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Abstract 

This bachelor thesis deals with the difference of perception of social 

entrepreneurship among business students.  

The concept of social entrepreneurship has gained an increasing importance in 

recent years. Nonetheless, a research gap towards the perception of social 

entrepreneurship among business school students was identified. The purpose 

of this research is to close the research gap and find out the difference in 

perception of social entrepreneurship among business school students from 

different countries. Therefore, two research questions were stated: “What is 

the difference in perception of social entrepreneurship between business 

school students from different European countries, more precisely in 

Lithuania, Sweden, Switzerland and Ukraine” and “To what degree do 

universities influence the perception of business school students about social 

entrepreneurship”.  

The previous research about entrepreneurship and social entrepreneurship are 

analyzed and eight hypotheses are derived. The study is based on a quantitative 

research approach with standardized, mostly close-ended survey design, where 

data was collected through an online survey. The empirical data chapter 

includes the summary of collected data from 220 respondents, with 55 for each 

country. All the hypotheses are tested using SPSS program.  

The study shows that there is a difference in perception of SE among business 

students from Lithuania, Sweden, Switzerland and Ukraine. Moreover, none 

of the combination of countries showed similar results. However, Sweden 

outstands other countries with the greater perception of social 

entrepreneurship. It was also found out that the universities have a significant 

impact on perception level of social entrepreneurship. Therefore, the policy 

and societal implementations of this research give a place for further research.   

Because of the findings, the theory must be adjusted, as everyone has a 

different perception of social entrepreneurship, a uniform definition is not even 

possible. Companies should adapt their business environment to students, if 

they want to have a richer social environment.  
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Prologue 

When we started thinking about the thesis what we are going to write, we 

thought it would be a great ending of our bachelor studies. Spend the last few 

weeks in Kalmar, see the city blossom in spring and preserve the memories of 

our experiences in Sweden. The topic of the thesis promised to be one of the 

“usual” ones, where you are sitting in the library, researching sources to form 

an idea and developing strategies to answer the research question. The 

quantitative part should also be nothing special. It also seemed easy to reach 

the people you need to get the answers, in the time of digitalization everything 

should be possible (and this should actually also be the advantages of the 

digital media). But when it all started, it turned out differently than expected… 

 

Even tough, our friends assured, that they will help us to get the necessary 

amount of responses, this was not the case. This circumstance simply forced 

us to go to the surveyed country and to gather the data by ourselves. The 

problem was not the collection of data, but rather the travel and the situations 

followed. It was strange and needed somehow very much courage to approach 

a stranger in the library and to start the conversation with “hey, are you 

studying business?”, or to have a Skype meeting with your supervisor, who 

was not in Kalmar either, while one of the group is sitting in Switzerland in a 

university 1500km further and your partner is sitting in a car 2000km far away. 
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1 Introduction                     

The first chapter of this thesis introduces the background of social 

entrepreneurship and a problem discussion is launched. Afterwards, the 

problem definition is specified and the research questions are raised. The 

chapter also includes the purpose of the research, followed by delimitations 

and an outline.  

1.1 Background 

From the very first day of entering a business school, students start to 

brainstorm and decide which business to enter afterwards; what business 

model to choose for their own idea and how to become a successful 

businessman in their future life. If these students decide to start something on 

their own, a possible way to do that is entrepreneurship. The concept of 

entrepreneurship has gained a lot of attention in business related fields, press 

and research (Audretsch, 2017). Entrepreneurship is “an activity that involves 

the discovery, evaluation and exploitation of opportunities to introduce new 

goods and services, ways of organizing markets, processes and new materials 

through organizing efforts that previously had not existed” (Shane, 2003), 

with the goal to make profits out of this activity (Kirzner, 1973). Accordingly, 

an entrepreneur is someone who undertakes such activities. These people are 

seen as a source of future prosperity and growth of economies in their countries 

(Irawan, Utami & Abdillah., 2019). Today researchers try to measure the 

number of entrepreneurs and the impact they make in this fast changing world 

(Nicholls, 2008). However, the trend evolved towards being social and so did 

entrepreneurship (Daggers & Nicholls, 2016). The discussion about how 

important social entrepreneurship (hereafter SE) is currently broadly present 

in news and social media networks. Though question arises on the topic about 

the exact definition of SE and how the discussion of its importance 

corresponds to reality. 

SE is a “process of creating and implementing an entrepreneurial solution to 

a social problem and fulfilling unmet social needs, thereby creating social 

value and impact” (Sommerrock, 2010). In other words, it is exploiting an 

entrepreneurial opportunity with the context of creating positive social 

changes. Therefore, the SE concept combines the primary goal to gain social 

justice, or to remedy a social pain in a certain region with or without earning 

money, while usual commercial entrepreneurship focuses solely on gaining 

profits (Nielsen, 2017; Brooks, 2009).         
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The concept of SE is meanwhile widely known in the public to many people 

who are interested in business or social well-being (Pan, Gruber & Binder, 

2019). However, the perception of its efficiency is still questionable and 

researchers try to analyze it (Andersson & Self, 2015). Another problem is that 

different countries also have a different perception and possibilities to 

implement an idea (Thomson, 2019). Moreover, while one country could be 

in a leading position for such activities, both within its own borders and 

moving forward to other countries, to fulfill a certain social need there, other 

countries are more staying at basic knowledge and the way they are used to 

rather than implementing something new (Mair, 2010). According to Bersin 

(2018), the concept of SE itself is a new way of doing business in the 21st 

century. It is a way of earning money by implementing a business opportunity, 

creating work places and what is most important, by fulfilling social needs and 

changing the situation in a positive way (Nielsen, et al., 2017).  

Students are the creators of the future business world, and their choice of how 

to do it is tightly related to the world´s future prosperity. As the globalization 

is bringing the world closer, it also forces the individuals to cooperate in a 

closer manner (Steenkamp, 2019). By analyzing educational material for 

students, research have shown that their awareness about SE is getting higher 

(Brock, 2008; Estrin, Mickiewicz & Stephan, 2016). However, it is easy to 

constate that SE is a positive thing and that it will have a huge impact on social 

changes by creating a new, unique business, but in reality the actual 

implementation of such activities could differ across countries (Brock, 2008).  

The fact is that the available secondary data on the internet, which ascribe 

something to SE and the current situation inside the country differs a lot 

(Austin, 2019; SiliconGlades, 2018; Varghese, 2018). While journalists report 

about global plans of entrepreneurs who want to enhance the quality of living 

(Robinson, 2018; Hotmart, 2018; Shobhit, 2017) without propounded 

academic data, this thesis seeks to gather information about something, which 

has not been analyzed yet in that way. Particularly, measure the perception of 

SE in four different countries: Sweden, Lithuania, Switzerland and Ukraine. 

These countries should serve as representatives of different areas in Europe 

and provide good bases for comparison.  

  



 

3 

 

1.1.1 Lithuania 

Lithuania is a post-soviet country that entered the European Union on May 1st, 

2004. Lithuania is still a developing country, which tries to reach West 

European countries´ level of life (Jegelevičius, 2018). However, it is hard for 

the country to reach the high standards, as it was a part of a totalitarian regime 

of the Soviet Union, and only after 1991 started to redevelop its own economy, 

politics and social norms (truelithuania.com, 2019). Today, Lithuania is part 

of the so-called “Baltic Tigers”, with Latvia and Estonia, which are seen as a 

fast growing and gaining balance economies (Rainer, 2019). 

