
social responsibility and more dedicated return from private sectors to resolve the complex social
problems (Zahra, Rawhouser, Bhawe, Neubaum, & Hayton, 2008). Second, the number of people who
earn fortunes at younger stages of their life is increasing compared to prior generations and many of
them decide to devote their time and resources to philanthropy. Third, from these people, a new group
of philanthropists is emerging and they challenge old assumptions about charity. Bill Gates, is a good
example of this new group. He created The Gates Foundation and started dedicating his time and
resources to promote social values such as health care improvement or poverty reduction before he
turn forty. This new generation of philanthropists point out the critical drawback of conventional
philanthropy that it was too focused on benefactor contentment and consequently, their attempts at
delivering measurable result has been seriously lacked. (Reis & Clohesy, 2001).
Finally, a strong movement of Corporate Social Responsibility has provoked a reevaluation of the
previous belief that creating social value and making a decent profit simultaneously is impossible
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(Zahra et al., 2008). In fact, many organizations realized that having social conscience is also good for
business (Hoogendoorn & Pennings, 2010).

2.4 Summary of Previous Research
In recent years, because of its growing scale and importance, the field of social entrepreneurship has
given greater recognition from scholars. Because of its hybrid nature, previous research in the field of
social entrepreneurship has mainly focused on the definition and meaning of “social entrepreneurship”
(Bacq & Janssen, 2011). Some researchers have raised questions such as “when an organization
dedicates some of its income to a social value, can we say this organization is an example social
entrepreneurship?” or “when a non-profit organizations adopt managerial practice, should we call this
kind of behavior as social entrepreneurship?” (Mair & Marti, 2006). Some scholars suggested that we
should define social entrepreneurship in terms of its functions, such as developing solutions to social
issues where governments fail to bring a solution, a role that was previously given to non-government
organizations to help public institutions who failed or weren’t interested in fulfilling that role (Sud,
VanSandt, & Baugous, 2009). Other scholars saw social entrepreneurship as bringing solutions to
social problems by utilizing both market and social expertise innovatively (Alex Nicholls & Cho,
2006). To achieve better understanding of the phenomenon and to progress in this new research field,
a clear definition of the key concept was pointed to as one of the main research topics in the field of
social entrepreneurship (Christie & Honig, 2006). However, while many scholars have contributed to
the question of the definition and meaning of social entrepreneurship, another aspect of the field of
social entrepreneurship has been less explored despite its importance.
Performance measurements of social entrepreneurship is the issue that many scholars mention
and suggest some ideas but for which few empirical contributions have been made. Some researchers
first pointed out that although we can utilize some criteria used by commercial entrepreneurship to
measure the performance of social entrepreneurship, their social value oriented nature makes it
necessary to adapt new measures for social entrepreneurship (Ascigil, 2012). Other researchers have
discussed why it is hard to measure the performance of social entrepreneurship. Due to both
theoretical and methodological dilemmas (Dacin, Dacin, & Tracey, 2011), the social value of social
entrepreneurship led to greater challenges for measuring the performance of their activities. Unlike
commercial entrepreneurship that can use verifiable and mensurable measures of performance, such
as financial statements, market share etc, the social purpose of social entrepreneurship makes it hard
to measure the performance in tangible and quantifiable measures. The challenge of measuring
performance of social entrepreneurship is affected greatly from non-quantifiability, muti-causality,
timeliness, and different perception on the social value created (Austin et al., 2006). Because of these
challenges in measuring performance in terms of tangible and quantifiable measures, most studies on
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social entrepreneurship have been focused on case report regarding the nature of social entrepreneurs
and their motivations but little has been done in terms of a systematic case comparison. This
unbalanced reliance on a single methodological approach restrains the understanding and conclusions
that we can draw from research contexts. We can clearly state that previous studies in the social
entrepreneurship field has lacked large-scale databases and utilization of quantitative data analysis
(Dacin et al., 2011).
From this literature review, we noticed that there are still unanswered questions on the nature
of social entrepreneurship that need systematic and empirical comparison with large-scale database.
Our goal in this study is to utilize existing databases to conduct empirical studies on the performance
of social entrepreneurship in order to find out the factors that affect the performance and value of
social entrepreneurship.

