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Abstract: Efforts have been made to improve the performance of social enterprises through many
studies on social entrepreneurs and social entrepreneurship. However, previous studies have
conceptualized social entrepreneurship based on researches on commercial entrepreneurs. In addition,
the scale used in the analysis of social entrepreneurship focuses primarily on behavioral aspects.
Although the social and economic values pursued by social enterprises are important virtues for
social entrepreneurs, research on the value orientation of social entrepreneurship is insufficient.
The essence of a social enterprise is creating social value based on financial sustainability, so the
concept of blended value has been recently emphasized. This study analyzed the relationships
among blended value orientation, social entrepreneurship, and the performance of social enterprises.
The results indicate that the blended value orientation of social entrepreneurs influenced social
entrepreneurship and performance; social entrepreneurship fully mediated blended value orientation
and performance. These findings suggest that it is important to focus on the blended value orientation
of social entrepreneurs and social entrepreneurship in the promotion and policies of social enterprises.

Keywords: social enterprises; social entrepreneurs; blended value orientation of social entrepreneurs;
social entrepreneurship; performance of social enterprise

1. Introduction

Recently, interest in the social economy has increased as the growth limit of the capitalist economy
has been revealed [1–3]. The core actor of the social economy is the social enterprise (SE), and research
on the SE has increased in recent decades. Studies on SEs are divided into three areas: social
entrepreneurship, the performance of SEs (SEP), and the relationship between these factors. However,
no consensus has been reached on the concept of social entrepreneurship or the SEP [4–6]. Depending
on how SEs and social entrepreneurs are perceived, the definition of social entrepreneurship varies [7].
Despite diverging concepts and definitions regarding social entrepreneurship, it is a major subject in
SE studies.

Most studies of social entrepreneurship have mainly focused on its conceptualization. Therefore,
the empirical measurement of social entrepreneurship and its compositional factors has been dealt
with by many researchers and practitioners [8–14]. The increasing interest in social entrepreneurship is
related to the retreat of the welfare state in Western economies [7,11]. Social entrepreneurship has been
a subject of much interest and research as a new paradigm for the last 30 years. It has been regarded
as a means of financing and maintaining financial independence [6,15] as well as profit-making for
nonprofit organizations [6].

In addition to the conceptualization of social entrepreneurship, there is a study on how social
entrepreneurship affects the SEP. The willingness to solve social problems arises from social entrepreneurs’
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altruism, sympathy, or desire for freedom and fairness. The willingness or attitude regarding solving
social problems is closely related to the personal characteristics, qualities, and value orientation of social
entrepreneurs [16–19]. Therefore, it is difficult to understand social entrepreneurship without considering
the values, motivations, and attitudes that underlie the actions of social entrepreneurs. Value is the source
of the attitudes and behavioral motivations of members in organizational behavior theory [20]. Individual
values are important because they are fundamental beliefs that affect the behavior and performance of an
organization [21]. Thus, the discussion of the individual value orientation of social entrepreneurs has
important implications in that they can affect the SEP.

Although there is no general agreement on the concept of the SEP, the consensus is that both
the economic performance of profit generation and the social value of achieving social goals must
be pursued simultaneously [6–10]. According to Emerson, blended value is a concept that focuses
on the link between social and economic value orientation [22]. In this sense, the essence of an SE
is creating blended value. Despite the acceptance of the concept and importance of blended value
orientation (BVO) [23]; however, little research has been conducted on the measurement of the BVO of
social entrepreneurs and relationships among social entrepreneurship, BVO, and performance [24–26].
In this study, we analyzed how the BVO of social entrepreneurs and social entrepreneurship affects
the SEP.

The research questions of this study are as follows. Does the BVO of social entrepreneurs affect
social entrepreneurship? Does the BVO of social entrepreneurs affect the SEP? How does social
entrepreneurship relate to BVO and the SEP? To analyze these research questions, we used structural
equation modeling (SEM).