1.1.2 Sweden 

Sweden is known as a politically stable and one of the most comfortable 

countries for living (heritage.org, 2019). In addition, after social enterprises 

started boosting in late 1990s and early 2000s, the government was highly 

interested in supporting such activities, and number of social enterprises 

increased even more (SEM, 2013). Today, Sweden has the highest awareness 

for social responsibility among their citizens, for such activities as waste 

sorting, environmental care and social responsibility (Gullers, 2018).  

1.1.3 Switzerland 

Switzerland is an EFTA member, which lies in the middle of Europe. The 

Swiss Confederation is known for a stable and strong economy, and the 

country has one of the world´s highest GDP for years (EDA, 2019). The 

country is well developed and has a high degree of digitization (Hügli, 2019). 

Interestingly, 99% of the companies in the market are SMEs, as the 

government and other institutions promote entrepreneurship, either through 

taxes or laws (DCED, 2019). The country is also regarded as politically 

conservative, compared to the other countries on the European continent 

(Hermann & Leuthold, 2019). All these factors make the confederation an 

interesting object of investigation and the result could be an indication of the 

future of the small state. 

1.1.4 Ukraine 

Ukraine, same as Lithuania, is also a post-soviet country which gained 

independence on August 24th, 1991 (rferl.org, 2018). It is still a young and 

developing state, which nowadays faces many political, economic and social 

challenges (Miklos & Kukhta, 2018). People are waiting for changes and the 

possibility to reach the western level of living. Because of this demand for 

changes people want to prosper their country and readiness to address social 

problems may differ from the others (Lyovochkin, 2016).  
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1.2 Problem Discussion 

1.2.1 Practical Problem  

In 2006, when the Bengali economist Muhammad Yunus won the Nobel Peace 

Prize for his concept of “Social Entrepreneurship”, this topic has also received 

a higher importance in public´s perception (Cosic, 2017). In addition, the 

society and the economy changed their point of view to this issue and suddenly 

began to deal more with the new phenomenon of SE (Silva & Poza, 2016). 

More universities and business schools have started to offer programs on this 

subject (Brock, 2008), more companies have established projects on this 

business model (Rise, 2018) and more entrepreneurs were trying to start 

businesses not only to make profit, but also to serve to the common societal 

good (Nason, Bacq & Gras, 2018). This indicates that the importance of SE is 

globally increasing, especially in the areas of business, societal studies and 

politics (Andromeda, 2019). The society does not only want self-assurance 

from the economy, but also a reinvestment in their social aims (Jensen, 2018) 

and receive value back in their socio-cultural environment as a whole (Rey-

Marti, Ribeiro-Soriano & Garcia-Sanchez, 2016). Nevertheless, what does it 

actually mean to be a social entrepreneur? Is an internet provider, who installs 

new cables in a house, also a social entrepreneur, just for raise residents’ 

quality of life? Alternatively, is a women club selling crackers for wise 

children also a social engaged entrepreneur for raising donation funds? For 

both examples, the answer can be positive and negative at the same time. It 

depends on the recipient´s interpretation of this term, because in every country 

a certain word, or in this case a concept, can be perceived differently (Sadler 

& Hofstede, 1976). In general, to reach a common sense the following aspects 

are important for a flawless understanding: language, core values and culture 

(Lin, 2018). If these points are even slightly different among the parties, it can 

lead to misunderstandings, which can have far-reaching consequences for the 

success of a business project (Thompson & Alvesson, 2005). This problem can 

have a fundamental impact on the whole business world, since in today´s 

globalized world, where companies try to get the best means, territorial 

boundaries of a country do not play a substantial role anymore (Schaper, 

2010). To get the best outcome, social entrepreneurs have to negotiate 

interregional (Sternberg, 2013; Dahl & Sorenson, 2012). Such international 

communication problems are not new and are known typically to NGOs 

(Amant, 2002; Thrall, Stecula & Sweet, 2014), but also other branches have 

to strugle with it (Faure & Rubin, 1993; Austin, Gregory & Martin, 2007; 

Christensen, 2018).  
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1.2.2 Research Gap 

Misunderstandings related to SE were already recognized early and 

recommendations were made simultaneously on how to do research on this 

problem (Haugh, 2005; Peattie & Morley, 2008). Reviews on SE articles have 

also shown that a lot has moved in this topic in recent time (Tiba, van 

Rijnsoever & Hekkert, 2018; Lepoutre, et al., 2013). The evaluation of existing 

literature has shown, that there are actually some influential studies on 

entrepreneurship itself (Mayorova & Lapitskaya, 2016), or how social 

economics are perceived globally (Rey-Marti, Ribeiro-Soriano & Palacios-

Marques, 2016), but none of these were targeting SE as a combined main 

focus. Further, the existing studies attention themselves mostly on theoretical 

reviews and try to work out frameworks and concepts that deal with specific 

problems in a framed field (Cajaiba-Santana, 2014; Kuratko, Morris & 

Schindehutte, 2015 ), or develop business models for specific industries that 

bring social benefits to specific regions somewhere in the world (Seelos & 

Mair, 2005; Boyd, et al., 2009), or evaluate lessons learned from past 

experiences (Yunus, Moingeon, & Lehmann-Ortega, 2010; Granados, 

Mohamed & Hlupic, 2017). In principle, data from previous research is 

analyzed and suggestions for improvement are made, which is basically the 

scientific approach (Wilson & Shuttleworth, 2019). However, the topic of SE 

is, as already mentioned, quite new and accordingly there are currently only 

limited studies on this specific topic, which were rather carried out on a small 

scale and have no evocative reach (Rawhouser, Cummings & Newbert, 2019). 

Moreover, the existing research is not conducted practically in the context of 

international perception of SE, but rather only on a general local level, or on a 

small local problem, which has to be solved (Datta & Gailey, 2017; Clark & 

Brennan, 2016). The few research that have been found are more concerned 

with the perception of people or entrepreneurs in regions that are heavily 

dependent on such models (Peterman & Kennedy, 2003; Swee-Sum & Zhang, 

2016), or with the perception among students at universities in these regions 

(Rahman & Phie, 2015). However, those studies focus on a too specific field 

each, to be perceived as an unassailable contribution to the general field of SE. 

This lack of data places limits on the broad understanding of SE and separates 

it into small regional pieces, instead of give this topic an international pattern 

(Certo & Miller, 2008). 

Thus, several gaps in research have been identified. First of all, Europe is 

mentioned only in a few research, even if social enterprises are there not as 

popular as on other continents (Bosma, et al., 2016), but at the same time 
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European entrepreneurs are mostly involved in such models, for example with 

money or volunteers (Cotoi, Bodoasca & Cotoi, 2011; EU, 2019), and this 

makes it actually extremely important to know what the attitude decision-

makers to such projects in general looks like (Haugh, 2005). Furthermore, such 

research is usually concerned only with statements as to what the current state 

and status of research in this area is, but not with a possible scenario for the 

future (Tiba, van Rijnsoever & Hekkert, 2018). In other words, there are barely 

concrete suggestions on how to proceed. 

Another gap is the approach by which the data is collected. Many research 

collect their data from already active entrepreneurs who have founded a 

business and are already working in this environment (Tiba, et al., 2018). But 

a very important group is going forgotten, namely the students, because during 

the study period their critical thinking is animated and the perception towards 

business is critically questioned (Kang & Li, 2018). However, as students are 

also particularly receptive to certain topics, valuable data can be collected to 

present a possible state of affairs, as has already been done earlier with 

entrepreneurship (Davey, Plewa & Stuwig, 2011). Although every university 

has a different teaching style, a general picture can be made (Britton, 2017) 

and possible measures planned. 