3. Hypotheses

3.1 Social Value Creation
The central goal of social entrepreneurship is to create social value for the society and public good,
unlike the commercial entrepreneurship whose fundamental goal is creating profitable business
process to ensure private gain. This difference is the main driver is what separates social
entrepreneurship from commercial entrepreneurship and it will manifest itself in mutable areas of
enterprise management and personnel motivations (Austin et al., 2006). According to Dees, social
entrepreneurship seeks to achieve particular social goal or set of goals over the sale of products or
services, and simultaneously achieves financial sustainability in order to be independent from
government and other donors (Dees, 1998). Thus they pursue not only the revenue generation similar
to organizations in the private sector, but also try to achieve social/environmental goals of nonprofit
sectors. The principal activities of social entrepreneurship include many of the activities performed by
commercial entrepreneurship such as commerce or service delivery contracts, but also there are
activities more frequent in social entrepreneurship such as cross-sector partnerships, community
development, education and employment training, child care, recycling and infrastructure (Pearce,
Kay, & Gulbenkian, 2003). Also, networking with community is an important characteristic of social
value creating activity of social entrepreneurship. Unlike the commercial entrepreneurship that its
legitimacy is given through profitability, legitimacy of social entrepreneurship needs to be
reconstructed through the acknowledgement of a community. The function and impact of social
entrepreneurship as a social agent that provides public welfare should be recognized by the
community who is the recipient of those social values (Ascigil, 2012). From this point of view, we
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selected the social value creation of social entrepreneurship as a dependent variable that shows the
performance of social entrepreneurship.

3.2 Innovation Type
Traditionally innovation is viewed as an essential element of entrepreneurial behavior (Schumpeter &
Elliott, 2011). This view was claimed and shared by social entrepreneurship researchers as well
(Austin et al., 2006; Dees, 1998; Weerawardena & Mort, 2006). Social entrepreneurship researchers
consider innovation as a crucial activity of social entrepreneurships (Austin et al., 2006; A. Nicholls,
2006). Some even defined social entrepreneurship as “Social entrepreneurship is an innovative
activity with mainly social aims.” While some argued that innovation from social entrepreneurship
should be considered as social innovation, some suggested that even though a social entrepreneurship
should have its origin in social aims, the reason for innovation could vary such as in the creation of an
efficient practice or a better financial gain for social entrepreneurship (Duvnäs, Stenholm, Brännback,
& Carsrud, 2012). While there has been plenty of research done on technological innovations from
entrepreneurships and their necessity on the performance of entrepreneurships (Audretsch, 1995;
Cohen & Levinthal, 1989; Duvnäs et al., 2012; Henderson & Cockburn, 1994), we should also need to
consider the fact that there are different types of technological innovation.
In this paper, we would like to shed light on “Appropriate Technology”. Appropriate
technology is an intellectual movement originating from “Intermediate technology” by Schumacher in
his work Small is Beautiful (Schumacher, 1985). Though various fields and applications accept the
nuances of appropriate technology differently, it is universally understood as a technological choice
and application that has characteristics such as being labor-intensive, small-scale, environmental
friendly, locally controlled and people-centered. The most common discussion about appropriate
technology involves its capability to work as an alternative to capital intensive technologies. Notable
examples of appropriate technology include bikes, self-contained solar lamps and the hand water
pump. The listed characteristics of appropriate technology are noticeably different from that of other
technological choices and innovations that could be summarized by their cutting edge nature, capital
intensiveness, material centeredness and relatedness with economical goal (Akubue, 2000). In this
paper, we will use the term Hi-Tech innovations to distinguish the appropriate technological
innovations and divide technological innovations of social entrepreneurships into those two categories.
Based on the literature review, we hypothesize that innovation is a crucial aspect of social
entrepreneurship and there are different types of technological innovations that social
entrepreneurships can pursue. But since the characteristics of appropriate technological innovations
suit social value creation whereas hi-tech innovations still lean toward economic gains, we
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hypothesize that social entrepreneurships with appropriate technological innovation will result in
better social value creation. In the case of social entrepreneurships with Hi-tech innovations, we
hypothesize that their social value creation will be hindered by its profit centered nature.
Hypothesis 1.a Hi-tech innovation will have negatively impact the social value creation of social
entrepreneurship.
Hypothesis 1.b Appropriate technology innovation will positively impact the social value creation of
social entrepreneurship.

