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Abstract

The study looked at entrepreneurship promotion from the perspectives of sociocultural and economic
factors. The study was specific on establishing the relationship between both general and social
entrepreneurship and sustainable development. And secondly, the formation of new initiatives that
support the emergence of new economic agents in the economy. The study adopted a qualitative
methodology that used 10 OECD countries as cases in point. The findings revealed a positive
relationship between both types of entrepreneurship on sustainable development. Also, both groups
of factors are positively related to the two types of entrepreneurship analyzed, but the sociocultural
factor shows a greater impact than the economic one. The study concluded through recommendations
that policies aimed at promoting human capital, employment, and investment aid would favour more
social entrepreneurship, whereas those that increase innovation and improve institutions and are
aimed at reducing corruption and making the market freer and more effective would have a greater
impact on general entrepreneurship.
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Introduction

Entrepreneurship has been examined from a variety of angles in recent decades. One strategy is to
examine how entrepreneurship may affect economic growth in light of the advantages that more
economic growth brings to employment and societal well-being, particularly during times of crisis.
Numerous studies have focused on this (e.g., Audretsch & Keilbach, 2004a, 2004b; Audretsch, 2005;
Alpkan, Bulut, Gunday, Ulusoy, & Kilic, 2010). These evaluations concluded that entrepreneurship
and economic growth are closely related. To stimulate growth, the policymaker can therefore combine
the entrepreneurial element with more established ones like public spending and taxes.

Because of this, there is interest in determining the variables that might influence entrepreneurship
and the best ways to encourage these variables and so promote economic growth. Various factors
have been considered, with special attention on innovations (e.g., Galindo & Méndez, 2013, 2014;
Ferreira, Fernandes, & Ratten, 2017; Mazzarol & Reboud, 2017; Schmitz, Urbano, Dandolini, de
Souza, & Guerrero, 2017; Betts, Laud, & Kretinin, 2018; Malerba & McKelvey, 2019; Medeiros,
Marques, Galvao, & Braga, 2020), institutions (Acemoglu &, 2019; Nasiri & Hamelin, 2018) and
other aspects, even considering the feedback effects in the analysis. These factors, among others, may
show how entrepreneurship may benefit from economic growth (Galindo & Méndez, 2014).
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According to these findings, entrepreneurship and economic growth are closely related. Therefore, in
addition to the conventional factors like public spending, taxation, etc., the political decision-maker
has another option to promote growth. Determining what variables would influence entrepreneurship
and, consequently, what would be the most effective courses of action to encourage this factor and,
as a result, encourage it through economic growth, has become of interest. Concern over adopting
measures to address present issues without jeopardising the condition of future generations is growing
as a result of the alarming environmental state of many nations. This has led to a reevaluation of the
goal to be reached, a rise in the focus on sustainable development, and the formation of new initiatives
that support the emergence of new economic agents in the economy—in our instance, social
entrepreneurship.

Thus, sustainable development has become the essential objective of political decision-makers. And,
from this new perspective, it is important to know, as happened in the case of economic growth, the
factors that influence said development. In this sense, contributions arise that consider social
entrepreneurship as a new factor to consider in changing the objective of economic growth for
sustainable development (Johnson & Schaltegger, 2019; Schaltegger, Horisch, & Loorbach, 2020) to
avoid compromising the situation of future generations through current policies designed to achieve
present-day well-being.

Therefore, taking the previous comments into account, one of the first questions to consider is the
relationship between both general and social entrepreneurship and sustainable development.

But it is also interesting to ascertain the factors that can stimulate both types of entrepreneurship, as
this would help in designing appropriate measures to promote sustainable development through
business activity. In this case, unlike the analyses that have been carried out, the main factors are
going to be grouped into two main categories: sociocultural and economic. This choice is essential
since both the social and cultural and the economic environment influence entrepreneurial activity.
Therefore, it is important to determine the relationship of these factors with each of the types of
entrepreneurship considered and show the relevance in each of the cases.