To sum up, there is still no research that measures the perception of SE among 

business students in Europe and also makes recommendations on how this 

topic should be addressed in the future. 

1.3 Research Questions  

The examination of background, problem area and the research gap has 

revealed the following questions:              

What is the difference in perception of social entrepreneurship between business 

school students from different European countries, more precisely in Lithuania, 

Sweden, Switzerland and Ukraine?  

and 

To what degree do universities influence the perception of business school 

students about social entrepreneurship? 
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1.4 The purpose 

The purpose of this research is to identify how business school students from 

a Baltic state country- Lithuania, a Scandinavian country- Sweden, a Central 

Europe country – Switzerland and an East Europe country – Ukraine, perceive 

SE. The study also aims determine what influence do universities have on 

perception of SE. By measuring the perception of business students and 

comparing the data, a simultaneous insight about the state of affairs could be 

gained. The deeper the understanding about the perception of SE among 

business students is, the better could approaches be prepared and therefore the 

possibility of misunderstanding in the future lowered.  

1.5 Delimitations  

This study will focus on the perception of SE and how business students 

perceive it in different business schools in Lithuania, Sweden, Switzerland and 

Ukraine. Since the research is conducted through an online survey in the four 

countries already mentioned, it will also exclusively deal with the perception 

of these regions. As the study is only conducted in business schools, this thesis 

will not observe the perception of other fields of study.  
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1.6 Outline 

Chapter 1 

•Introduction

•This chapter describes the relevance of this research. The background 
of the topic is summarized and a problem is discussed. Also, the 
problem definition is specified and research questions are raised. The 
chapter also includes the purpose of this research following with the 
delimitations and outline. 

Chapter 2

•Literature review

•This chapter provides the brief analysis of the relevant literature by 
summary and highlights of main data which is now available. Also, the 
theoretical framework is presented and outline of the main theories is 
made.

Chapter 3

•Methodology

•In this chapter the methodology of the research is presented together 
with the explanaition of why and what methods are selected. 

Chapter 4

•Empirical findings

•This chapter includes the summary of collected primary data through 
chosen methodology. The hypotheses analysis data is also present in 
this chapter.

Chapter 5

•Analysis

•This chapter includes the analyzis and comparison of existed and 
gathered data together with the approval or rejected of stated 
hypotheses.

Chapter 6

•Conclusion

•The final chapter of this research includes the conclution of the 
analyzed questions with the emphasis on main discovered findings. 
Also, the suggestions and reccomendations for further research are 
presented.
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2 Literature Review and Conceptual Framework 

This chapter presents and discusses existing literature, concepts and 

frameworks relevant to understand SE and to develop a conceptual framework 

for this particular study. First entrepreneurship itself is defined; further, a 

distinct definition for SE is made, where also the social enterprise and the 

social entrepreneur is outlined. Thereafter follows a definition of perception. 

At the end the hypotheses for the research are stated and in summary the 

conceptual framework presented. 

2.1 Entrepreneurship 

The word “entrepreneurship” should be defined itself first, as it is a 

composition of the terms: “entre”, which means in French between or under 

something and “preneur”, which is also French and translate to “someone who 

does something” (Cambridge, 2018). Thus, it can be deduced from the word 

itself that this person is doing something that is different or in other words, 

between what other people do.  

“All our dreams can come true, if we have the courage to 

pursue them.” – Walt Disney 

Entrepreneurship was shaped by the Industrial Revolution, where 

entrepreneurs influenced the change with new ideas and approach (Mokyr, 

2012). At that time, in the 18th and 19th centuries, both economic and social 

changes took place in the society, and enterprising individuals took advantage 

of this opportunity to create and control new markets and generate profits 

(Landes, 2012). This era plays an important role in the definition of 

“entrepreneurship” itself, as the revolution has influenced and changed all 

aspects of peoples’ everyday life (Stearns, 2018). Decisive for the popularity 

of this term was the Austrian economist named Joseph Alois Schumpeter 

(Malerba & McKelvey, 2018). In his definition, an entrepreneur is an 

innovative person who rearranges resources and brings them on the market to 

meet customers’ needs (Brouwer, 2002). 

Over time the intention behind this word evolved and the old definition was 

not sufficient anymore, as it needed new aspects, which must have been added 

(Hägg & Kurczewska, 2016). Kuratko, Morris & Schindehutte (2015) for 

example, define entrepreneurship as a process in which five different elements 

come together and form the core, or an outcome. If the individual points match 

with each other, the entrepreneurial process occurs, which in the final analysis 
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should therefore produce the desired result (Kuratko, et al., 2015). These 

points are “the environment”, “the entrepreneur”; “the resources”, “the 

concept” and “the organizational context”, as it can be seen on the Figure 1 

below. 

 

Figure 1: The integrative framework of entrepreneurship (Source: own compilation based on (Kuratko, 

et al., 2015))  

Over time, further research on this topic have been made and the term was 

defined more precisely (Hägg & Kurczewska, 2016). Also, the phenomenon 

of entrepreneurship continued to gain popularity around the millennium, when 

this certain trend dominated the market (Ferreira, Fernandes & Kraus, 2019). 

The following Table 1 gives an overview of some definitions of 

entrepreneurship from the most prominent researchers, according to Volkman, 

Tokarski & Grünhagen (2010), in this field over time. The full table, with more 

definitions, can be found in Appendix B, Table 29. 

Source Definition 

Schumpeter (1934) “The realization of new factor combinations – new products, 

new services, new material sources, new production methods, 

new markets, new form of organization.” (Schumpeter, 1934) 

Shane (2007) “Entrepreneurship can be explained by considering the nexus of 

enterprising individuals and valuable opportunities […] and by 

using that nexus to understand the processes of discovery and 

exploitation of opportunities; the acquisition of resources; 

entrepreneurial strategy; and the organizing process.” (Shane, 

2007) 

Timmons & Spinelli 

(2012) 

“Entrepreneurship is a way of thinking, reasoning, and acting 

that is opportunity obsessed, holistic in approach, and leadership 

balanced.” (Timmons & Spinelli, 2012) 
Table 1: Definition of entrepreneurship by several leading researchers on this topic (Source: own 

compilation based on (Volkmann, et al., 2010)) 

The 
entrepreneurial 

process

The 
environment

The 
entrepreneur

The 
resources

The concept

The 
organizational 

context
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Meanwhile, there are also many different defined directions in 

entrepreneurship, which have basically the same entrepreneurial approach 

mentioned above, but at the end pursue a different goal (Fritsch, 2018). Table 

2 gives an overview of some of the biggest identified movements in 

entrepreneurship to this time. 

Field Description 

Opportunity Entrepreneurship Establishing or managing a company to exploit a given 

opportunity or to realize an idea. 

Necessity Entrepreneurship Establishing or managing a company out of an 

emergency or necessity. 

Social Entrepreneurship In addition to economic goals, the company also 

pursues social goals to a significant extent and wants to 

make their environment better. 
Table 2: Listing of the biggest movements in entrepreneurship, categorized by the reasons according to 

the motives of the entrepreneur (Source: own compilation based on (Fritsch, 2018)) 

According to Volkmann et al. (2010), the various approaches have to fulfill 

some basic criteria in order to belong to the entrepreneurship category at all. 