3.3 Strategic Focus
The second factor that we are going to discuss is the Strategic Focus of Social Entrepreneurship.
Previous case study level research on social entrepreneurship showed that having clear strategic focus
is important for successful social entrepreneurship. Katre and Slipante (2012) argued that successful
social entrepreneurs understand the economic opportunities and engage in activities to identify,
innovate, select and develop products/services that can grow as sources for revenue. For example, the
social entrepreneur dedicated to engage ex-convicts and aims to bring them back in the community,
have to analyze a range of options from various job opportunities for ex-convicts; and simultaneously
bear in mind the low academic fulfillment of the ex-convicts. Another social entrepreneur who
focused on providing solar lanterns to solve the quality of life issue of the villagers need to innovate
cheap and suited lanterns for local conditions. They also showed that successful social entrepreneurs
can be differentiated from others by the fact that they established the social problem as the prior
activity, developing business concept to lead social change, carefully choosing products/services,
acquire necessary skills, growing social bonds and creating social support for social entrepreneurship
(Katre & Salipante, 2012). From this point of view, we hypothesized that a single social
entrepreneurship will have difficulty in addressing multiple social issues or trying to create different
social values simultaneously. We assume that it will be more efficient when the social
entrepreneurship focuses on the single social value.
Hypothesis 2. High strategic focus will positively affect the social value creation of social
entrepreneurship.

3.4 Accountability
The operations of social sectors was largely favored by merest obligations about disclosure that brings
shallow performance reporting with minimal effort given to the accounting report (Clotfelter, 1992;
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DiMaggio & Anheier, 1990). We can explain this absence of proper reporting convention among
majority of social sector organizations by the factors below (A. Nicholls, 2006).
First, it is hard to define the range of subject that is to be measured and reported. Establishing
the relationship between complicated input factors (various income sources such as grants, market
income, public capital, volunteers, etc.) and the social values that are created from such input factors,
is more complicated than that of the commercial sector (Kendall & Knapp, 2000). Social sector
organizations operate across broad areas of society and employ a wide range of different resource
inputs (e.g. charity, volunteer, government financial aid, and commercial incomes), their operating
and institutional settings are overwhelmingly varied and their output also takes a plethora of forms
that is multiple, distinctive and non-comparable. This diversity and complexity of social sector
activities became a formidable obstacle when we try to decide what to be measured and reported (A.
Nicholls, 2006). Second, how to take a measurement of what is to be reported is not clear. There is no
clear calculation mechanism for social value creation and a comparison unit of measurement is not
standardized (Paton, 2003). Some researches argue that value of the good can be prices at what a
beneficiary feels that they willing to pay for the benefit (Clotfelter, 1992) and they claim that we can
compare the performance output of the social sector in this way. But, in contexts such as ‘market
failure’ space where we can’t find no commensurate or intermediary goods, or services in the market,
such measurement can’t be applied(A. Nicholls, 2006). Moreover, when the social sector organization
operate across a wide range of different activity, it is not easy to compare performance of various
activities directly. For example, how can the decrease in social separation through employment
creation be measured and compared to the rehabilitation of drug addiction? Accumulated results of
these reporting difficulties made social purpose organizations rely more on trust and reputation than
on disclosed performance measures(Foster & Bradach, 2005). Third, the question remains as to the
necessity and goal of measuring and reporting. Since social purpose organizations are given
significant levels of trust because of their declared object, measuring and reporting the social impact
was thought of as pointless, and the social impact of such organizations was expected to be selfevident (DiMaggio & Anheier, 1990). This lack of stringent reporting practice among social purpose
organizations led to a legitimacy surplus for those organizations and environment has had two side
effects (Alex Nicholls, 2009)
First, this lack of adequate reporting practice weakens the overall liability of charities, NGOs
and other mission-driven actors (Jacobs, 2006; Jepson, 2005). Second, since there is a little to no
incentive for social sector organizations to develop data that might eventually lead future innovations
to enhance the strategic and operational performance of the social sector organizations, this legitimacy
surplus ultimately threatens to undermine their performances (Alex Nicholls, 2009). Many researchers
showed negative effect of such a legitimacy surplus, such as below standard performance around
social sectors. (Bishop & Green, 2010; Collier, 2007; Mooney, 2009); and they argued that this
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phenomena will lead to a state that we can refer to as a ‘performance crisis’ where limited resources
are implicated negatively (Jepson, 2005). In this context, social entrepreneurship serves as a
disruptive innovation to the existing conditions by introducing innovative reporting practices that
better suit for competitive market orientations and social and environmental missions(Dees, 1998; A.
Nicholls, 2006). Social entrepreneurships innovations in reporting practice are deigned to lead better
performance impact and improved functioning stakeholder accountability. Furthermore, these
innovations will give equal strategic focus to capture and disclose social and financial value creation
in combination(Alex Nicholls, 2009).
Another topic that should be mentioned about the governance of social entrepreneurship is “the
dark side of social entrepreneurship”. Nobel laureate Muhammed Yunus openly criticized
microfinance organizations for marketing and give more emphasis on the economic profit creation
over the objectives of creating social value. This kind of criticism is emerging because there is a
growing number of social entrepreneurs who focus on the symbolic management of social values to
attain their political and economic goals and lost sight in creating social values(Dacin et al., 2011).
From these literature reviews, we concluded that governance of social entrepreneurship will positively
impact the performance of social entrepreneurship.
Hypothesis 3. Accountability of social entrepreneurship will positively impact the social value
creation of social entrepreneurship