Therefore, the objective of this paper is to conduct a double empirical analysis. Firstly, to analyze the
relationship between both general entrepreneurship and social entrepreneurship and sustainable
development and, secondly, to study the relationship of sociocultural and economic factors with both
types of entrepreneurship. The empirical analysis proposes a structural equation modelling with
partial least squares, allowing the introduction of latent variables and the estimation of multiple
relationships, thus improving upon multivariate techniques that can only examine one relationship at
a time (Barclay, Higgins, & Thompson, 1995; Chin, Marcolin, & Newsted, 2003).

Theoretical analysis

Entrepreneurship and social entrepreneurship

Entrepreneurship has had positive effects on economic growth, and this relationship has been
analyzed thoroughly in recent decades (e.g., Audretsch & Keilbach, 2004a, 2004b; Audretsch, 2005;
Alpkan et al., 2010; Acs et al., 2012; Méndez-Picazo et al., 2012; Nissan et al., 2012; Castafio et al.,
2016; Doran et al., 2018; Stoica et al., 2020). This positive relationship is due mainly to the activities
of entrepreneurs regarding, for example, the development of new products, the search for new
markets, and the introduction of innovations, which have positive effects on economic growth, which,
in turn, has positive effects on job creation and social well-being. Given this possibility of stimulating
economic growth through entrepreneurial activity, the specialized literature has also focused on
determining the factors that can stimulate entrepreneurship to design appropriate economic policy.
Furthermore, the increasing interest in environmental problems suffered by economies has led to
attention being paid to other variables and objectives that take these problems into account. For this
reason, the objective of economic growth gives way to the objective of “sustainable development,”
which refers to the attempt to achieve economic development that will satisfy current needs without
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compromising the situation of future generations (UN, 1987). This implies, among other issues, the
alteration of traditional business practices that are considered environmentally unsustainable,
replacing them with others that are environmentally sustainable, thus reducing environmental
damage. Therefore, the term sustainable development implies the use of non-renewable resources in
such a way as to make them viable and usable by future generations.

As in the case of economic growth, entrepreneurial activity could develop activities that respect the
environment and, therefore, it could also be a stimulating factor for sustainable development.
Consideration of environmental problems has led to the emergence of other activities and other ways
of operating by economic agents. The concept of social entrepreneurship has arisen and has been
considered gradually in analyses (Middermann, Kratzer, & Perner, 2020). Though different
definitions of social entrepreneurship have been offered (Dees, 1998; Hockerts, 2017; Light, 2006,
2009; Mair & Marti, 2006), from the perspective of this paper, we can consider it in general terms as
a process involving opportunities and actions that try to solve social and environmental problems by
searching for innovative solutions (Brooks, 2009; Méndez-Picazo, Ribeiro-Soriano, & Galindo-
Martin, 2015; Miller, Grimes, McMullen, & Vogus, 2012; Miska, Stahl, & Mendenhall, 2013; Nga &
Shamuganathan, 2010).

As in the case of general entrepreneurship, social entrepreneurship has a positive effect on sustainable
development through its related activities, facilitating job creation, and, thus, increasing the aggregate
demand of the economy that will stimulate economic growth.

In enhancing sustainable development, both general (Doran & Ryan, 2016; Liao, 2018) and social
entrepreneurship play an important role (Johnson & Schaltegger, 2019). Both are interested in
achieving the objective of sustainable development, as environmental responsibility represents a good
business opportunity and will allow entrepreneurs to access new markets, improve their image with
stakeholders, and differentiate their products (Ambec & Lanoie, 2008). In short, general and social
entrepreneurship have a positive relationship with sustainable development. For this reason, it is
interesting to determine the factors that influence both types of entrepreneurship. In this sense,
different factors, such as institutions (Acemoglu & Robinson, 2008; Acemoglu, 2003; Acs et al., 2018;
Bosma et al., 2018; Boudreaux et al., 2019; De Beule, Klein, & Verwaal, 2019; Diab & Metwally,
2019; Urbano, Aparicio, & Audretsch, 2019; Elert & Henrekson, 2017; Galindo-Martin et al., 2019),
education, and social climate have been considered. From the perspective of this paper, the different
factors are grouped into two categories: sociocultural and economic.

