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Abstract. Social Innovation, as planned behavior, can be developed from specific training programs. 
The aim of this study was to determine the distinctive profiles of social innovators in three phases 
and to establish the basic training objectives for each stage. Three groups of participants answered a 
questionnaire: a) teenager enrolled in a one-year program of leadership training, b) students of a 
university course on social entrepreneurship and innovation, and c) social innovators applying for 
competitive funds. Differences among the three groups were identified in terms of values, motives, 
attitudes and social entrepreneurship intention. With this information, a series of guidelines are 
proposed in order to develop the competences and skills required at each stage.  
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1   Introduction 

Social innovation and social entrepreneurship are object, already, of public policies, especially regarding 
stimulation, education and follow-up of both social entrepreneurs and social entrepreneurship initiatives. 
Among the many faces that this phenomenon has, it is relevant to focus on the understanding of social 
entrepreneurship and innovation as a particular type of helping behavior that crosses the entrepreneur’s 
career path. Such an approach carries, at least, two implications: on the one hand, social 
entrepreneurship and innovation is a complex behavior; and on the other hand, it implies a development 
process of motivations, attitudes, skills and competences to design, plan, implement and maintain a 
project with social impact. It means that, in one’s personal trajectory, entrepreneurship and helping 
intentions are combined in a planned behavior. 

Therefore, in order to study social entrepreneurship development, it is important to define it first. 
Social entrepreneurship is understood as an endeavor that “… encompasses the activities and processes 
undertaken to discover, define, and exploit opportunities in order to enhance social value by creating 
new ventures or managing existing organizations in an innovative manner” (Zahra, Gedajlovic, 
Neubaum, & Shulman, 2009, p. 522). It includes all kinds of projects geared towards adding social value, 
improving quality of life and reducing social problems. Although many definitions of social 
entrepreneurship exist (Bacq & Janssen, 2011) there is evidence of certain convergence regarding the 
fact that social entrepreneurship can have multiple shapes, all oriented to develop new projects, services 
or products in which both social and economic impacts are involved. Mair and Martí (2006) offered a 
working definition that alludes to “…a process involving the innovative use and combination of resources 
to pursue opportunities to catalyze social change and/or address social needs” (p.37). 

As Dacin, Dancin and Matear (2010) stated, there is a considerable potential to better understand 
social entrepreneurship if we apply the theoretical and empirical insights achieved by the study of 
entrepreneurship from different perspectives, since social and traditional entrepreneurship share some 
common aspects. From this angle, social entrepreneurship can also be conceptualized as a career pattern 
related to a social vocation (Bargsted, Picón, Salazar, & Rojas, 2013), as social entrepreneurs articulate 
both personal and professional projects in a sustained endeavor that could be a long-term 
entrepreneurship. This understanding of social entrepreneurship builds upon the definition of career as 
the totality of roles, positions and activities related to work in which a person can be engaged in 
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(Arnold, 2001), which include all kinds of volunteering, paid jobs, occasional jobs, entrepreneurship, 
educational activities and home duties (Greenhaus, Callanan, & Godshalk, 2010).  

Thus, the work trajectory leads to the development of a stable career path that affects several 
decisions and behaviors called career identity, which includes personal aspirations and personal interests. 
Career identity builds on success and failure experiences and on the developed self-confidence. It 
becomes a part of the central self-concept due to its connection with a) self-perceived skills, abilities, 
and talent; b) needs and motives; and c) values and attitudes (Schein, 1996). Therefore, a career 
orientation to social entrepreneurship and innovation can be developed as a consequence of a number of 
experiences which stimulate certain values, motives, attitudes and self-perceived skills, thus shaping the 
entrepreneur’s profile.  