2. Literature Review

2.1. The Performance of Social Enterprises and the Factors Affecting Performance

It is difficult to quantify the SEP pursuing social purposes compared with a commercial enterprise
using quantifiable and tangible measures of performance, such as financial indicators [5]. In addition,
SEs have various financial and non-financial stakeholders, and there is complexity in performance
measurement as a result [8–10,27]. Although there are debates concerning the performance indicators
of SEs, most of them share the results of two aspects: social performance (the creation of social value)
and economic performance (financial sustainability). An SE is a hybrid organization [28,29] that is
similar to commercial organizations seeking profit maximization and nonprofit organizations driven
by a social mission, such as charity and philanthropic values [30].

This duality seems conflicting, but the SE leverages this duality to pursue high social and
economic performance. The sustainability of an SE is not an end in itself, but it is necessary to carry
out the social mission of the organization. The essence of an SE is to create social value based on
economic performance for the survival of the organization. Weerawardena and Mort argue that the
social performance of social enterprises (SEPs) and economic sustainability of SEs (SEPe) cannot be
separated because social influence secures the long-term sustainability of SEs. According to them,
the performance of social missions is to be accompanied and pursued with the sustainability of the
organization [9]. Dees also presents social value creation and financial sustainability as the performance
of social entrepreneurship [6]. Likewise, several studies on SEP have defined and measured it as social
and economic (financial) performance and analyzed the factors influencing it [31–33].

The factors affecting SEP presented in the previous studies vary widely from study to study:
the management capabilities of social entrepreneurs, leadership of social entrepreneurs, social
entrepreneurship, networking with various stakeholders, organizational structure, governance, strategy,
social support and cooperation, market competitiveness, balance as a hybrid organization, solidarity, values,
and missions. While various factors are suggested, four major factors affect SEP: human, institutional,
organizational, and environmental factors [34]. The leadership and management capacity of social
entrepreneurs, social entrepreneurship, and employee competence are human factors [35–37]. Institutional
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factors include government financial support and nonfinancial support [38,39]. Organizational structure,
governance, organizational process, and operational strategy are organizational factors [31–33]. Finally,
environmental factors include networking with stakeholders, social support, cooperation with the
environment, and market competitiveness [40,41].

Although the four factors are conceptually distinct, they overlap in influence. Nevertheless,
it is important to identify and explain the factors that affect SEP. If these four factors influence SEP,
which are the most important? All of them are important, but considering the characteristics of the
SE organization, the human factor is the most important. Among human factors, chief executives’
personalities and the values of the SE and social entrepreneurship are most often discussed as
influencing SEP [5,6,13,14,42–47].

2.2. The Effect of Social Entrepreneurs as Individuals in the Performance of Social Enterprises

There are many studies offering different definitions of social entrepreneurs. Researchers and
practitioners have analyzed social entrepreneurs through various perspectives, such as qualities,
behavior, organization establishment and operation, entrepreneurship, management, social mission,
motivation, and desire. All these elements are qualities that social entrepreneurs need to operate an SE.

For social innovation and change, social entrepreneurs are motivated by the opportunity to
adopt an innovative approach and the creative use of resources and contacts to satisfy needs [16].
They serve as agents of societal change with innovative methods [6]. They are entrepreneurial,
creative, and agenda-setting and seek solutions to problems caused by institutions that cannot be
solved by existing institutions [13,27–29]. However, social entrepreneurs are identified as people
who have distinguishing features of ethical purpose [46], basic temperamental qualities of comfort
with uncertainty, a high need for autonomy, and a tendency toward action [12]. As such, social
entrepreneurs are described as people with unique behavioral patterns or differentiated personalities
and value orientations for the realization of social values. In particular, many researchers have
focused on social entrepreneurs’ behavioral patterns as an affecting factor of SEP and defined it as
social entrepreneurship.

2.2.1. The Blended Value Orientation of Social Entrepreneurs

Most empirical studies on social entrepreneurship are based on the three factors of Covin and
Slevin’s model and measured with their three-factor model [47]. However, this model is limited to
the measurement of the relatively commercial behavior of social entrepreneurs while overlooking
their personal characteristics. To maintain financial stability and carry out social missions in an
uncertain environment, social entrepreneurs should have various attributes, such as a moral attitude,
responsibility, judgment, a willingness to contribute to society, the pursuit of economic efficiency,
strong ethical motivation, and the creation of value beyond resources [48].