Sociocultural factors

Regarding sociocultural factors, it must be considered that the social environment is of great
importance in stimulating entrepreneurial activity, basically from two perspectives. From the
institutional perspective, without efficient institutions that try to protect property rights, few economic
agents would be interested in developing an entrepreneurial activity. The institutions oversee
establishing the rules of the game by which this activity will be carried out. If these rules are either
not clear or involve a delay in decision-making, due to excessive bureaucracy, for example,
entrepreneurial activity will be affected negatively. For this reason, some studies indicate that the
structure of institutions influences the type of entrepreneurship existing in society (Baumol, 1990;
Boettke & Coyne, 2003; Gregori, Wdowiak, Schwarz, & Holzmann, 2019; Sobel, 2008), whereas
other papers indicate that such structure may discourage entrepreneurial activity (Baumol, 1990;
Johnson, Kaufmann, & Shleifer, 1997; Hall & Sobel, 2008). The structure of institutions can be
divided into two large groups: formal and informal. Formal institutions are characterized by having a
very strong cultural component (North, 1990), which is what encourages entrepreneurs to carry out
their activities. For this reason, the rules designed by this type of institution are aimed at increasing
economic freedom (Powell & Rodet, 2012), and reducing corruption would have a positive effect on
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entrepreneurship (Anokhin & Schulze, 2009; Avnimelech, Zelekha, & Sharabi, 2014; Berdiev &
Saunoris, 2018; Cherrier, Goswami, & Ray, 2018; Zhang, 2019).

In this group, the role of education and skills improvement must also be considered (Gavron,
Cowling, Holtham, & Westall, 1998; Reynolds, Hay, & Camp, 2000), as a higher educational level
makes it easier for individuals to favour the introduction of and desire for innovations and to make
more efficient use of the different instruments and tools necessary to carry out their activity by
allowing entrepreneurs to identify the market opportunities that may arise (Barreneche Garcia, 2013;
Portuguez Castro, Ross Scheede, & Gomez Zermefio, 2019; Rashid, 2019). In this case, the variable
to consider would be schooling, as a proxy variable for education and human capital.

Economic factors

The second group of factors to consider are economic. In this area, different variables could stimulate
entrepreneurial activity, both general and social. The first factor is the fiscal policy designed by the
government. In general, government activity can stimulate entrepreneurship (Audretsch & Link,
2019; Audretsch, 2003) by correcting failures that can occur in markets due to either external shocks
or misallocation of resources. Therefore, the government can stimulate entrepreneurial activity
through its spending policies (McMullen, Bagby, & Palich, 2008; Gnyawali & Fogel, 1994), for
example, by improving income distribution and investing in education and R&D. These two
possibilities are considered in the model estimated in the following section. Investment in education
has been included as a sociocultural factor, since, as indicated, what is intended is that entrepreneurs
use the different instruments more efficiently to conduct their activities and can better identify the
opportunities offered by markets.

Regarding income distribution, its importance lies in the fact that an adequate social climate is
generated that facilitates economic activity, which supposes an additional incentive to stimulate
entrepreneurship, both general and social (Galindo Martin, Méndez Picazo, & Alfaro Navarro, 2010;
Castafio et al., 2016). Government measures can also stimulate entrepreneurship indirectly through
employment policy. A reduction in unemployment is a stimulus to demand in the market and,
therefore, a greater quantity of already produced are demanded and new products can be offered. This
provides the possibility of increasing the production of activities in development and also provides
new possibilities and market niches that would stimulate the appearance of new entrepreneurs. For
this reason, a positive relationship between employment and general and social entrepreneurship is
expected.

However, there are also detractors of government policies, considering that public measures can allow
non-productive entrepreneurs to continue operating in the market, which would negatively affect
economic growth (Campbell & Mitchell, 2012).

The other two economic factors to consider are investment spending and research and development
(R&D). As already indicated, both variables allow entrepreneurs to be more competitive and,
especially, to be able to create and implement technology that is less harmful to the environment,
even prompting other entrepreneurs to include these advances in their production processes (Amoros,
Poblete, & Mandakovic, 2019, Urbano et al., 2019b, Duguet, 2004; Yun, Kwon, & Choi, 2019).