In light of the above findings, it can be useful to analyze the changes in the psychosocial profile of 
social entrepreneurs whilst they are involved in different formative activities. To this end, it is necessary 
to identify formal spaces where potential and actual social entrepreneurs receive different tools to 
improve their projects and developing innovations. These resources, however, are usually project rather 
than skill oriented, neglecting the development of the skills, strategies, and personal competences that 
social entrepreneurs require to be successful. Consequently, it is fundamental to gain greater insight into 
the psychosocial characteristics of social entrepreneurs that must be developed at different formation 
stages, in order to accurately plan an itinerary of the development and to evaluate the progress. Having 
identified three different stages of formal stimulation and training of social entrepreneurship in a specific 
community, the aim of the study was to determine the distinctive psychosocial profiles of each stage and, 
based on that, to define their basic objectives for psychosocial skill training. 

From a training perspective, along with a proper identification of the previously mentioned objectives, 
it could be valuable to determine how social entrepreneurship and social innovation can be promoted in 
youth. If we agree that social entrepreneurship can be seen as a stable career path, it is possible to 
regard the related psychosocial process as some sort of social orientation and, particularly, as an 
entrepreneurial attitude. In order to do so, a specific theoretical and empirical approached must be 
adopted. 

1.1  Social Entrepreneurship as Planned Behavior 

The main trend in the study of entrepreneurial intention is Ajzen’s Theory of Planned Behavior (TPB), 
which has been validated as the main theoretical background to understand entrepreneurial intention at 
an individual level (Liñán & Fayolle, 2015). Furthermore, some studies establish the relationship 
between entrepreneurship education and intention, providing evidence about the positive impact of 
formal training on entrepreneurship intention. As Liñán and Fayolle (2015) summarized, three main 
conclusions have been reached regarding entrepreneurial training programs: a) students that 
participated in such programs developed higher attitudes and intentions; b) the methodologies and 
contents are specific to the programs; and c) it is necessary to improve research methodologies to 
evaluate them. Further evidence regarding entrepreneurial attitude can be found in Liñán and Fayolle 
2015; Moriano, Palací, & Morales, 2007; and Sánchez 2010.  

As for the TPB as the reference theory when studying entrepreneurial attitude an intention (Krueger, 
Reilly and Carsrud 2000; Moriano 2005; Liñán and Chen, 2009; Moriano, Gorgievski, Laguna, & 
Zarafshani 2012), it also constitutes a strongly validated theory in Social Psychology since it focuses on 
the interaction between personal and social aspects in order to explain some behaviors (Fayolle, Liñán, 
& Moriano, 2014). This theory can also integrate, in a broader framework, research on attitudes and 
self-efficacy (Liñán & Fayolle, 2015). In general terms, the TPB proposes that a specific behavior 
intention can be explained by the presence of three elements: a) attitude towards behavior, understood 
as beliefs about the behavior and their importance (Ajzen, 1991); b) subjective norm, i.e. normative 
beliefs and motivation to comply with these beliefs regarding their attributed importance (Ajzen 1991); 
and c) perceived behavioral control, defined as personal beliefs about the individuals’ own ability to 
perform the behavior successfully, similar to self-efficacy (Fayolle et al. 2014). In the specific case of 
university students, Gird and Bagraim (2008) stated that the TPB is a fully sufficient explanation of 
entrepreneurship intentions, and that situational factors or personality traits can influence some of the 
variables of the TPB, but without direct effects on entrepreneurial intentions. Yang (2013) reached a 
similar conclusion in a study with a sample of 1,330 Chinese undergraduate students, indicating that 
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attitude is the main predictor of entrepreneurial intention, followed by subjective norm and perceived 
behavioral control. 

The application of the TPB to the study of social entrepreneurship is recent, but completely adequate. 
To generate an entrepreneurial project that includes social or environmental impact, planning and 
cognitive processes are required; therefore, social entrepreneurship can be understood as a planned 
behavior and studied from the behavior intention models. Liñán and Fayolle’s (2015) literature review 
includes seven articles related to social entrepreneurship as a planned behavior, and four regarding 
sustainable entrepreneurship intentions. The authors highlight the emerging nature of this topic of 
research, and put forward that the TPB model can be successfully applied to the study of social 
entrepreneurship. Two studies were conducted with undergraduate students, both carrying some 
implications for the training process. In the first one, Prieto (2011) found a strong relationship between 
proactive personality and social entrepreneurship intentions. In the second one, Prieto, Phipps and 
Friedrich (2012) concluded that 30% of Afro-American and Hispanic undergraduate students had a high 
social entrepreneurship intention, and proposed a model to develop social entrepreneurial behavior based 
on the TPB. 