Values are basic beliefs that a particular behavior or purpose of being is more desirable personally
or socially than other behaviors or purposes of existence. Values include personal judgmental factors
about what is right, wrong, and desirable [21]. Values are the basis for understanding a person’s
attitudes and behavioral motivations in that they affect perception [20,49]. Thus, individual value is
important in the study of organizational behavior. In particular, the values of social entrepreneurs
with final responsibility and decision-making authority over the operation of SEs are important [50].
In the past, it was suggested that the characteristics of the individual in an organization affected the
organization itself. Recently, results have been presented showing that the value orientation of the
individual in an organization also affects the organization itself. Value orientation and entrepreneurship
are crucial factors for explaining SEP. As mentioned earlier, empirical studies analyzing several social
entrepreneurships have measured them as behavioral characteristics (innovativeness, proactiveness,
and risk-taking). What value should social entrepreneurs pursue as chief executives? Social and
economic values are no less important than any others for social entrepreneurs to seek. The value
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orientation that social entrepreneurs should pursue is, therefore, the harmony and balance of social
and economic values [25,26].

Recently, the concept of blended value was stressed in many studies. Emerson suggests the
concept of ‘blended value,’ which means an organization’s economic value is not separate from its
social value and each value is related dynamically. Financial sustainability is related to the creation
of social value, so the concept of blended value was recently emphasized in general commercial
enterprises. Additionally, Emerson suggests the concept of BVO that is oriented toward the creation of
interplay between its social and economic components for social and economic values. BVO is a kind
of dynamic orientation for creating social and economic value in an organization.

The essence of an SE creates social value based on financial sustainability. Therefore, the concept
of blended value and BVO could be applied to SEs. Brooks defines the ‘blended value’ of an SE as the
sum of the enterprise value and the social purpose value. He stresses the sum of economic and social
values as mixed values. Miles et al. suggest the concept of social value orientation (SVO) in SEs. SVO is
an organizational-wide value-driven philosophy of management that focuses on organizational objectives
that is attained by an entrepreneurial and sustainable attitude [Miles 2013:91]. An SE with an SVO has
decision makers who proactively take risks to innovate their products, processes, and strategy. SVO is a
limited concept in that it emphasizes only one aspect of the values that SEs should pursue. As hybrid
organizations, SEs pursue social goals using a for-profit business model [28]. In this sense, there is
controversy about the relationship and causality between social and economic values, which SEs should
pursue and harmonize. In this respect, SEs are hybrid organizations that have a BVO that must pursue
both values.

Based on this theoretical argument, we set the following hypothesis.

Hypothesis 1. The BVO of social entrepreneurs has a positive effect on social entrepreneurship.

Organizational behavior theory in business administration describes the value of an individual
as related to organizational performance [51,52]. Since value includes the judgment that a particular
behavior or performance is preferred over other behaviors or performance, the value orientation of
social entrepreneurs has important implications for SE behavior and performance. Based on this
theoretical argument, we set the following hypotheses.

Hypothesis 2. The BVO of social entrepreneurs has a positive effect on the SEPe of the SE.

Hypothesis 3. The BVO of social entrepreneurs has a positive effect on the SEPs of the SE.

2.2.2. Social Entrepreneurship

The study of social entrepreneurship has mainly focused on its conceptual definition and
measurement. However, there is much confusion about the definition of social entrepreneurship
because it is difficult to define the characteristics and behaviors of social entrepreneurs. Although there
are many definitions, social entrepreneurship is generally divided into two aspects. The first approach
is a process-oriented concept focusing on the process of establishing an SE or realizing its values [4–7].
The second approach focuses on the individual as the entrepreneur who is responsible for the operation
of the SE; this can be considered the perspective of practitioners such as Ashoka and the Skoll
Foundation [45,46].