Considering all these theoretical aspects, the model to be estimated in the following section includes
two groups of sociocultural and economic factors. Both factors have a positive relationship with
general entrepreneurship and social entrepreneurship. The sociocultural variables considered are
corruption, economic freedom, schooling, and human capital. The variables considered as economic
factors are income distribution, employment, spending on fixed capital, and spending on R&D.
Finally, both types of entrepreneurship have a positive relationship with sustainable development.
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Conclusions and discussion

Entrepreneurship is one of the variables chosen to analyze the factors that stimulate economic growth.
Increased awareness of environmental problems has led to an alteration in the objective to be
achieved, introducing an analysis of the effects of entrepreneurship on sustainable development. In
this area, the role of the social entrepreneur in this relationship has also been considered.

Due to the positive relationship between both types of entrepreneurship on sustainable development,
it is important to try to find out who has the greatest impact on sustainable development and what the
factors are that stimulate this entrepreneurial activity by grouping these factors into two main groups:
sociocultural and economic. To achieve this objective, a qualitative analysis has been carried out for
the case of 15 OECD countries that shows the following results: Both types of entrepreneurial activity,
general and social, stimulate sustainable development, although the impact of general
entrepreneurship is greater than that of social entrepreneurship. From this perspective, measures
aimed at stimulating entrepreneurial activity would indirectly favour the achievement of greater
sustainable development.

Taking this result into account, it is necessary to consider the role played by the factors in favouring
entrepreneurship. The results obtained show that both groups of factors are positively related to the
two types of entrepreneurship analyzed, but the sociocultural factor shows a greater impact than the
economic one. Faced with this common result, it should be noted that the weight of the indicators is
different depending on the type of entrepreneur. In the case of general entrepreneurship, the proper
functioning of institutions and the control of corruption show a greater effect, and in the case of social
entrepreneurship the control of corruption and measures aimed at education and health have a higher
effect. This implies that in both cases, measures aimed at controlling and improving the behaviour of
institutions aimed at reducing corruption would have a beneficial effect.

Regarding economic factors, spending on gross fixed capital training and employment has a greater
effect on social entrepreneurship, whereas R&D and unemployment show a high impact on general
entrepreneurship. Income distribution shows a similar effect in both cases.

Therefore, public sector actions aimed at stimulating entrepreneurship can have different effects on
both types of entrepreneurship. Policies aimed at promoting human capital, employment, and
investment aid would favour more social entrepreneurship, whereas those that increase innovation
and improve institutions and are aimed at reducing corruption and making the market freer and more
effective would have a greater impact on general entrepreneurship. On the other hand, redistributive
policies aimed at improving income distribution would have a similar impact on both types of
entrepreneurship.

References

Aparicio, D.B D. Urbano, S. Aparicio, D.B. Audretsch(2019).Twenty-five years of research on
institutions, entrepreneurship, and economic growth: What has been learned? Small Business
Economics, 53 (1) (2019), pp. 21-49, 10.1007/s11187-018-0038-0

Acemoglu, D. Acemoglu(2003). Root causes: A historical approach to assessing the role of
institutions in economic development. Finance & Development, 40 (2) (2003), pp. 26-30

Acemoglu and Robinson,D. Acemoglu, J. Robinson(2008).The role of institutions in growth and
development. Commission on Growth and Development, 10 (2008), 10.5202/rei.v1i2.14

Acs,Z.J., D.B. Audretsch, P. Braunerhjelm, B. Carlsson, Acs et al.,, (2012).Growth and
entrepreneurship Small Business Economics, 39 (2) (2012), pp. 289-300, 10.1007/s11187-010-
9307-2

891



Promoting Entrepreneurship And Social Development Through Sociocultural And Economic Factors

Acs, Z.J. S. Estrin, T. Mickiewicz, L. Szerb(2018).Entrepreneurship, institutional economics, and
economic growth: An ecosystem perspective Small Business Economics, 51 (2) (2018), pp. 501-
514, 10.1007/s11187-018-0013-9