Figure 1. Research Model
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4. Method

4.1 Samples and Procedures
We tested these hypotheses with data from www.bcorporation.net. “B Corporation” was developed by
the nonprofit organization, B Lab, in 2007. B lab provides “B Corporation” certification to the
companies that accomplish certain standards for social/environmental performance, accountability,
and transparency(Mayer & Ganahl, 2014). A company can access the www.borporation.net to
complete an assessment survey. The assessment tool that is used in this process is called “The B
Impact Ratings System” the system aims to measures a social entrepreneurship’s social and
environmental impacts. The system is made up of a B Impact ‘Assessment’ and a B Impact ‘Report’.
The assessment is a survey that asks 60~200 questions about areas such as governance, employees,
consumers, community and the environment. B Impact Report is the short summary of the company
that receives assessment. In the following step, the company must reviews to double-check that their
survey answers adequately reflect the intention of the survey questions. The company also needs to
amend and submit their company’s governing and accounting documents to prove that their answers
to the assessment are truthful(Chen & Roberts, 2013). We collected the most recent B-rating
published to companies that were certified and given the B corporation certification between 2007 and
2013. B-rating scores were extracted from the B Corporation website (www.bcorporation.net). Only
the variable, ‘Type of Innovation’ was coded and collected by two different coders and cross-checked
for their differences than adjusted. The resulting sample is comprised of 486 B corporation certified
companies. Among 486 samples we eliminated samples with missing data and acquired 310 usable
samples for our analysis.

4.2 Measures
4.2.1 Dependent Variable
The dependent variable for our analysis was Social Value Creation. To measure the social value
created by a certain social entrepreneurship, we used the sum of The Employees, The Consumers, The
Community and The Environment assessment of their B ratings. The B-Corp website
(www.bcorporation.net) explains each assessment item as follows
The Employees category of the survey estimates the company’s treatment of its labor. This
category checks how the company treats its employees over payment, assistance, education and
11

possessorship opportunities given to employees. General working conditions within the company such
as manager/worker communication, flexibility of the job, safety practices, health care and corporate
culture is also measured from this assessment. The Consumers category of the survey estimate the
influence a company has on its consumers. This category appraises public value of the services or
products the company provide and consider if those products or services are designed to serve less
privileged populations. Questions in this category will estimate if a company’s product or service is
targeted to deal with a societal and environmental issue. The Community category of the assessment
estimates a company’s influence on its community. The Community category weighs a company’s
relationship with its distribution channels and engagement in their local community. This category
also assesses the company’s tradition of serving the community. This section of assessment also
inquires into whether a company’s products/services are constructed to deal with a social issue such as
basic services, health, education, economic opportunity and increase of the capital flow to other social
entrepreneurships. The Environment category of the survey appraise a company’s environmental
dedication over its various business processes. When possible, it also evaluate a company’s
distribution channels to check the environmental protection practices of its supply chain. This
category also considers whether products or services that a company provides are dedicated to
delivering environmental values, such as renewable energy, conservation of resources, waste
reduction, land/wildlife conservation, prevention of toxic material or contamination and whether it
consults to solve environmental issues.

4.2.2 Independent Variables
The independent variables that we used for the analysis were Accountability, Type of Innovation and
Strategic Focus.
Accountability
We used the Accountability category from B-score assessment to measure the accountability of social
entrepreneurship. www.bcorporation.net explains their assessment on accountability as follows.
The Accountability category assesses the transparency of companies’ governance practices. This
category considers the company’s commitment to the stakeholders, general transparency of the
companies accounting, and governance polices.
Type of Innovation
Type of Innovation in this study is comprised of two kinds of technological innovations. One is HiTech Innovation, and the other is Appropriate Technology Innovation. Two different coders
investigated the companies from the data to see whether their innovation is focusing on Appropriate
Technology or other technological innovations (either hi-technology or appropriate technology). They
coded each company that had been certified by B Lab and given the B corporation certification
between 2007 and 2013. Differences between two coders were checked after the coding and finalized
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by different researcher.
Strategic Focus
Strategic focus was calculated by computing the proportions of each social value variables in the B
Score assessment using standard deviation of those proportions as Strategic Focus variable. When a
company had a high standard deviation, we assumed that the company had a stronger strategic focus
about certain social values.
Control Variables
We included the age of a firm as a control variable since older social entrepreneurships will have more
experience and more knowledge about Social Value Creation in their fields, it is likely that firm age
will have some positive influence on the social value creation of social entrepreneurships. To compute
firm age, we deducted the established year of the firm from 2013 the year that we collected data
from www.bcorporation.net.