1.2  Traditional and Social Entrepreneurial Training. 

A number of initial studies have been published on the interaction among aspects of the TPB and the 
entrepreneurial learning behavior. Chou, Shen and Hsiao (2011) found some interesting associations: 
high entrepreneurial self-efficacy predicted higher entrepreneurial intentions and, in turn, entrepreneurial 
intention had a direct effect on entrepreneurial learning behavior. Therefore, the development of higher 
entrepreneurial attitude, self-efficacy and intention can facilitate the entrepreneurship learning process 
in formal situations. Such findings are vital to the study in hand as it considers several stages of training 
and that attitudes formed in the first levels can play a role in the latter. Prieto et al. (2012) proposed 
that attitude and perceived behavioral control related to social entrepreneurship intentions must be 
assessed at different stages to challenge students by non-traditional methodologies (West, Tateishi, 
Wright, & Fonoimoana, 2012) and an enriching network of mentors. Regarding general entrepreneurial 
intentions, other investigations also indicated that the training process should include activities to 
develop positive attitudes and to generate positive experiences of entrepreneurship (Gird and Bagraim, 
2008; Yang, 2013). 

Even though social entrepreneurship is a new research and education area, the growing body of 
evidence sufficiently supports the need to include main activities in these programs in order to develop a 
positive attitude towards social entrepreneurship and high self-efficacy. García, Moriano and Palací 
(2003) proposed an entrepreneurial training model based on a competency model which focuses on a) 
encouraging realistic and positive attitudes towards entrepreneurship; b) developing entrepreneurship 
self-efficacy; and c) increasing proactivity and goal orientation. 

A look to other variables can provide further evidence related to the use of the TPB in the study of 
the entrepreneurship training process from a psychosocial point of view. In the first place, values and 
motives behind entrepreneurial intentions can be a focus of interest. Fayolle et al. (2014) pointed out 
that, despite the lack of empirical evidence, values can play a role in attitude formation and motives can 
participate in the activation of the intention-action link. In this respect, there is some evidence of the 
relationship among individualistic values and entrepreneurial intentions and behaviors (Hayton, George 
and Zahra 2002; Fayolle et al., 2014). While further research about the interplay between personal and 
cultural values is needed, there is theoretical clarity about the importance of both factors in 
entrepreneurial intentions. Other variables that are being taken into consideration are gender, economic, 
demographic and social factors. 

Regarding gender and social entrepreneurship training, a study about gender differences in desirability, 
feasibility, intention, and social image of entrepreneurship among undergraduate students involved in a 
business creation program (n=400), revealed that male participants had higher intention and also 
evaluated the social image of entrepreneurs more positively (Sánchez-Escobedo, Díaz-Casero, Hernández-
Mogollón, & Postigo-Jimenez, 2011). Similarly, a study with Malayan undergraduate students (n=318) 
revealed that, while there was no evidence of differences in entrepreneurial intentions according to race, 
field of study, work experience or parents’ occupation, male participants scored, again, higher than 
female participants in entrepreneurial intention (Rasli, Rehman, Malekifar, & Jabeen, 2013). 
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As for social entrepreneurship, there is some evidence concerning psychosocial variables related to 
social entrepreneurs, such as social motives, higher values of benevolence and universalism, lower values 
of conformism and tradition, higher perspective taking empathy, higher autonomy and change 
orientation, and higher internal locus of control compared to traditional entrepreneurs, volunteers and 
philanthropist (n=96) (Bargsted et al. 2013). Also, according to Barendsen and Gardner (2004), social 
entrepreneurs are more proactive when learning new abilities and able to take personal and work risk, 
they are innovative and try to integrate social orientation into their career, and they are self-confident 
and feel comfortable with diversity. 