• Identification and exploitation of business opportunities 

• Innovation  

• Securing resources and forming an organization 

• Profit orientation taking into account risks and uncertainties 

2.2 Social Entrepreneurship (SE) 

In the previous chapter, the general term entrepreneurship was discussed in 

detail. Since SE is a subcategory of entrepreneurship, all defined aspects 

should also apply for it (Fritsch, 2018; Brouard & Larivet, 2010). 

Nevertheless, in the scientific context, as well as in practice, SE has also 

established itself and should be analyzed thoroughly, as it would be a separate 

area (Zahra, Newey & Li., 2014). It is also important to establish a concrete 

definition in order to overcome vagueness and overcome obstacles concerning 

this point (Certo & Miller, 2008). 

Not as a term, but as a phenomenon, SE existed already earlier. The literature 

often mentions the name Florence Nightingale (Ernst, 2012; Sen, 2007). 

Considered an entrepreneur with a social mission and a commitment in the 

19th century, she has contributed significantly to the revolution in the nursing 

system, which is the basis of our current health system (Cook, 2018). This 

phenomenon of SE has been increasingly explored in scientific research since 

the late 1990s (Ziegler, 2009; Murphy, Liao & Welsch, 2006; Wallace, 1999). 

The article by Gregory Dees (2001) is considered a milestone for SE, as he 
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was also the first who tried to define the term utterly (Jilinskaya-Pandey & 

Wade, 2019). The article discusses various perspectives and definitions of SE 

(Dees, 2001). Therefore, there may be many possible definitions for SE, 

depending on the perspective, since until today, this topic still cannot be 

limited to a single, generally valid definition (Carraher, Welsh & Svilokos, 

2016), as every author tries to define it in his own way (Mair, 2010). 

“Social entrepreneurs are not content just to give a fish or 

teach how to fish. They will not rest until they have 

revolutionized the fishing industry.” – Bill Dayton 

According to Mair & Marti (2005), the definition of SE has three distinct 

groups of scientific views or definitions and therefore means something 

different to everyone (Mair, 2010). The first group defines SE as a non-profit 

initiative looking for alternative financing strategies or management systems 

to create social values (Austin, Stevenson & Wei-Skillern, 2003; Boschee, 

1998). The second group sees SE as the social responsibility commercial 

businesses engaged in different sectors through a partnership (Sagawa & 

Segal, 2000; Waddock, 1988). The third, and last, group sees SE as a method 

to alleviate social problems1 and begin a social change (Alvord, Brown & 

Letts, 2004). Also Nielsen et al. (2017) tries to distinguish several groups in 

this concept: Those who pursue a pure social activity with no commercial 

activity, those who have an overlapping social and commercial activity and 

those who have simultaneous both activities running in distinct forms. 

As shown in Figure 2 below, all of the above definitions are in some way 

correct, but they are rather parts, which should explain the definition as a 

whole and can thus only be applied selectively. Since SE is currently in its 

emerging phase, it is completely normal to have different definitions, but this 

circumstance should be removed as soon as possible (Terjesen, Bosma & 

Stam, 2015; Slevin & Terjesen, 2017). This is also the fact which Peredo & 

McLean (2006) criticize and claim that anyone who wants to use the concept 

of SE, must first define it, so that is clear what is meant. An additional barrier 

could also be that every culture understands the concept of SE differently 

(Kedmenec & Strasek, 2017). 

                                                 

1 An excursus to current social problems is attached in the Appendix A  
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Figure 2: Social economy, enterprise and entrepreneur explained in a framework. (Source: (Brouard & 

Larivet, 2010)) 

Mair (2010) argues therefore, that to define SE the literature needs to take a 

different approach, as it has been done previously with the main field of 

entrepreneurship. Research should put more attention on local, social, 

economic and political arrangements, as these local activities shape SE in a 

different context compared to entrepreneurship (Mair, 2010). However, as the 

world has recently changed, largely through globalization, this has also had an 

impact on the use of opportunities that entrepreneurs perceive and accomplish 

(Coviello, 2010; Mainela, Puhakka & Servais, 2013). This, further, had an 

impact on the organizations, as this change also made them international (Mair 

& Marti, 2009; Servais, Zuchella & Palamara., 2008), what on the other hand 

also has implications for SE (Zahra, et al., 2008). Nevertheless, various 

problems cannot be tackled with an international method and this requires the 

glocalization approach (Ritzer, 2003). In other words, the social capital 

(networks, norms and trust) which is locally needed is mixed with an 

international tactic, what allows changes to be made (Zahra, et al., 2014; 

Roudometof, 2016). Another important factor, but not necessarily from local 

sources, is money (Ritzer, 2003). A brief description of the first company 

which practices exactly this business model can be found in Appendix D. For 

example, by comparing the funds for social projects in Lithuania, Sweden, 

Switzerland, and Ukraine that flowed among each other, it becomes clear that 

this is the case (unocha.org, 2018; admin.ch, 2019; swedenabroad.se, 2019). 
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As the Ukraine case shows, the money for SE projects comes almost 

exclusively from abroad (Kostetska & Berezyak, 2014) and is then used 

locally (Aidis, et al., 2007).  

Also in contrary to entrepreneurship, where the several definition try at least 

to describe a similar procedure (Oviatt & McDougall-Covin, 2015; Bosma, et 

al., 2016; Kuratko, et al., 2015), the understanding of SE is not congruent 

(Martin & Osberg, 2007; Carraher, Welsh & Svilokos, 2016). The way to 

define something is based on two things: the collective understanding concepts 

in the literature and the perception of current experts (Smith & Nemetz, 2009). 

While most authors have a consensus on the meaning of the word “social” in 

their definition and that metacognitive goals should be pursued (Tan, Williams 

& Tan, 2005; Boschee, 1998; Nicholls, 2008; Pan, Gruber & Binder, 2019), 

many are divided over the funding or profits of this activity (Peredo & 

McLean, 2006; Austin, Stevenson & Wie-Skillern, 2003; Mair & Marti, 2005; 

Datta & Gailey, 2017). After a thoroughout analysis of the literature dealing 

with theory and practice, the definition, which is chosen for this thesis, will 

also take the financial aspect into account:  

”Social entrepreneurship is all about recognizing a social problem and 

achieving a social change by employing entrepreneurial principles, 

processes and operations.” (Juneja, 2019)  

Despite the fact that SE can be used to solve many problems in many different 

fields (Rawhouser, Cummings & Newbert, 2019), the concept of SE does not 

have the main idea of making financial profit and tries instead to pursue social 

goals (Mair & Marti, 2005; Martin & Osberg, 2007). Nonetheless, the basic 

principles of entrepreneurship must be maintained as SE is also considered as 

a part of it (Fritsch, 2018). Nielsen et al. (2017) argues that the profit in SE is 

a functional instrument, which helps to maintain the desire to change 

something. At the end, the “what for” the money is needed for is not crucial in 

the definition, but the fact that it is generated at all (Ormiston & Seymour, 

2011; Datta & Gailey, 2017) and differs SE from a non-profit organization 

(Nicholls, 2008). The Appendix E summarizes the basic values of SE as it is 

understood by this thesis and gives a comparison to entrepreneurship.  

2.3 Social Enterprise & Entrepreneur 

After the principle of SE has been defined, it must also be determined how this 

theory is present in peoples’ everyday life. As there are basically two actors 
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who practice the theory of SE: the social enterprise and the social entrepreneur 

(Abu-Saifan, 2012, Bersin, 2018), they should also be defined.  