In terms of process understanding, social entrepreneurship has been understood as a series of
processes that transform business opportunities into economic and social value through the recognition,
discovery, and implementation of business opportunities. The process perspective is a viewpoint
that considers the business processes of recognizing and implementing business opportunities and
establishing an SE. Dees defines social entrepreneurship as a mindset and kind of behavior that is
needed for social change agents in the social sector. Austin et al. characterize social entrepreneurship
as the behavior involved in changing the context in which a social problem is deeply embedded [5].
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Most research on social entrepreneurship is also interpreted as an innovative method and approach to
unmet socioeconomic needs [44,53]. The process perspective stresses that social entrepreneurship is an
activity of social entrepreneurs who seek to fulfill a social mission through innovative thinking and
behavior [44].

The model of social entrepreneurship, which is most frequently applied to empirical research,
was developed by Mort et al. [10]. They argue that social entrepreneurship is a multidimensional
construct that consists of various attributes or dimensions and is conceptualized under overall
abstraction. Figure 1 shows the four dimensions of the social entrepreneurship construct [10] (p.83).
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Mort et al. suggest that social entrepreneurship shares four factors [10]. First, social entrepreneurs
should have entrepreneurial virtues to be aware of a moral purpose, ethics, and virtues to create social
value. Second, balanced judgment is needed under complexity; social entrepreneurs should have
balanced judgment ability to create social value while coordinating the interests of various stakeholders.
While managing several stakeholders and creating social value, social entrepreneurs should have
income-generating capacity. Third, opportunity recognition is a central attribute of social entrepreneurs,
which enables them to seize opportunities as well as implement the process of social value creation
in contrast to a commercial organization. Fourth, based on Covin and Slevin’s argument [47], social
entrepreneurs should make decisions involving risk tolerance, proactiveness, and innovativeness,
which are identified as the primary behaviors of commercial entrepreneurs [10] (pp. 82–84).

Research findings analyzing the relationship between social entrepreneurship and the performance of
social entrepreneurs differ. Some studies suggest that SEPe is independent of social entrepreneurship [31],
but others suggest that social entrepreneurship has a positive effect on social and economic performance [32,33].
Based on this theoretical and empirical argument, we set the following hypotheses.

Hypothesis 4. Social entrepreneurship has a positive effect on the SEPe of the SE.

Hypothesis 5. Social entrepreneurship has a positive effect on the SEPs of the SE.

3. Methods

3.1. Research Model

In this study, based on social entrepreneurship theories, we investigated the relationships among
SVO, social entrepreneurship, and socioeconomic performance. Figure 2 shows the hypothetical model
according to Hypotheses 1 to 5.
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Although the SEP is an organizational-level variable and value orientation or attitude is an
individual-level variable, these variables were measured through self-response questionnaires.
Many studies in the business administration field also measured the organizational performance, value
orientation, and attitudes of individuals (entrepreneurs) at the individual level and applied the subject
response questionnaire in researching these variables without using numerical financial data [54–57].

However, in the subjective measurement of individual values, characteristics, and organizational
performance, there are differences in the measurement level of variables. In other words, many studies
identified the organizational and individual-level characteristics through subjective questionnaire
surveys, and the survey respondents understood business situations and company environments
well [30–34]. According to Liu et al., who analyzed the relationship between marketing capabilities
and the social–economic SEP, subjective ratings to measure financial and social performance are a
reliable and valid assessment because managerial decisions and actions are somewhat accurately
perceived by the chief executives of companies. This means that organization-level variables can be
measured through the analysis of individuals who understand the organization well. The Korean SEs
to be analyzed in this study provide products and services with different business models in various
fields. In addition, Korean SEs vary greatly in organizational size, organizational form, and ownership
structure. Based on the practical aspects, it is not appropriate to simply compare quantitative
performance (sales, operating margin, etc.) without considering these organizational characteristics.
Therefore, we can apply subjective and individual-level responses to an organization study.