The results of the aforementioned works raise the question about which psychosocial variables and 
attitudes characterize social entrepreneurs at different stages of development of the entrepreneurial 
competencies. Answering that would allow us to establish clear and effective learning goals in formative 
programs. Ergo, in order to study and determine such goals, two main hypotheses were formulated: 
H1: It is possible to identify specific psychosocial characteristics related to each step of social 

entrepreneurship training. 
a. Participants in earlier stages will present more conservative and self- oriented values and intentions 

to help. 
b. Participants in earlier stages will have a lower positive social entrepreneurship attittude. 
c. Participants in earlier stages will present lower social entrepreneurship self-efficacy beliefs. 

H2: Even if it is possible to find different predictors of social entrepreneurship intention, the main 
predictor will be social entrepreneurship attitude. 

2   Method 

The study was conducted using an ex post facto factorial research design, with three groups structured 
according to different stages in social entrepreneurship development. In the community of Antofagasta, 
Chile, three formal programs oriented to develop social entrepreneurship were identified: 
a) Youth social leadership program developed by a local NGO targeting high school students (15 -18 

years old) from different schools (n=38) 
b) Undergraduate course of social entrepreneurship oriented to college students (18 to 25 years old) of 

different faculties and universities of the city (n=48) 
c) Local funding contest of social innovation promoted by a local NGO oriented to social entrepreneurs 

(23 to 41 years old) with specific projects (n=51) 
Based on that, three different development phases of social entrepreneurship were defined: a) stage 1: 

discovery and initial trainning; b) stage 2: formal trainning and first project; and c) stage 3: planning 
and implementation of social entrepreneurship projects. 

All participants were contacted by public, private and non-governmental organizations oriented to 
support entrepreneurship, and invited to answer an on-paper (46%) or on-line questionnaire. 52% of the 
participants were men. All participant that answered the questionnaire (n=137) were volunteers and 
were informed about the aims of the research. The questionnaire was structured in six sections: 
- Personal values were measured using the Escala de Valores en el Trabajo (EVAT), a work values scale 

consisting in a Spanish version of the Schwartz survey which provides information about the 
centrality of ten motivational types based on values. This instrument was previously applied to the 
study of the Chilean working population (Bargsted, 2008) and of social entrepreneurs (Bargsted et al. 
2013), obtaining adequate psychometric properties. The EVAT consists of 30 items rated on a 6-point 
Likert scale (1 = “Not like me at all” and 6 = “Very much like me”). In the present study, reliability 
was 0.86. 

- Proactivity, risk propensity, and locus of control were measured with the Entrepreneurial Orientation 
Questionnaire (Sanchez, 2010), constructed and validated for the Spanish speaking population by the 
CFA with an internal consistency of 0.77. The inventory has 23 items rated in a 6-point Likert scale 
(1 = “Totally desagree”, 6 = “Totally agree”). 

- Motivation to helping behavior was measured with an instrument developed for the Spanish speaking 
population by Ménard, Vecina, Chacón and Sanz (1997) consisting of 30 items in a 7-point Likert 
scale (0 = “Not Important to me”, 6 = “Very Important to me”). This scale allows to identify the 
orientation to help based on principles and community consideration (both altruistic motives), as well 
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as on kwoledge, improve self-steem, and personal development (egoistic motives). It has an internal 
consistency of 0.91. 

- Social entrepreneurship attitudes relative to the TBP were measured with the SEIQ, a scale developed 
by the UNED (Spain) in validation process by the authors and based on a scale similar to the one 
used for traditional entrepreneurship (Moriano, 2005). The SEIQ includes three scales to measure a) 
attitudes towards social entrepreneurship (positive beliefs and relative importance of these) with 9 
items rated in a 7-point scale (0 = “Very undesirable”, 6 = “Very desirable”) and an internal 
consistency of 0.91; b) subjetive norm as the perception and importance of support from family, 
friends and collegues, with 6 items rated in a 7-point scale (0 = “Totally desagree”, 6 = “Totally 
agree”) and an internal consistency of 0.78, and c) social entrepreneurship self-efficacy was measured 
using 12 items rated in a 7-point scale (0 = “No confident at all”, 6 = “Totally confident”) and a 
reliability of 0.92. 