2.3.1 Social Entreprise 

A simple categorization of social companies is based on John (2006), who 

classifies the companies by their sales and revenues. As Figure 3 below shows, 

the grayed-out categories are companies, that engage themselves in social 

fields and who try to change something on a social level (John, 2006). The 

difference between those “charity organizations” and “social enterprises” 

however, is that the latter try to finance their costs through profit rather than 

charitable donations (John, 2006).  

 

Figure 3: The continuum of social entrepreneurship. (Source: (Volkmann, et al., 2010) 

 

As different levels of funding also entail different stakeholder requirements, 

the approach to them will also be different (Berman, et al., 2017). Table 3 

below shows the different attitudes of the key stakeholders towards the 

beneficiaries and lenders that are common between the different company 

forms (Volkmann, et al., 2010). The full table can be found in the Appendix 

G, table 32. 

Company 

form: 

Stakeholders: 

Purely 

philanthropic 

(charity org.) 

Hybrids 

(social enterprise) 

Purely 

commercial 

(traditional org.) 

Beneficiaries Pay nothing Subsidized rates and/or mix of full 

payers and those who pay nothing 

Pay full market 

rates 

Capital Donations and 

grants 

Below market capital and/or mix 

of full payers and those who pay 

nothing 

Market capital 

rate 

Table 3: Spectrum of categories for SE companies between purely philanthropic and commercial 

(Source: own compilation based on (Volkmann, et al., 2010)) 

It can be derived that a social enterprise is a hybrid construct between a 

philanthropic and commercial system, attempting to pursue the goals of a 

charity organization with a full, or at least partially, profitable tactic. However, 
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according to Dees (2007), this definition falls also on several categories of 

companies, inter alia, also on governmental organizations. Nevertheless, these 

can be ruled out for two reasons: First, they completely do not rely on profit 

to ensure their existence (Wolk, 2007; Santos, 2009), and secondly, the 

structures and decision-making of such organizations are too slow and 

inefficient to be considered as a part of entrepreneurship (Dees, 2007). 

2.3.2 Social Entrepreneur 

The biggest difference to a normal entrepreneur is that the social entrepreneur 

wants to induce a social change (Austin, et al., 2006). The social entrepreneur 

is therefore a contributor to society, who wants to generate social change 

through business models (Zahra, et al., 2009). The role of the social 

entrepreneur is to include both sides, i.e. for-profit and non-profit, in his vision 

and transform it into action (Chrisan-Mitra, et al., 2011). As already mentioned 

SE is part of entrepreneurship and hence must have at least some similar 

characteristics (Fritsch, 2018), which for the most of these characteristics they 

also agree (Nga & Shamuganathan, 2010). When comparing the traits of a 

social entrepreneur with those a normal entrepreneur has, the difference 

becomes visible. Ghalwash, Tolba & Ismail (2017) argue that while 

innovativeness, risk-taking and preservance remain the same for both, 

compassionate and humanitarian aspects are added to the mindset of a social 

entrepreneur (Ghalwash, et al., 2017; Porcar & Soriano, 2018). Therefore, a 

social entrepreneur can be defined as someone who “recognizes a social 

problem and uses entrepreneurial principles to organize, create, and manage a 

venture to make social changes.” (csef.ca, 2017). 

2.4 Definition of Perception 

Although, the word perception has no uniform definition in psychology itself, 

the understanding of the principle among the experts is uniform (Attneave, 

1962): “The way in which something is regarded, understood, or interpreted” 

(oxforddictionaries.com, 2019) or “a belief or opinion, often held by many 

people and based on how things seem” (cambridge.org, 2019), while it does 

not matter if the information is absorbed conscious or unconscious (Haase & 

Fisk, 2004). It is about, how humans experience differently the outer world 

(Marschall, 2018; Kedmenec & Strasek, 2017) and how they turn this input 

they getting from outside into meaningful experience (Schwartz & Krantz, 

2019). At this point, an important distinction must be made so that no 

misunderstandings arise. Sometimes people use perception and awareness 

interchangeably, without understand the difference between these two words 
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(Ward, Bear & Scholl, 2016). As Figure 4 shows, is perception about triggers 

from outside and awareness about the ones from inside (Marschall, 2018). The 

figure also illustrates that perception is more broadly focused (Sherman & 

Stroessner, 2015). Even though each individual processes the information 

differently (Mallajosyula, 2018), the signals are nevertheless sent to a wider 

field and are generally absorved by most actors in this area (Sherman & 

Stroessner, 2015).  

In order to deepen the understanding of perception in SE even further, the 

elements that are perceived by people from SE must be defined. Since there 

are many different factors that a person could perceive, certain upper 

categories must be formed (McMahon, et al., 2013). In addition, this choice is 

also influenced by the previous definition of SE, the social enterprise and also 

the social entrepreneur, because depending on determined factors other things 

could be perceived and therefore relevant for the perception of SE (Zillmann 

& Brosius, 2012). 

Figure 4: Explanation of difference of perception and awareness towards SE (Source: own compilation) 
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2.4.1 Social Engagement & Company Performance  

This criterion is the commitment that the company or the entrepreneur has 

towards a goal (Martin & Osberg, 2007). Since the goal of SE is to change the 

environment (Dees, 2001), a change should also be perceptible by the people 

in this societal setting. Information media, like newspapers, television and 

other information distributors, play a major role, as they transfer the events to 

a broader mass (Richins & Root-Shaffer, 1988). The company´s performance 

is also directly linked to its financial success (John, 2006; Hasan, et al., 2017). 

The more capital a company has, the more it can reinvest and increase their 

output and therefore the more powerful it seems (Ruggie & Middleton, 2019) 

and as it is important to connect for-profit and non-profit parts to a whole 

(Chrisan-Mitra, et al., 2011), also the performance has to be perceived by both 

sides. 

2.4.2 Problem  

The experience of a problematic situation can also build up the perception of 

a problem (Garnjost & Brown, 2018) or the will to change this situation 

(Kraus, et al., 2017). Although the perception of a problem, or the case where 

something is considered to be a problem, is culture-dependent, all of these 

circumstances can be viewed as a kind of trigger that cause a difference in 

thinking (Dees, 2012). 

2.4.3 Education 

Educational institutions also play an important role in perception, as they 

convey the theory (Rahman & Phie, 2015). If a topic is dealt with more depth 

and the students come into contact with it, it also allows them to increase the 

perception to a specific topic, and therefore to become more observational to 

it (Nicholls, 2018). Although it is known that business school students in 

different countries have a different view, it is still possible to draw parallels 

between them (Ahmed, Chung & Eichenseher, 2003), as even if the aspects 

for a flawless understanding are not given (Lin, 2018) 

2.5 Hypotheses 

As already mentioned, SE is still a young topic, which is still in research (Mair, 

2010). The amount of collected quantitative data is still low and the 

investigations are based mostly on qualitative statements (Peredo & McLean, 

2006; Rey-Marti, et al., 2016). Nonetheless, at this stage it is very important 

to have as much data as possible, which can then be analyzed for better 

understanding of SE. 
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During the groundwork for the literature review, several authors have 

repeatedly expressed some assertions that are not based on quantitative data 

but are either derived from other fields or observed in practice. Even though, 

this is considered appropriate at the beginning of a research of a new field, 

data must still be collected and an empirical basis built to substantiate all 

statements and establish a floor for further investigations. The following seven 

hypotheses were formulated during the literature review. 