3.2. Data Collection

The SEs analyzed in this study are those registered on the website of the Korea Social Enterprise
Promotion Agency. A list of certified SEs was secured through the homepage (www.socialenterprise.or.
kr). The survey questionnaires were sent to the chief executives of 423 companies by email, and a total
of 100 questionnaire responses were collected.

Many research studies on the social entrepreneurship and behavioral characteristics of social
entrepreneurs used self-reporting questionnaires [38–40,48,49]. Many studies analyzing the
relationships among values, attitudes, and performance in business administration mainly measured
values, attitudes, and performance with subjective perception [30–34,54–57]. Miles et al., leading SEP
scholars, analyzed the relationships among value orientation, market orientation, SEPs, and SEPe [30].
Therefore, a self-reporting questionnaire was used in this study based on previous surveys. The chief
executives responded to the questionnaire in a self-reporting form, which we received by email.

3.3. Measures

The response questionnaire items for organizational performance are generally measured in three
forms: continuous, rating, and binary. Most research has used rating scales (very negative–very

www.socialenterprise.or.kr
www.socialenterprise.or.kr
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positive). The comparison criteria of organizational performance self-responses are constructed in
three ways: Developmental (the extent to which an organization’s milestones were reached in the
time proposed), Benchmark (the extent to which they became a leader in their area by comparison),
and Historic (the extent to which they matched their past performance) [13]. This study constructed
the scales with rating items and historic comparison criteria.

3.3.1. Blended Value Orientation of Social Entrepreneurs

The BVO concept of social entrepreneurs has not been studied in depth, so this study employed
an exploratory definition of the value orientation of social entrepreneurs. Specifically, the BVO was
measured by two key values: social and economic. The chief executives responded to two items about
the extent to which they pursued social and economic values in enterprise management. Two items
were measured using seven point Likert-type scales, ranging from 1 (very negative) to 7 (very positive).
Before conducting the survey, we confirmed the face validity of the scales by conducting a preliminary
survey with experts, including professors and SE representatives. The Cronbach’s α scores of the
pursuit of social and economic values were 0.89 and 0.92, respectively. Therefore, the reliability of the
variables was secured.

3.3.2. Social Entrepreneurship

Previous studies on social entrepreneurship mainly used innovativeness and proactiveness,
as well as risk-taking, as proposed by Weerawardena and Mort [9]. We used their survey items,
which were measured on a seven point Likert scale ranging from 1 (very negative) to 7 (very
positive). Innovativeness was measured by four items: finding innovative and creative business
methods, accepting innovative ideas or business methods, boldly supporting members’ new ideas and
technologies, and improving the company’s performance through creative change. Proactiveness was
measured by four items: knowing what customers want and developing new products and services
accordingly, introducing new business procedures and technologies faster than competing companies,
a high interest in changes in competitors and related markets, and the extent of a company’s initiative
in the market where it operates. Risk-taking was measured by four items: the degree of preference
for a challenge while taking risks rather than stable work, the willingness to take risks and pursue
new methods for the company, establishing and promoting strategies in response to environmental
changes, and seeing and promoting the possibility of a market (rather than seeking stability) if there is
marketization. Cronbach’s α was 0.89 for innovativeness, 0.86 for proactivity, and 0.93 for risk-taking;
thus, the reliability of the three variables was secured.

3.3.3. Performance of Social Enterprises

The SEP was also a self-rated score with a seven point Likert scale. The SEPs was measured
with five items: the degree of favorability of an evaluation received from the local community;
making an internal investment of revenues for an employee pay increase or service/product R&D;
making external investments of revenues for community returns; employees taking pride in their
work; and contributing toward positive changes in society. The SEPe was measured with three items:
the degree of constantly scaling up the company’s sales; constantly escalating the company’s operating
profit; and constantly increasing the company’s net profit. Cronbach’s α was 0.92 for SEPs and 0.93 for
SEPe; thus, the reliability of the two variables was secured.