5. Results

To test our hypotheses, we ran OLS regression on SPSS. Table 1 Summarize the descriptive statistics
of variables that were used on the analysis. As shown in the table, Hi-Tec (Hi-Tech Innovation),
Accountability (Accountability), App-Tec (Appropriate Technology Innovation), Focus (Strategic
Focus) and Firm Age (Firm Age) were entered regression analysis with Social Value (Social Value
Creation) as a dependent variable.

Table 1. Descriptive Statistics
Mean

Std. Deviation

N

Social Value

88.36

16.540

310

Hi-Tec

12.77

3.885

310

Appropriate Tec

13.39

11.026

310

Accountability

0.23

0.421

310

Strategic Focus

0.25

0.431

310

0.188761

0.0786824

310

Firm Age
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Table 2. Correlation

Pearson
Correlation

Sig.(1-tailed)

Social
Value

Accountability

Firm Age

Hi-Tec

App-Tec

Focus

Social Value

1.000

-0.093

0.044

-0.114

0.048

0.392

Accountability

-0.093

1.000

-0.083

-0.025

-0.061

0.336

Firm Age

0.044

-0.083

1.000

-0.003

0.031

-0.126

Hi-Tec

-0.114

-0.025

-0.003

1.000

-0.311

-0.155

App-Tec

0.048

-0.061

0.031

-0.311

1.000

0.032

Focus

0.392

0.336

-0.126

-0.155

0.032

1.000

0.052

0.222

0.023

0.200

0.000

0.072

0.329

0.142

0.000

0.478

0.293

0.014

0.000

0.003

Social Value

N

Accountability

0.052

Firm Age

0.222

0.072

Hi-Tec

0.023

0.329

0.478

App-Tec

0.200

0.142

0.293

0.000

Focus

0.000

0.000

0.014

0.003

0.286

Social Value

310

310

310

310

310

310

Accountability

310

310

310

310

310

310

Firm Age

310

310

310

310

310

310

Hi-Tec

310

310

310

310

310

310

App-Tec

310

310

310

310

310

310

Focus

310

310

310

310

310

310

0.286

Table 3. Model Summary
Model

R

R Square

Adjusted R
Square

Std. Error of the
Estimate

1

0.469

0.220

0.207

14.173

Predictors:(Constant), Firm Age, Hi-Tec, App-Tec, Accountability, Focus
Dependent Variable: Social Value
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Table 2 shows Correlations of variables and Table 3 shows model summary for the regression analysis,
as we can see on this table, r-square value for the regression model is 0.220 which shows that 22% of
dependent variable is explained by impact of independent variables.

Table 4. ANOVA Results
Model

Sum of Squares

df

Mean Square

F

Sig.

1 Regression

18574.459

5

3714.892

17.121

0.000

Residual

65963.076

304

216.984

Total

84537.535

309

Predictors:(Constant), Firm Age, Hi-Tec, App-Tec, Accountability, Focus
Dependent Variable: Social Value

Table 4 shows ANOVA(Analysis of Variance) result of the analysis. From the table, we can see that
the F-value of the analysis is 17.121 with the p-vale of .000(p<0.5) thus the regression line is fit for
the model.

Table 5. Coefficients

Model

Unstandardized
Coefficients
Std.
B
Error

Standardized
Coefficients
Beta

Collinearity
Statistics
t

Sig

22.869

0.000

Tolerance

VIF

(Constant)