Aeeni Z., M. Motavaseli, K. Sakhdari, A.M. Dehkordi(2019).Baumol’s theory of entrepreneurial
allocation: A systematic review and research agenda. European Research on Management and
Business Economics, 25 (1) (2019), pp. 30-37, 10.1016/j.iedeen.2018.09.001

Aldés-Manzano, J. Aldds-Manzano(2012).Partial least squares path modelling in marketing and
management research: An annotated application

Alpkan, L. C. Bulut, G. Gunday, G. Ulusoy, K. Kilic(2012).Organizational support for
intrapreneurship and its interaction with human capital to enhance innovative performance-
management Decision, 48 (5) (2010), pp. 732-755, 10.1108/00251741011043902

Ambec and Lanoie, 2008S. Ambec, P. Lanoie(2008). Does it pay to be green? A systematic overview.
The Academy of Management Perspectives, 22 (4) (2008), pp. 45-62, 10.5465/ amp.2008.
35590353

Amoros et al., J.LE. Amorods, C. Poblete, V. Mandakovic(2019).R&D transfer, policy and innovative
ambitious entrepreneurship: Evidence from Latin American countries.The Journal of Technology
Transfer, 44 (5) (2019), pp. 1396-1415, 10.1007/s10961-019-09728-x

Anokhin and Schulze, S. Anokhin, W.S. Schulze(2009).Entrepreneurship, innovation, and corruption.
Journal of Business Venturing, 24 (5) (2009), pp. 465-476, 10.1016/j.jbusvent.2008.06.001

Audretsch, D.B. Audretsch(2009).Entrepreneurship: A survey of the literature. In enterprise
directorate-general European commission (No. 14; enterprise papers) (2003), 10.1111/5.1755-
3768.1989.tb03102.x

Audretsch, D.B. Audretsch(2005).The knowledge spillover theory of entrepreneurship and economic
growth. Vinig, R. Van Der Voort (Eds.), The emergence of entrepreneurship policy (research on
technological innovation, management and policy, 9, Springer US (2005), pp. 37-54, 10.1016/
S0737-1071(05)09003-7

Audretsch and Keilbach, D.B. Audretsch, M. Keilbach.(2004). Entrepreneurship capital and
economic performance Regional Studies, 38 (8) (2004), pp. 949-959, 10.1080/00343400420002
80956

Autio and Acs, E. Autio, Z. Acs(2010). Intellectual property protection and the formation of
entrepreneurial growth aspirations Strategic Entrepreneurship Journal, 4 (1) (2010), pp. 234-251,
10.1002/sec.93

Avnimelech et al., G. Avnimelech, Y. Zelekha, E. Sharabi(2014).The effect of corruption on
entrepreneurship in developed vs. non-developed countries. International Journal of
Entrepreneurial Behavior & Research, 20 (3) (2014), pp. 237-262, 10.1108/IJEBR-10-2012-0121

Aparicio S & D. Urbano, A. Turro, (2019).Innovation through R&D activities in the European
context: Antecedents and consequences. The Journal of Technology Transfer (2019),
10.1007/s10961-019-09752-x

Barclay et al., D. Barclay, C. Higgins, R. Thompson(1995).The Partial Least Squares (PLS) approach
to causal modeling: Personal computer adoption and use of an illustration

Technology Studies, 2 (2) (1995), pp. 285-309, 10.1017/CBO9781107415324.004 Barreneche
Garcia, A. Barreneche Garcia(2013).Analyzing the determinants of entrepreneurship in European
cities small Business Economics, 42 (1) (2013), pp. 77-98, 10.1007/s11187-012-9462-8

Baumol, W.J. Baumol, Berdiev and Saunoris,(2018). Entrepreneurship: Productive, unproductive,

and destructive. The Journal of Political Economy, 98 (5) (1990), pp. 893-921

Berdiev A.N., J.W. Saunoris(2018).Corruption and entrepreneurship: Cross-country evidence from

formal and informal sectors. Southern Economic Journal, 84 (3) (2018), pp. 831-848, 10.1002/
s0ej.12250