- Social entrepreneurship intention was measured according to five items other than the ones included in 
the SEIQ. These five items are oriented to measure the explicit intentions to engage in projects with 
social impact. 

- Demographic variables included years of education of the participant and their parents, profession and 
entrepreneurial experience of the participants and their parents, age, gender and perceived socio-
economic status. 
All the data were analyzed using comparative statistical techniques and regression analysis to 

evaluate the prediction of social entrepreneurship intentions according the TPB. 

3   Results 

In order to describe each group and their particular psychosocial profile, several statistical analyses were 
conducted to establish the most significant differences among them. A Chi2 test was used to compare 
categorical variables (e.g. gender and socio economic classification), and a one-way Anova analysis was 
used for each item according to their numerical values (beliefs, attitudes, motives and social 
entrepreneurship intentions). The results are presented below. 

3.1  Demographic Aspects 

There was a significantly higher proportion of women in Stage 1 (55%) and Stage 2 (60%) compared to 
Stage 3 (28%). The effect size of this difference is medium (Chi2=11.751, gl=2, p=0.003, ω=0.33). It is 
complex to determine whether this effect size derives from a sampling error (as sampling was voluntary 
among participants of the three stages) or from the lower female proportion in Stage 3, related to 
developing projects. If the said differences are indeed caused by a lower female proportion in Stage 3, it 
will be necessary to study in depth the existence of possible gender barriers in the implementation stage. 

3.2  Psychosocial Profiles 

Several differences among groups were detected. Table 1 provides a list of all items in which the Anova 
analysis found significant differences among groups. Furthermore, the t-test between groups is also 
reported. 

Specifically, differences in four of the ten values were identified. On the one hand, participants of 
Stage 1 had higher scores in values of Tradition and Society Stability than participants of Stages 2 and 
3, which provides valuable information about a key aspect to be developed in order to encourage 
innovation and change. Also, they were less oriented to Universalism values, expressed through their 
awareness of collective well-being, equity, and self-transcendence. On the other hand, participants of 
Stage 3 were less oriented to pleasure, maybe due to a higher orientation to specific and objective efforts 
to their projects instead. These findings lead us to reflect on the ludic aspects of the innovation training 
methodologies and their equilibrium with reality orientation. Finally, regarding the Achievement value, 
it was higher for participants of Stage 2 as compared to those of Stage 3. Further research on this value 
should be conducted since previous works report its linkage with entrepreneurship intentions (as it was 
discussed in the introduction). 
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According to the above-mentioned results, Hypothesis 1a is not rejected, since participants of Stage 1 
presented higher scores in the Tradition value and lower ones in the Universalism value, as opposed to 
participants of Stage 3. With respect to their motives to help, Stage 1 participants oriented their helping 
behavior as a way to improve their self-esteem, whereas Stage 3 participants were more guided by their 
principles, as hypothesized in 1a. Therefore, the development of empathy from a self-centered 
perspective to a hetero-centered one must be included as a specific training goal. 

Regarding positive attitudes towards social entrepreneurship, participants of Stage 1 showed lower 
scores compared to participants of the upper stages and, in turn, participants of Stage 2 had lower 
positive attitudes than those of Stage 3. Moreover, at the last stage, participants had more positive 
beliefs about social entrepreneurial self-efficacy connected to their experiences, and they also perceived 
more support (subjective norms). These findings support Hypotheses 1b and 1c. A practical implication 
of this conclusion can be translated into the promotion and inclusion of activities aimed at developing 
positive attitudes towards social entrepreneurship at stage 1, and self-efficacy and more perceived 
support at Stage 2. Finally, participants of Stage 3 were less oriented to externalize locus of control and 
believe in luck, which offers an interesting training goal for the first and second stages. 