81.556

3.566

Hi-Tec

-1.778

2.120

-0.45

-0.839

0.402

0.882

1.133

App-Tec

0.027

2.052

0.001

0.013

0.989

0.898

1.114

Accountability

-1.055

0.230

-0.248

-4.588

0.000

0.880

1.136

Focus

100.698

11.512

0.479

8.747

0.000

0.856

1.168

Age

0.124

0.077

0.083

1.622

0.106

0.981

1.019

Dependent Variable: Social Value

Table 5 is a coefficients table used for the analysis. For Hypothesis 1, we expected that Hi-Tech
innovation type of social entrepreneurship will negatively impact the social value creation of the
organization. When we look at the coefficient of Hi-Tech innovation, Hypothesis 1a is rejected since
t-value of -0.839(p=0.402) does not provide a statistically significant result. For Hypothesis 1b, we
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argued that Appropriate Technology Innovation Type for the social entrepreneurship will positively
impact the Social Value Creation of the social entrepreneurship. The result shows that Hypothesis 1b
is also rejected since the t-value of 0.013(p=0.989) does not support Hypothesis 1b. We suggested
positive influence of Accountability of social entrepreneurship on its Social Value Creation in
Hypothesis 2.
Surprisingly, the result shows that Accountability has a negative impact on Social Value
Creation with standardized coefficient β of -0.248 and a t-value of -4.588(p=0.000). This result is
quite interesting since it goes against the premises of past studies on accountability of social
entrepreneurships. After more research on how the accountability assessment is measured in B
Assessment, we concluded that this result indicates the limitation of applying traditional accounting
practices to social entrepreneurship. To understand the underlying causes for this result, we looked in
to the questionnaire of the accountability assessment. In governance and accountability section, we
specifically focused on the Transparency and Governance Metrics section of the questionnaire. In the
Transparency section, the questionnaire asked whether the company has fallowed traditional
accounting practice through legitimate procedures. Questions in this section asked what kind of
financial reporting standard the company used, who audited or reviewed the financial statements of
the company and how much of those financial reporting is available to the public. In the Governance
Metrics section, the questionnaire inquired about actual financial information such as end of fiscal
year, reporting currency, total earned revenue, EBIT and net income. From this review of the
questionnaire, we were able to see that the accountability section of assessment was measuring how
well the company is following traditional accounting practices and how well the company is
performing with regards to those traditional accounting reports. But several studies on the accounting
practices of the social sector point out the limitations of traditional accounting reports in reflecting the
true status social value creation of social sector organizations and social entrepreneurs not only have
to use the annual report of audited financial accounts, but they also have to use social impact reporting
such as SROI, CIC34 and Trustee’s Report strategically to increase their performance in terms of both
internal and external point of view(Alex Nicholls, 2009; SOCIAL & RETURNS, 2003).
On Hypothesis 3 we argued that Strategic Focus of social entrepreneurship will positively
impact the Social Value Creation of social entrepreneurship. The result of Table 4 shows that
Hypothesis 3 is accepted with standardized coefficient β of 0.479 and a t-value of 8.747(p=0.000).
This result implies that it is better for social entrepreneurships to focus on delivering a single social
value than try to solve different social problems simultaneously. Lastly, the control variable, Firm Age,
was proven to be statistically insignificant with t-value of 0.083(p=0.106).
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6. Discussion
A lot of literature has touched on the importance of social entrepreneurships as alternative remedy for
social-market failure(Pearce et al., 2003; Rhodes & Donnelly-Cox, 2008; Weisbrod, 1977) and
because of an increase in importance, social entrepreneurship received a lot of attention from
scholars(Bacq & Janssen, 2011). But due to its hybrid and ambiguous nature, most of the studies have
been focused on defining the term “Social Entrepreneurship” (Ascigil, 2012; El Ebrashi, 2013). Even
though a great deal of contributions were made to help our understanding of the field of social
entrepreneurship, still little has been done on the performance measure of social entrepreneurships.
While plenty of qualitative case studies have helped our understanding on social entrepreneurships,
large data-based quantitative study to let us expand our knowledge on the nature of social
entrepreneurship was still lacked.
Our study explores the performance of social entrepreneurships as a social value a firm create
and further investigate the factors that impact the performance of social entrepreneurships using largescale quantitative analysis. First, we tested the influence of technological innovation type on the
performance of social entrepreneurships. Our hypothesis argued that appropriate technology
innovation will help social value creation whereas other capital intensive technology innovation will
hinder social value creation. The result shows that type of technological innovation has no significant
effect on performance of social entrepreneurships. We think this result is due to the skewedness of
samples which we shall discuss more when we talk about the limitations of this study. Second, we
examined the impact of accountability on performance of social entrepreneurships. Contrary to what
we expected, the accountability of social entrepreneurship had negative impact on the performance of
social entrepreneurship. This result shows that it is inadequate to measure accountability and
transparency of social entrepreneurships with traditional financial reports because they not only lack a
holistic understanding of the process of social value creation, but also that better financial
performance, such as higher net profit, might actually indicate less investment on social value creation.
Third, we tested the impact of strategic focus on performance of social entrepreneurships. The results
of our analysis show that strategic focus on a single social problem will produce better performance
than trying to deal with multiple social problems.
This study hopes to bring some important contributions to the field of social entrepreneurships
study as well as having some practical implications. This paper helps to fill the gap in the social
entrepreneurship study by testing our existing knowledge from qualitative studies and test them on the
large data-based quantitative setting. By doing so, we were able to bring some new insights such as
the need for fitting accounting practice for social entrepreneurships and gave critical insight for social
entrepreneurs that emphasize importance of strategic focus for social entrepreneurships.
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This research also suffers from inevitable limitations. First, due to the nature of the data
source www.bcorporation.net, the sample set of social entrepreneurships are mostly from developed
countries such as the U.S or EU member countries. When we think about the fact that the role of
social entrepreneurship is quite different from developing countries to developed countries (Ascigil,
2012; A. Nicholls, 2006; Alex Nicholls, 2009), this skewedness in the sample raises some questions
like whether certain insights are universally applicable. For example, our conclusion that there is no
significant impact by appropriate technological innovation on the social value creation may not be
applicable to the social entrepreneurship in developing countries. Second, since the analysis was
conducted on the data sample that is already assessed by other organization, we were not able to get
direct informations from samples and thus, we were not able to get some valuable information that
can provide more rigorous analyses of the relationship between variables like actual net profit,
number of employees and actual business models. Finally, although this study showed the inadequacy
of traditional accounting practices on social entrepreneurship, we were not able to provide one single
alternative accounting measure for social entrepreneurships that accommodates a more holistic view
on the process of social value creation and which can ensure the transparency of social
entrepreneurships and can also consider the creation of social value.
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APPENDIX A
Example of B Impact Report
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APPENDIX B
B Impact Assessment Example