Betts,S.C., R. Laud, A. Kretinin(2018).Social entrepreneurship: A contemporary approach to
solving social problems. Global Journal of Entrepreneurship, 2 (1) (2018), pp. 31-40

892



Promoting Entrepreneurship And Social Development Through Sociocultural And Economic Factors

Boettke and Coyne, P. Boettke, C. Coyne(22003).Entrepreneurship and development: Cause or
consequence?Advances in Austrian Economics, 6 (1) (2003), pp. 67-88, 10.1016/S1529-2134 (03)
06005-8

Bosma et al, N. Bosma, J. Content, M. Sanders, E. Stam( 2018).Institutions, entrepreneurship, and
economic growth in Europe.Small Business Economics, 51 (2) (2018), pp. 483-499, 10.1007/
s11187-018-0012-x

Bosma et al., N. Bosma, T. Schott, S. Terjesen, P. Kew (2015).Report on social entrepreneurship
Global entrepreneurship monitor .https://www.gemconsortium.org/file/open?fileld=49542

Boudreaux et al.,C.J. Boudreaux, B.N. Nikolaev, P. Kleinv((2019).Socio-cognitive traits and
entrepreneurship: The moderating role of economic institutions. Journal of Business Venturing, 34
(1) (2019), pp. 178-196, 10.1016/j.jbusvent.2018.08.003

Brooks, A.C. Brooks(2009).Social entrepreneurship: A modern approach to social value creation
Pearson Prentice Hall, https://www.pearson.com/us/higher-education/program/Brooks-Social-
Entrepreneur ship-A-Modern-Approach-to-Social-Value

Campbell and Mitchell, N. Campbell, D.T. Mitchell(2012).A (partial) review of entrepreneurship
literature across disciplines. Journal of Entrepreneurship and Public Policy, 1 (2) (2012), pp. 183-
199, 10.1108/20452101211261453

Capelleras et al., J.L. Capelleras, 1. Contin-Pilart, M. Larraza-Kintana, V. Martin-Sanchez(2019)

.Entrepreneurs’ human capital and growth aspirations: The moderating role of regional
entrepreneurial culture.Small Business Economics, 52 (1) (2019), pp. 3-25, 10.1007/s11187-017-
9985-0

Castaio et al., M.S. Castaio, M.T. Méndez, M.A. Galindo(2016). The effect of public policies on
entrepreneurial activity and economic growth. Journal of Business Research, 69 (11) (2016), pp.
5280-5285, 10.1016/j.jbusres.2016.04.125

Diab and Metwally, (2019).Testing Baumol: Institutional quality and the productivity of
entrepreneurship. Journal of Business Venturing, 23 (6) (2008), pp. 641-655, 10.1016/.
jbusvent.2008.01.004

Stoica, O., A. Roman, V.D. Rusu(2020)The nexus between entrepreneurship and economic growth:
A comparative analysis on groups of countries.Sustainability, 12 (1186) (2020), pp. 1-19,
10.3390/su1203118

Wennekers, A, A. Van Wennekers, R. Thurik, P. Reynolds(2005).Nascent entrepreneurship and the
level of economic development. Small Business Economics, 24 (3) (2005), pp. 293-309,
10.1007/s11187-005-1994-8

Yun, J.K., J.C. Kwon, S.H. Choi(2019). A study on technology entrepreneurship policy focused on
innovative growth. Journal of Industrial Distribution & Business, 10 (2) (2019), pp. 51-64,
10.13106/1jidb.2019.vol10.n02.51

Zhang, S. Zhang(2019).The influence of entrepreneurship on the transformation of private
manufacturing enterprises: Based on the regulating role of the institutional environment. Canadian
Social Science, 15 (10) (2019), pp. 33-37, 10.3968/11364

893


https://www.pearson.com/us/higher-education/program/Brooks-Social-Entrepreneur%20ship-A-Modern-Approach-to-Social-Value
https://www.pearson.com/us/higher-education/program/Brooks-Social-Entrepreneur%20ship-A-Modern-Approach-to-Social-Value