3.3  Social Entrepreneurship Intention Prediction 

Multiple regression analyses were performed to establish which variables are useful to predict social 
entrepreneurship intention for each group. The most relevant model corresponds to Stage 3, due to the 
fact that its participants are already developing social entrepreneurship projects. These analyses were 
performed twice per group: once including all the variables as predictors, and a second time using the 
TBP variables. Table 2 shows the results of the first models per group. 

Table 2. Regression Models of SE intention for each group using all variables as predictors 

Stage R R2 R2 adjusted Standard Error Durbin-Watson Effect size f2  
1 0.984 0.968 0.952 0.233 2.064 25.31 
2 0.639  0.408 0.359 0.523 1.788 0.68 
3 0.568  0.322 0.292 0.727 1.815  0.47 

 
For Stage 1, the model identified is robust and includes the following variables as predictors: positive 

attitudes towards social entrepreneurship, external locus of control, motive to help related to personal 
development, beliefs in luck (inverse) and conformity value (inverse). These results highlight two main 
issues to be addressed: selection and training processes. As it will be discussed later, we must stress that, 
should a selection criterion be necessary, the external locus of control (typical of this age) should not be 
included. With respect to the training process, it seems that developing a more change oriented values 
profile would be a key aspect at the first stage. 

For Stage 2, the model is still significant and has a high effect size, although it includes fewer 
variables. Specifically, social entrepreneurship intention at this stage can be predicted, according to the 
scores of positive attitudes towards social entrepreneurship, lower conformity value, and lower 
orientation to help induced by self-esteem enhancement. 

And for Stage 3, the results show that only positive beliefs and attitudes towards social 
entrepreneurship can predict social entrepreneurship intentions, to the extent that there was a 
homogeneous group in the variables of higher internal locus of control, motives to help connected to 
altruism, and lower values of conformity and tradition. This means that, once social entrepreneurship 
trainees have developed a similar psychosocial profile, their attitude becomes fundamental to engaging 
in social entrepreneurship projects. 

Finally, path analyses were used in order to evaluate a predicted model of TPB for each group. For 
the first stage, r2 was 0.58, and betas of all variables were positive, with attitudes towards social 
entrepreneurship as the highest. Conclusively, all the TPB variables can predict the social 
entrepreneurship intention in a significant extent (f2=1.38; 1-β>0.99). 
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As expected, attitude was the main predictor (H2), yet stages 1 and 2 also included other significant 
predictors, like conformity value, egoistic motives to help, and external locus of control (all in inverse 
way). Moreover, it is plausible that, as social entrepreneurs advance in their training, values and 
motives to help can change and, consequently, a positive attitude towards social entrepreneurship can be 
developed. 

4   Conclusion 

Social entrepreneurship and, specifically, social entrepreneurship and innovation training programs are 
new areas of research and development in the field of entrepreneurship. As an emerging subject, there 
are several questions still without answer (Liñán & Fayolle, 2015). The aim of this study was to explore 
the relationship among several psychosocial characteristics and social entrepreneurship intention in three 
specific training programs oriented to different stages of social entrepreneurship and innovation. As 
expounded in the results section, specific psychosocial characteristics for each studied group were 
identified, which can help to design goals and tasks for each training program. This characterization of 
the social entrepreneur profile at different training stages validates the significant relevance of 
developing competencies and attitudes associated to social entrepreneurship intentions (Vasakarla, 2008), 
in the framework of the aforementioned theories about entrepreneurship and innovation prediction and 
education (Liñan, 2007). Furthermore, the results yielded by this research can contribute to the design 
of training and coaching programs for social entrepreneurs, who may have to tackle several difficulties 
and challenges in order to develop innovative and non-traditional entrepreneurship career paths. The 
results also allowed to visualize the need of focusing on relevant goals at a fourth stage of the social 
entrepreneurship process, i.e. studying psychosocial profiles of social entrepreneurs that can maintain 
their projects through time, and developing counseling and mentoring programs to enhance the 
probability of success over time. 