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

29

30

31

32

33

34

35

36

37

38

39

40

REFEFENCES

Akubue, A. (2000). Appropriate technology for socioeconomic development in third world countries.
Ascigil, S. F. (2012). Social Entrepreneurship: From Definition to Performance Measurement.
American Journal of Entrepreneurship(1), 26-36.
Audretsch, D. B. (1995). Innovation, growth and survival. International journal of industrial
organization, 13(4), 441-457.
Austin, J., Stevenson, H., & Wei‐Skillern, J. (2006). Social and commercial entrepreneurship: same,
different, or both? Entrepreneurship theory and practice, 30(1), 1-22.
Bacq, S., & Janssen, F. (2011). The multiple faces of social entrepreneurship: A review of definitional
issues based on geographical and thematic criteria. Entrepreneurship & Regional
Development, 23(5-6), 373-403.
Bishop, M., & Green, M. (2010). Philanthrocapitalism: How giving can save the world: Bloomsbury
Publishing USA.
Chen, L.-W., & Roberts, P. W. (2013). Founders and the Social Performance of B Corporations.
Paper presented at the Academy of Management Proceedings.
Christie, M. J., & Honig, B. (2006). Social entrepreneurship: New research findings. Journal of world
business, 41(1), 1-5.
Clotfelter, C. T. (1992). Who Benefits from the Nonprofit Sector? : University of Chicago Press.
Cohen, W. M., & Levinthal, D. A. (1989). Innovation and learning: the two faces of R & D. The
economic journal, 569-596.
Collier, P. (2007). The bottom billion. ECONOMIC REVIEW-DEDDINGTON-, 25(1), 17.
Dacin, M. T., Dacin, P. A., & Tracey, P. (2011). Social entrepreneurship: A critique and future
directions. Organization Science, 22(5), 1203-1213.
Dees, J. G. (1998). Enterprising nonprofits. Harvard business review, 76, 54-69.
Dees, J. G., Anderson, B. B., & Wei-Skillern, J. (2004). Scaling social impact. Stanford social
innovation review, 1(4), 24-33.
DiMaggio, P. J., & Anheier, H. K. (1990). The sociology of nonprofit organizations and sectors.
Annual review of sociology, 137-159.
Dorado, S. (2006). Social entrepreneurial ventures: different values so different process of creation,
no? Journal of developmental entrepreneurship, 11(04), 319-343.
Duvnäs, H., Stenholm, P., Brännback, M., & Carsrud, A. L. (2012). What are the Outcomes of
Innovativeness within Social Entrepreneurship? The Relationship Between Innovative
Orientation and Social Enterprise Economic Performance. Journal of Strategic Innovation
41