The first hypothesis combines the theories of SE and perception and requires 

testing from which source the business school students take the most 

information about SE and inform themselves about it. As the article from 

Rahman & Phie (2015) claims, educational institutions are an important source 

of information for students and thus should be the largest information source 

about SE for them. 

Hypothesis 1: Business students learn mostly from universities about SE. 

The second hypothesis examines how universities affect the perception of SE 

in students a bit more in detail. The more courses they take, the greater the 

perception of a particular field should be (Nicholls, 2018). Therefore, the 

correlation between these two variables should be measured.  

Hypothesis 2: The level of perception of SE among business school students is 

correlated to the number of SE courses the students had in their university. 

The third hypothesis examines how curious students are about SE. The 

purpose is to investigate to what extent students are currently informed about 

SE and how much interest they have left to learn more about this topic. It is 

important to know how firmly SE has already established itself in the 

perception in various countries as it Mair (2010) states; not just in order to 

predict a possible rise in SE in the future, but also to know how it is perceived 

at the moment. 

Hypothesis 3: Students who had the least amount of SE courses in their study 

program want to have more courses on this topic. 

The fourth hypothesis deals with the perception of problems and a possible 

application of SE to them. Experienced problems make people look for a 

solution (Kraus, et al., 2017). Since SE should be a solution to a social 

problem, it can be evaluated how students perceive it and possibly apply. 
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Hypothesis 4: Students who have experienced problems in their societies, have a 

bigger trigger to start a social enterprise and to solve this problem through SE 

than those who did not. 

The fifth hypothesis deals with the definition of SE itself. When defining SE, 

many authors disagree as to what degree the economic aspect must be 

considered as important or not (Austin, et al., 2007). It must therefore be 

checked whether the financial part is relevant to potential social entrepreneurs 

or not. 

Hypothesis 5: Students who perceive SE as important will start their own SE 

company or join an SE company after graduation, even without making profit. 

The sixth hypothesis deals with a deeper perception of SE. It is well known 

that people classify something as better when it sounds socially acceptable, as 

in this case with “social” (Sen, 2017). So, when it comes to evaluating a social 

enterprise and its goals, will students be able to see the deeper goals of the 

company, or still evaluate just its performance, as how it is done in usual 

business (Ruggie & Middleton, 2019). 

Hypothesis 6: Students rank profit-oriented aspects in a business company higher 

than social aspects.  

The seventh hypothesis deals with a direct comparison of the studied countries. 

The first part deals with the comparison of the four considered countries. Mair 

(2010) states, that each country has a different interpretation of SE and 

therefore should also the perception differentiate. 

Further, the cash flows between the countries have shown that Eastern 

European countries receive more money from the West than vice versa 

(Kostetska & Berezyak, 2014). In theory, the inhabitants of poorer countries 

have also less access to educational opportunities and are less able to deal with 

theories such as SE (Torjesen, Borma & Stam, 2015). A further factor is that 

SE is interpreted differently in each country (Mair, 2010). By combining all 

three statements, that results that Lithuania and Ukraine should have a lower 

perception of SE than Sweden and Switzerland do. 

Hypothesis 7a: The perception of SE varies for each of the countries Lithuania, 

Sweden, Switzerland and Ukraine.  

Hypothesis 7b: Countries from eastern Europe have a lower perception of SE, 

than countries from northern and central Europe. 
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2.6 Conceptual Framework 

Through the literature review, several concepts could be examined closely and 

thus a connection be established between them. In addition, hypotheses were 

set up in this context. The framework for this thesis can be found in Figure 5 

below. 

 

Figure 5: Conceptual framework based on the literature review combined with hypotheses (Source: 

own compilation) 
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A closer examination of entrepreneurship as general has shown that SE is a 

part of the concept (Fritsch, 2018) and thus has to have some similarities to the 

main concept of entrepreneurship (Volkmann, et al., 2010). This means that 

entrepreneurship must have an impact on SE. Another influencing factor on 

SE are existing social problems (Garnjost & Brown, 2018), because by 

perceiving such a problem, the concept of SE is initially needed at all and 

should help to eliminate this problem. Since SE is only a theoretical concept 

and has no physical presence, the actors who recognize the problem and try to 

fix it must also be analyzed (Bersin, 2018). These are social entrepreneurs, 

who are motivated by the problem of starting a business and eliminating it 

(Austin, et al., 2006). In order to keep this framework simple, SE will be used 

as a collective term for the theory, the social entrepreneur and the social 

enterprise.  

The second major theoretical basis of this thesis is the theory of perception. 

The entrepreneur transforms his experienced problem into a meaningful 

experience (Schwartz & Krantz, 2019) and tries to solve it through SE (Abu-

Saifan, 2012). In addition to the experienced problem, there are other factors 

that influence perception. On the one hand, it is the output and profit that the 

social enterprises generate, and on the other, it is the education and the 

significance SE has in it. The presented hypotheses represent assertions and 

thus the interactions between the distinct theories presented in this thesis, 

which must be empirically examined.  

By connecting the separate theories and the associated hypotheses, a 

conceptual model has arisen. The Figure 5 above graphically shows the 

relationships and dependencies between the distinct theories and hypotheses 

used and examined in this thesis (Maxwell, 2005). 
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3 Methodology  

This chapter deals with the methodology which is used to conduct and analyze 

the research. First of all, the research approach types are discussed and the 

choice is explained and justified. Secondly, the research methods are 

described and the method which is used for this research is explained and 

motivated. The chapter also includes the research design types and the 

selection of the particular type which is explained in detail. At the end, the 

description of data collection method is explained and the chapter is 

concluded with operationalization, methods of data analysis and the quality of 

research. 

3.1 Research Approach  

In order to be able to answer the research questions, all research approach 

types should be analyzed and the most appropriate should be chosen. 

(Saunders, Lewis & Thornhill, 2009). There are three types of research 

approaches: inductive, deductive and abductive (Saunders, et al., 2009). The 

inductive approach is also known as the “bottom-up” type, where the research 

empathizes on the object being studied to build up the theoretical proposition 

(Lodico, Spaulding & Voegtle, 2010). In other words, it is starting from the 

observations and analysis of the reality and afterwards continues with 

developing a hypothesis or theory about a certain field. A second research 

approach is the deductive one and is the “top-down” type as it starts with the 

emphasis on the hypotheses and then the research tries either to approve or 

reject them (Lodico, et al., 2010). This research approach type is a good choice 

when the researcher has already conducted the hypothesis and is interested in 

analyzing them (Graneheim, Lindgren & Lundman, 2017). However, there is 

a third type of research approach, namely the abductive approach, which is in 

some kind a combination of both previously mentioned approaches. It is about 

continuous interaction between empirical data and theory (Schulz, 2009).  

This specific research is based on the deductive research approach. The 

general statements and hypothesis are developed and afterwards the empirical 

data is collected in order to approve or reject those hypotheses. The aim of this 

research is to examine the existing theories and hypothesis and collect such 

empirical data, so the research will be valid (Polit & Beck, 2010). The goal of 

this research could only be reached by choosing the deductive research 

approach. 
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3.2 Research Method  

In order to correctly examine the stated research question, it is necessary to 

choose the right research method (Zikmund, Carr & Griffin, 2013). A research 

method is the way of how data is collected (Arthur, 2012). The decision of 

what type of research method to choose is a decisive factor of whether the 

collected data will have any value or not (Zikmund, et al., 2013). In order for 

the research to be successful, it is important from the beginning on to analyze 

the topic correctly, and decide which research method is the most suitable for 

it (Zikmund, et al., 2013; Arthur, 2012). There are three research methods 

which are applicable for a study: the qualitative, the quantitative and the mix 

of both methods (Brannen, 2017). 