Based on the analysis of the data and the resulting characterization of the groups participating at 
each of the training stages, the main training objectives to be achieved by social entrepreneurship 
trainees are proposed (see Table 3). 

Table 3. Group characterization and training goal proposed 

Stage Characterization Main goals (developing areas) 
1 55% women 

Highest in Tradition value  
Lowest in Universalism value 
Self- esteem enhancement as a main motive to help.
Highest external locus of control and beliefs of luck

Hetero-centered empathy (perspective taking)
Change orientation in values 
Internal locus of control 
Positive attitudes towards social entrepreneurship 

2 60% women 
Highest in Achievement value  
Lowest in Tradition value 
Higher positive attitudes towards social 
entrepreneurship 

Perception of effective social support 
Persistence 
Orientation to specific groups in need 
Change Orientation 
Further strengthening of positive attitudes 
towards social entrepreneurship, internal locus of 
control, and hetero-centered empathy 

3 28% women 
Highest in Universalism value 
Lowest in Hedonism value 
Principles as main motive to help. 
Lowest external locus of control and beliefs of luck 
Most favorable attitudes towards social 
entrepreneurship 
Highest level of self-efficacy beliefs 
Highest perception of social support

Give special attention to women participation 
and barriers 
Stimulate energy and persistence 
Maintain attitudes, beliefs about social support 
and self-efficacy beliefs 
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Finally, the following lines highlight some further applications of this research and put forward 
possible future lines of research in relation to social entrepreneurship and s training. The results of this 
study can provide answers to some of the concerns expressed by designers and sponsors of social 
entrepreneurship programs. First, it is common to hear questions about whether to do a selection 
process or not. As we can see, profiles of the first two stages were diverse and there is no evidence about 
dispositional characteristics that improve, by themselves, the probability to become an entrepreneur 
(Rauch & Frese, 2007). Furthermore, in this research, several psychosocial characteristics were examined 
as potential precursors of social entrepreneurship intentions, all of which can be developed. Therefore, it 
is recommendable to conduct a pre-evaluation, but not to select participants according to its assessment, 
as Fayolle and Degeorge (2006) proposed.  

Rather than setting out selection criteria, the results of this study suggest three main training areas 
which can stimulate trainees’ social entrepreneurship intention: a) developing hetero-centered empathy 
(perspective taking empathy) from a knowledge and understanding of others’ reality; b) stimulating a 
more proactive orientation towards social change (increasing nonconformity, the need of pushing 
themselves further, and the values of self-transcendence and self-direction); and c) stimulating positive 
attitudes and beliefs towards social entrepreneurship, social support, and their own skills to become a 
change maker (Veciana, Aponte, & Urbano, 2005). 

And second, once training and intervention (at the three stages) are finished, it is fundamental to 
follow up each group and their transition between stages. Such a measure implies assessing students’ 
entry and exit profiles at each stage, as well as their progression to a following stage, if any. Table 3 
constitutes a useful tool to establish the initial and final competency profiles. 

Regarding gender, further analysis of the causes of the observed lower proportion of women at Stage 3 
is necessary, in order to identify any entry or permanent barriers to female social entrepreneurs at the 
implementation stages. Plausible explanations to this phenomenon are: self-exclusion process, bias in 
financial evaluation or even prejudice and discrimination in funding contests or investor’s evaluations. 
Moreover, a study on the nature and characteristics of male and female social entrepreneurship projects 
could provide interesting results regarding their differences, if any. 

Finally, the methodology used in this study can be extended to the analysis of the characteristics of 
social entrepreneurs with on-going projects showing impact and good results, in order to complete the 
profiles at the maintaining stage. Even though social entrepreneurship initiatives improve the quality of 
life of our society in a permanent way, they face several difficulties to remain sustainable. Information 
about the psychosocial profiles of consolidated social entrepreneurs would be useful to help new social 
innovative entrepreneurship projects to last in time. 
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