3.4. Statistical Method

We analyzed our data using SEM with Mplus 7.3 (Muthén and Muthén, 1998–2017). The SEM model
shown in Figure 2 was built to test Hypotheses 1 to 5. The total scores for the social entrepreneurship
measures (innovation, risk-taking, and proactivity) were used as indicators of a latent variable in
the model illustrated in Figure 2. A bias-corrected bootstrapping method proposed by MacKinnon,
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Lockwood, and Williams (2004) was used to estimate the indirect effects of BVO on SEPs and SEPe
through a latent variable mediator, social entrepreneurship, defined by the three measures [58].

Due to the nature of our dataset, which was obtained at a single point of time by self-reports,
there was a concern regarding common method variance [59]. To address this concern, we conducted a
Harman’s single-factor test [60] with all the variables in the model. The results revealed that a single
factor (i.e., a general factor) did not explain most of the variance in individual items; thus, we concluded
that common method variance was not a concern for our analysis.

4. Results

Table 1 presents the means, standard deviations, and correlations of all study variables. As shown
in Table 1, the study variables were somewhat correlated with each other. However, the VIF values
obtained from the multiple linear regression (that predicted SEPs and SEPe via other variables) were
within the acceptable range, with the highest VIF value being 3.99. This indicates that multicollinearity
was not a serious concern in this study.

Table 1. Means, standard deviations, correlations, and reliability estimates for all study variables.

Variables M SD 1 2 3 4 5

1. Innovativeness 14.73 20.19
2. Proactivity 7.56 15.21 0.85 **
3. Risk-taking 12.15 17.44 0.75 ** 0.77 **

4. BVO 10.94 2.82 0.55 ** 0.63 ** 0.67 **
5. SEPe 19.06 12.82 0.63 ** 0.70 ** 0.56 ** 0.51 **
6. SEPs 20.47 10.50 0.67 ** 0.67 ** 0.61 ** 0.52 ** 0.69 **

** p < 0.01 (2-tailed).

Before testing our hypotheses, we conducted a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) of the
14 individual items for the four key measures (i.e., BVO, innovativeness, risk-taking, and proactivity)
to evaluate the construct validity. The results showed that the hypothesized four-factor measurement
model provided an acceptable fit to data (χ2(71) = 172.68, p < 0.01, CFI = 0.92, TLI = 0.89, RMSEA = 0.12,
SRMR = 0.05). Moreover, the measures exhibited sufficient evidence of convergent and discriminant
validity, i.e., all the items were significantly loaded onto corresponding constructs, ranging from 0.71 to
0.96, while the constructs were not substantially correlated with each other, ranging from 0.57 to 0.72.

Table 2 presents the parameter estimates and their 95% confidence intervals in the hypothesized
model (i.e., Model 1), depicted in Figure 2. The model presented a very good fit to the data (χ2(6) = 14.14,
p < 0.01, CFI = 0.98, TLI = 0.95, RMSEA = 0.12, SRMR = 0.02). Hypothesis 1 states that the BVO of social
entrepreneurs is positively related to their social entrepreneurship. The results revealed that the path
coefficient for the BVO on social entrepreneurship was significant (β = 0.68, p < 0.01), suggesting that a
higher BVO leads to higher levels of social entrepreneurship. This finding supports Hypothesis 1.

Hypotheses 2 and 3 state that BVO improves SEPs and SEPe. As shown in Table 2, the path
coefficients for both SEPs and SEPe were not significant (β = 0.14, ns, β = 0.09, ns), indicating that there
was no direct relation between socioeconomic performance and the BVO level.

Hypotheses 4 and 5 indicate that social entrepreneurship is positively associated with SEPs and
SEPe. The results showed that the coefficients for social entrepreneurship on both types of performance
were significant (β = 0.68, p < 0.01; β = 0.70, p < 0.01), providing support for both of the hypotheses.

An additional analysis was conducted to confirm the relationships among BVO, social
entrepreneurship, and socioeconomic performance; we built an alternative model (i.e., Model 2),
which dropped the non-significant direct paths from BVO to SEPs and SEPe, as shown in Figure 3.
The alternative model provided a very good fit to the observed data (χ2(8) = 14.49, p < 0.01, CFI = 0.98,
TLI = 0.97, RMSEA = 0.01, SRMR = 0.03), and removing the direct paths from BVO to SEPs and SEPe
did not worsen the model fit substantially (∆χ2(2) = 0.35, ns); thus, we chose the alternative model as
the final model.
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Table 2. Standardized coefficients of model for testing mediation effects.