The qualitative method focuses on individual opinions of the respondents and 

is usually conducted in a small-scale sample (Brannen, 2017). This method 

includes interviews, observations, and focus groups, which are used for narrow 

studies, or for more specific fields (Willig, 2008). The second mentioned 

research method, which can be applied is the quantitative one (Brannen, 2017). 

This method includes standardized questions and answers, usually gathered 

with surveys and analyzed statistically (Newman, Benz & Ridenour, 1998). In 

contrary to the qualitative, the quantitative method is more suitable for broader 

studies, with a bigger sample size (Brannen, 2017). The third research method 

is a mix of the previously stated ones and combines both, the standardized 

answers and unique opinions or behavior of the respondents (Brannen, 2017). 

This method allows to reach more respondents while still being pretty focused 

on the studied target audience (Brannen, 2017). It is a good choice for those 

researchers who want to have both, more answers and individual opinions in 

order to be able to generalize their research outcome (Brannen, 2017).  

This particular research aims to present the difference in perception of business 

students of SE. The target audience of this research is quite big, and could not 

be reached fully with interviews. In order for this research to be valid, the 

decision was made to reach as many respondents and to gather as many 

answers as possible. As it was already mentioned, the quantitative research 

method allows to reach out more respondents than the qualitative one. As a 

result, for this particular research the quantitative method was chosen. The 

survey with the standardized questions and answers was created and send out 

to respondents.  
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3.3 Research Design  

Before gathering data for the research, the right research design should be 

chosen (Zikmund, et al., 2013). The research design determines whether the 

collected data will answer the research question or not and it is a kind of a plan 

for procedures and methods of how collected information will be analysed and 

interconnected to the research question (Zikmund, et al., 2013). In other words, 

it is a brief explanation of how the research will be conducted. 

3.3.1 Research Type 

To assure the quality of the study, a suitable business research method should 

be chosen (Zikmund & Babin, 2006).There are three types of business 

research: the exploratory, the descriptive and the causal (Zikmund & Babin, 

2006). The exploratory type is used when it is needed to clarify an unclear 

situation, like developing potential business opportunities (Zikmund & Babin, 

2006). When the researcher is interested in describing characteristics or 

behavior of a certain problem or situation, in other words to “paint the picture” 

the descriptive type is chosen (Zikmund & Babin, 2006). The third type of 

research is the causal one, which is used when the researcher is interested in 

identifying the cause and effect of a certain situation (Zikmund & Babin, 

2006). 

This particular study is based on a descriptive and analytical research types as 

it entitles to analyze and describe the perception of SE among business 

students from different countries. In order to “paint the picture” and describe 

the characteristics of chosen phenomenon of difference in perception, the 

descriptive research method appears to be the most suitable one. 

3.3.2 Sampling 

A further decisive factor for a research to be successful is the right choice of 

the respondents (Zikmund, et al., 2013). While conducting a research it is 

important to outline the target audience (Wiersma, 2005). If the researcher 

examines the whole population of a certain field, for example organization, 

then the census is examined (Daniel, 2012). However, this particular research 

is based on a sample, as there is no possibility to reach out to all suitable 

respondents. There are two types of sampling: the probability and the non-

probability sampling (Jha, 2014). The target audience of this study were 

business school students from Lithuania, Sweden, Switzerland and Ukraine. 

In order to assure the representativeness of chosen sample the research is based 

on a non-probability sample (Jha, 2014). The non-probability judgmental, 

which is also known as purposive sampling, is used when the researched target 
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audience is a relatively homogenous group (Babbie, 2008), as it is the case in 

this research. In addition, in order to reach as many suitable respondents as 

possible from the chosen countries, students who have already answered the 

survey were asked to forward it to their friends who are also studying in 

business fields. The technique of bringing more answers with the help of the 

respondents who have already answered is known as the “snowball sampling 

technique” (Babbie, 2008). 

3.4 Data Collection 

Data is a collected information, figures and facts about a specific field and this 

collection is a decisive factor of whether the research can be conducted, as it 

is the base of the whole research (Adams, et al., 2007). There are two types of 

data, which can be used: primary and secondary (Wiersma, 2005).  

Primary data is information, which is gathered directly from the respondents 

for a specific purpose (Adams, et al., 2007). In other worlds, it is in not existent 

before conducting a research and is gathered only through the research. 

Secondary data, is data which already has been gathered by someone earlier 

(Saunders, et al., 2009). In other words, it is a data which is available before 

the study is conducted and this data provides a great emphasis on the field of 

interest, because a precise analysis of it gives a clear view of the research gap 

(Adams, et al., 2007).  

In this particular research both, primary and secondary data is used. Secondary 

data was gathered on available sources on the internet, journals, e-books and 

regular books. Primary data was collected through a quantitative survey. The 

combination of these two data sets allows to have a better overview of the 

researched field and to analyze the correctitude of existing secondary with the 

collected primary data (Adams, et al., 2007; Saunders, et al., 2009). First of 

all, secondary data was analyzed and hypotheses were constructed. Afterwards 

the primary data was collected and analyzed.  

3.4.1 Choice of Countries  

Although the European sub-continent is one of the smallest on the planet, 

many cultures meet on it (Gannon, 2016). The exact amount of these cultures 

is difficult to determine, as it is not clear, where the borders for a culture are 

(Gobel, et al., 2018). As already mentioned in the background, four countries 

were chosen for this study. However, these countries also offer a crucial 

cultural mix, which can positively contribute to this research. Below is the 

scientific motivation for these countries. 
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3.4.1.1 Lithuania  

Lithuania is located in the Baltic region and is also supposed to represent these 

states. Many people grew up in the Soviet Union and also bear the values of 

that time (Shlapentokh, Sendich & Payin, 2016), whereas the joining to the 

EU challenged these values and provoked a change in the Lithuanian society 

(Thaut, 2009). Thus, the country is also divided socially and economically 

between East and West and not just geographically. Therefore, Lithuania can 

be seen as a kind of fusion between these two systems what makes it interesting 

for this research.  

3.4.1.2 Sweden  

As a part of Scandinavia, which in this study is represented by Sweden, the 

country lies in northern Europe. The interesting thing about Sweden is that it 

has one of the biggest quotas for entrepreneurship in Europe (Henrekson & 

Sanadaji, 2018) and although the country originally has only one culture 

(Gilmour, 2018), it still has one of the largest migration shares on the European 

continent (europa.eu, 2019b). Since the authors of this study are studying in 

Sweden and also heard about SE for the first time in a course there, it is 

important to examine its perception as well. 

3.4.1.3 Switzerland  

In contrast to the previously mentioned countries, Switzerland is not part of 

the EU and thus partially isolated from European politics (Noack, 2018). The 

reason for this is the direct democracy and the high degree of self-

determination inside the country (Hainmueller & Hangartner, 2015). This is 

also important for such a multicultural country, because Switzerland, as one 

of the smallest countries in the world who also has four official national 

languages. As Switzerland is one of the biggest donors for development aid 

worldwide in the recent decade (admin.ch, 2019b), it is also important to know 

how the perception of SE is in this country and how it will be in the future. 