and Sustainability, 8(1), 68-80.
El Ebrashi, R. (2013). Social entrepreneurship theory and sustainable social impact. Social
Responsibility Journal, 9(2), 188-209.
Foster, W., & Bradach, J. (2005). Should nonprofit seek profits. Harvard business review, 83(2), 92100.
Henderson, R., & Cockburn, I. (1994). Measuring competence? Exploring firm effects in
pharmaceutical research. Strategic management journal, 15(S1), 63-84.
Hoogendoorn, B., & Pennings, H. P. G. (2010). What do we know about social entrepreneurship: an
analysis of empirical research: ERIM Report Series Research in Management.
Jacobs, A. (2006). Helping people is difficult: Growth and performance in social enterprises working
for international relief and development. Social entrepreneurship: New paradigms of
sustainable social change, 247-270.
Jepson, P. (2005). Governance and accountability of environmental NGOs. Environmental Science &
Policy, 8(5), 515-524.
Katre, A., & Salipante, P. (2012). Start‐Up Social Ventures: Blending Fine‐Grained Behaviors From
Two Institutions for Entrepreneurial Success. Entrepreneurship theory and practice, 36(5),
967-994.
Kendall, J., & Knapp, M. (2000). Measuring the performance of voluntary organizations. Public
Management Review, 2(1), 105-132.
Mair, J., & Marti, I. (2006). Social entrepreneurship research: A source of explanation, prediction, and
delight. Journal of world business, 41(1), 36-44.
Mayer, L. H., & Ganahl, J. R. (2014). Taxing Social Enterprise. Stan. L. Rev., 66, 387.
Mooney, G. (2009). Dead Aid: Why aid is not working and how there is another way for Africa: Wiley
Online Library.
Nicholls, A. (2006). Social Entrepreneurship: New Models of Sustainable Social Change: OUP
Oxford.
Nicholls, A. (2009). ‘We do good things, don’t we?’:‘Blended Value Accounting’in social
entrepreneurship. Accounting, organizations and society, 34(6), 755-769.
Nicholls, A., & Cho, A. H. (2006). Social Entrepreneurship: The Structuration of a Field in Alex
Nicholls (ed.) Social Entrepreneurship: Oxford University Press, at.
Paton, R. (2003). Managing and measuring social enterprises: Sage.
Pearce, J., Kay, A., & Gulbenkian, F. C. (2003). Social Enterprise in Anytown: Calouste Gulbenkian
Foundation.
Prashantham, S., & Dhanaraj, C. (2010). The Dynamic Influence of Social Capital on the International
Growth of New Ventures. Journal of Management Studies, 47(6), 967-994. doi:
10.1111/j.1467-6486.2009.00904.x
42

Reis, T. K., & Clohesy, S. J. (2001). Unleashing new resources and entrepreneurship for the common
good: A philanthropic renaissance. New Directions for Philanthropic Fundraising, 2001(32),
109-144.
Rhodes, M. L., & Donnelly-Cox, G. (2008). Social Entrepreneurship as a Performance Landscape:
The Case of'Front Line.'.
Salamon, L. M., Sokolowski, S. W., & List, R. (2003). Global civil society: An overview: Center for
Civil Society Studies, Institute for Policy Studies, The Johns Hopkins University.
Schumacher, E. F. (1985). Small is beautiful: Rowohlt Taschenbuch Verlag.
Schumpeter, J. A., & Elliott, J. E. (2011). The Theory of Economic Development: An Inquiry into
Profits, Capital, Credit, Interest, and the Business Cycle: Transaction Publishers.
SOCIAL, I., & RETURNS, F. (2003). The blended value proposition. California management review,
45(4), 36.
Sud, M., VanSandt, C. V., & Baugous, A. M. (2009). Social entrepreneurship: The role of institutions.
Journal of Business Ethics, 85(1), 201-216.
Thompson, J., Alvy, G., & Lees, A. (2000). Social entrepreneurship–a new look at the people and the
potential. Management Decision, 38(5), 328-338.
Thompson, J. L. (2002). The world of the social entrepreneur. International Journal of Public Sector
Management, 15(5), 412-431.
Weerawardena, J., & Mort, G. S. (2006). Investigating social entrepreneurship: A multidimensional
model. Journal of world business, 41(1), 21-35.
Weisbrod, B. A. (1977). The voluntary nonprofit sector: an economic analysis: Lexington Books.
Zahra, S. A., Gedajlovic, E., Neubaum, D. O., & Shulman, J. M. (2009). A typology of social
entrepreneurs: Motives, search processes and ethical challenges. Journal of Business
Venturing, 24(5), 519-532.
Zahra, S. A., Rawhouser, H. N., Bhawe, N., Neubaum, D. O., & Hayton, J. C. (2008). Globalization of
social entrepreneurship opportunities. Strategic entrepreneurship journal, 2(2), 117-131.

43

44