Model 1 Model 2

Coef. s.e. 95% CI Coef. s.e. 95% CI

Factor loadings
Proactive 0.94 ** - 0.94 ** -

Innovation 0.90 ** 0.05 0.90 ** 0.05
Risk-taking 0.84 ** 0.09 0.84 ** 0.09

Path coefficients
BVO→SEPs 0.06 0.35
BVO→SEPe 0.04 0.30

BVO→SEship 0.68 ** 0.17 0.68 ** 0.26
SEship→SEPs 0.68 ** 0.21 0.73 ** 0.29
SEship→SEPe 0.70 ** 0.18 0.72 ** 0.26
Indirect effects

BVO→SEship→SEPs 0.46 ** 0.30 [0.29, 0.63] 0.49 ** 0.09 [0.35, 0.64]
BVO→SEship→SEPe 0.47 ** 0.26 [0.33, 0.61] 0.49 ** 0.08 [0.36, 0.62]

Note: SEship represents social entrepreneurship. ** p < 0.01 (2-tailed).
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Table 2 displays the results of the final model (i.e., Model 2), which tested the indirect effect of
BVO on SEPs and SEPe via social entrepreneurship. The paths (a) from BVO to social entrepreneurship
(β = 0.68, p < 0.01), (b) social entrepreneurship to SEPs (β = 0.73, p < 0.01), (c) social entrepreneurship
to SEPe (β = 0.72, p < 0.01) and (d) the factor loading of proactivity (λ = 0.94, p < 0.01), innovativeness
(λ = 0.90, p < 0.01), and risk-taking (λ = 0.84, p < 0.01) on behavior were statistically significant.

The results showed that social entrepreneurship fully mediated the relationship between BVO and
both SEPs and SEPe. The average indirect effect of BVO on SEPs via social entrepreneurship estimated
by the bootstrapping procedure with 20,000 resamples was 0.49, with a 95% bootstrap CI [0.35, 0.64].
Similarly, the relationship between BVO and SEPe was also fully mediated by social entrepreneurship
(estimate = 0.49, 95% CI [0.36, 0.62]) with the same number of bootstrapping resamples.

5. Discussion

This study examined the effects of social entrepreneurs on SEP by focusing on social entrepreneurs
as a human factor. Specifically, the effects of BVO and social entrepreneurship on SEP were analyzed.

The results of this analysis suggest the following implications. This study conducted empirical
analysis of the role of social entrepreneurship between BVO and SEP. Social entrepreneurship was
influenced by BVO and affected SEP. This means that it is difficult to improve the SEP without social
entrepreneurship even if social and economic values are emphasized.

In South Korea, the government policy on SEs has mainly focused on the creation of social value
and social roles, such as providing work and social services. The discussion of social entrepreneurs
and social entrepreneurship as agents of social change has been overlooked in policy design. To create
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a healthy ecosystem for SEs, the government’s policy focus should be changed to foster social
entrepreneurs with entrepreneurship. SE-fostering programs in Korea that focus on marketing, public
relations, securing sales channels, and financial funding need to be directed toward the elevation of
social entrepreneurship. Most Korean SEs are generally SE-fostering in the market after the financial
and administrative support of the government is terminated [61]; accordingly, there is a need for
support to strengthen the attitudes and qualities of social entrepreneurs.

In terms of the mediating effect, social entrepreneurship had a full mediating effect between BVO
and SEP. The previous studies on SEP used a research model that assumes social entrepreneurship is
an independent variable influencing performance. However, in this study, social entrepreneurship
was found to be a mediating variable in the relationship between value orientation and SEP. Research
on the relationships among BVO, social entrepreneurship, and SEP needs to be developed through a
further study. A further study based on this research is expected to expand the theoretical discussion
on social entrepreneurship, value orientation, and SEP.

This study analyzed the relationship between social entrepreneurship and SEP with an operational
definition of BVO. The existing research on shared values mainly focuses on the performance side of
value creation [24–26]; this study attempts to explain the mindset of social entrepreneurs through the
new concept of BVO. Blended value and BVO correspond to the relationship between purpose and
means. However, the measurement of blended value is still in the infant stage [23], so this study tried
to measure the BVO. In the theoretical aspect, it is expected that the empirical measurement of blended
value and BVO will become more developed based on this study.

Despite the theoretical and practical implications described above, this study has some limitations.
First, as mentioned in the literature review, the factors influencing SEP are diverse, including human,
organizational, institutional, and environmental factors. However, this study has focused on analyzing
human factors, especially the chief executives of SEs in charge of operating and managing these SEs.
Second, this study has limitations regarding the survey method. For the variables of qualitative
characteristics, we conducted a survey based on the self-evaluations of the chief executives. Future
research needs to develop tools to measure the value orientation and SEP objectively. Third, there was a
limitation in the data collection; although this study used a sample of certified SEs in Korea, the response
rate to the survey was low due to the difficulty of obtaining SE cooperation. In addition, the social
entrepreneurs who responded to the survey were limited in their representativeness as samples because
these were not randomized.

6. Conclusions

The results of this study confirmed that BVO affects SEP and social entrepreneurship influences
SEP. However, in the model in which social entrepreneurship was a mediator, the direct effect of
BVO on SEP (SEPe and SEPs) disappeared and only indirect effects remained. In other words, social
entrepreneurship had a full mediating effect on the relationship between BVO and SEP. These results
imply that the values of social entrepreneurs influence SEP through their behaviors. This study shows
that both BVO and social entrepreneurship are factors that influence SEPe and SEPs. These findings
mean that to cultivate the ecology of the social economy in South Korea, an SE promotion policy design
considering the social entrepreneur’s value and behavior is necessary.

However, Korea’s SE promotion policy is limited to institutional support (marketing, public
relations, and labor costs) through a certification system, and there is no system for fostering social
entrepreneurs who have a moral and balanced approach to conflicting values. The Korean government
has focused on SEs’ social roles [62] and, accordingly, the direction for supporting SEs.

Although the government’s top-down approach of Korea’s SE-nurturing policy was partly
achieved, it could be said that this policy showed a limit in nurturing social entrepreneurs as social
change agents [63]. Recently, the Korean government has sought to change the policy of supporting SEs
from certification to registration. In the past, certification schemes were institutional support to expand
the viability from the SE startup stage. The new registration system that the Korean government intends
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to introduce is a method of selecting and supporting SEs that successfully established themselves by
creating sustainability and social value. In other words, in the certification system, the SE is protected
by the government from the startup stage, and in the registration system, the government supports
SEs with proven successful operation in the market. This institutional change means that in the
past, SEs that lacked social entrepreneurship and value orientation were guaranteed survival through
government support, but now the environment has changed. SEs in Korea are financially guaranteed
to be sustained in a protected market. Until now, many SEs in Korea could survive only by achieving a
certain social value even if they were not viable in terms of economic value. Unlike Europe, Korea’s
SE ecosystem was not an expression of self-sustaining entrepreneurship but an artificial government
creation. Now, with institutional changes, the market competition context must be secured by the
company itself. Both social and economic value creation are given as tasks that SEs must pursue. Thus,
the values and behaviors of social entrepreneurs have become important in enhancing SEP in Korea.

SEs have the duality of pursuing social and economic goals simultaneously. The role of chief
executives is an important factor when discussing the development of a company. The decisive factor in
determining the success of an SE is the quality and role of the SE’s chief executives. Social entrepreneurs
are not born but trained [12]. In other words, social entrepreneurs can be socially cultivated rather
than born with attitudes, intentions, and actions as social entrepreneurs. Nevertheless, there is a lack
of programs focused on enhancing real social entrepreneurship and social entrepreneurs. We expect
this paper to contribute to improving the attitudes of social entrepreneurs and SEs.
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