3.4.1.4 Ukraine 

As Lithuania, Ukraine is also a post-soviet country. However, unlike 

Lithuania, it has oriented itself after dissolution towards the east (McMahon, 

2014). Since then, people kept the soviet mindset for a long time (Hyrych, 

2017). The turn came in 2014 when the civil war broke out in the country. This 

event caused a sudden change in society, which also allowed SE to flourish 

(Peterson, 2018). Thus, Ukraine serves not only as a comparison to Lithuania, 

but also as a country in which SE is just establishing itself. 
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3.5 Data Collection Instrument 

3.5.1 Operationalization  

In order to fulfil the research purpose, correct survey questions should be 

formulated and examined, which are based on the lliterature review 

(Davidsson, 2005). Before conducting a survey, it is important to take into 

consideration the examined literature and draw a conclusion of how to answer 

a research question (Saunders, et al., 2009). Theoretical concepts that are 

driven from literature review should be translated into more understandable 

indicators and a way of how the researchers will measure them (Davidsson, 

2005).  

The questions of the survey to gather data for this research are based on the 

conceptual framework and are conducted in a way the respondents will 

understand what is asked. Table 4 below connects the used concepts with the 

asked questions in the survey and gives an explanation why the questions were 

conducted in this way. 

Concepts Survey 

question(s) 

Reasoning 

General 

Background / 

Validity 

1-4 The first four questions are asked in a general 

manner. To get sure, that the sample size has 

the same background, in this case students in a 

business school from one of the four countries, 

which are analysed. The further questions 

about gender and age are asked to get a 

demographic profile of the respondents, which 

should help to distinguish the countries in the 

comparisons of the perception.  

Definition of and 

knowledge about 

SE 

5 The fifth question has two purposes, first to 

indicate the ratio among respondents who 

knows what SE means and in case of a negative 

response, a window with the definition of SE 

pops up in the next step which should ensure 

that the respondent also understands the topic 

of further questions. 

Source of contact 

with SE / 

Perception 

6 This question helps to understand where the 

respondent heard about SE. This is also 

important to know through which sources the 

information about SE is spread and through 

which channels the respondent perceives SE. 

Importance of SE  7-9 With these questions it can be measured as how 

important the respondent in a country perceives 

SE in the business environment and what 

means they have. The 7th question asks about 
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SE in the context of business and the 8th one 

about social responsibility of companies. The 

9th question requires the respondent to rank 

different goals of a company and reveals how 

indirectly SE is perceived. 

Perception / 

Output 

& 

Entrepreneurship  

& 

Social enterprise  

 

10-12 The next three questions have the goal to find 

out whether the respondent had the intention to 

participate in a SE company and what is or 

would be the reason behind it. As in the 

definition of this thesis SE has also monetary 

factors, it is important to determine if the 

respondent would also do the same with or 

without payment.  

Perception / 

University 

13-14 These two questions make it possible to 

determine the role a university plays in the 

perception process of SE. The first question 

asks whether the respondent had a whole curse, 

only one lecture or nothing at all on the topic of 

SE in their university programme. The second 

one asks about the need for further lectures or 

curses on this topic. By determining the status 

quo and possible wishes for extensions on this 

subject it is possible to find gaps in perception 

of SE and suggest possible ways to improve the 

education in SE.  

Perception / 

Problem 

15-16 Through these questions it is possible to 

determine what problems the respondent 

perceives. By connecting these questions with 

the ones from 11-13 it is possible to test the 

theory and to evaluate if a social problem really 

triggers respondent’s will and intention to solve 

it with SE. 
Table 4: Operationalization summary of the used concepts, questions in survey and the reason why 

they are used (Source: own compilation) 

3.5.2 Survey Design 

As already mentioned, primary data is collected through a survey. The survey 

is a research method, which emphasizes on collection of data through 

standardized questions (Adams, et al., 2007). Most of the questions in this 

thesis´ survey are close-ended and there is a list of answers from which the 

respondent can chose from (Krosnick, 2017), as it can be seen in Appendix J. 

Nonetheless, there are still a few open-ended questions allowing the 

respondent to express its own opinion (Krosnick, 2017; Vasan, et al., 2017). 

Sequencing of the questions was also considered and the principle of 

funneling, where the survey begins with easier and broader questions and ends 

with more specific ones, was used (Pohlmann & Thomas, 2015). With the 
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purpose to be sure that the questions are understandable, relevant and whether 

the chosen sequence is appropriate, a pilot version of the survey was conducted 

and given to a small number of business students to answer. After the test 

version was examined, the mistakes were fixed and the final version of the 

survey was made. It is important to mention, that there are different types of 

surveys such as: personal, mail, telephone and online (Adams, et al., 2007). 

The research of this thesis is based on the online survey method, as it allows 

to reach a higher number of respondents from particular countries, without 

being present in those countries, which is required in order for this research to 

be successful or even possible (Zhang, et al., 2017). This particular survey was 

opened on 16th April and closed on 11th May. The survey was conducted by 

using “Google Forms”, as it not only guarantees anonymity for the 

respondents, but also makes it easy to handle the answers and later to analyze 

them (Casey, 2016, google.com, 2019).  

3.6 Method of Data Analysis 

In order to complete the quantitative research, the gathered data should be 

analyzed and theory-driven hypotheses tested (Saunders, et al., 2009). One of 

the main quantitative research analysis methods is the program “Statistical 

Package for Social Sciences” (hereafter SPSS). SPSS is a tool that allows the 

researcher to analyze data and has a wide range of possible tools, which can 

be used (Hinton, et al., 2014). However, there are few main statistical tests, 

which are used for the quantitative research analysis (Hinton, et al., 2014). The 

particular data analysis method in this thesis is based on descriptive statistics, 

correlation and mean comparison methods. 

All the gathered answers were downloaded from “Google Forms” into an 

Excel sheet and afterwards this table was imported to SPSS. Before starting 

the actual analysis with SPSS, in the “variable view” section answers were 

labelled, measurement types were chosen and the coding was made. 

Afterwards the analyses were made using descriptive, correlation and 

comparison analyses. 

3.6.1 Descriptive Statistics 

Descriptive statistics are used to summarize data, find mean, median and 

mode, as well as standard deviation, standard error and variance (Hinton, et 

al., 2014; Swift & Piff, 2010). Descriptive analysis allows the researcher to 

understand what percentages and frequencies the answers of a certain question 

have and what are the most chosen answers (Hinton, et al., 2014). Further, 
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SPSS allows to present data in charts, bars, lines, pies and boxplots, so the 

visual representation of the analysis appears (Lind, Marchal & Wathen, 2010).  

The “empirical data” chapter includes the descriptive statistics outcome. All 

the gathered data was analyzed through the commands in SPSS with 

descriptive analysis test. The command can be retrieved in “analyse” -> 

“descriptive statistic” -> “descriptives” / “crosstabs”. Afterwards, the data is 

presented and described in the “empirical data” chapter and proves of the SPSS 

usage are presented in the appendix. 

3.6.2 Correlation and Comparison Analyses 

Due to the small sample size (n=220) a significance value of 95% (0.05) has 

been chosen, which is also common and appropriate for such sizes (Cronk, 

2018; Pallant, 2013; Royall, 1986). 

3.6.2.1 Chi-Square 

The Chi-Square test is often used to examine the relationship between two 

variables (statisticssolutions.com, 2019). The null hypothesis (= H0) states that 

the two variables are independent. If the p value is higher than the significance 

level, the significance can be proven and thus the null hypothesis can be 

rejected, or a correlation between the variables can be proven. The Chi-Square 

is very sensitive to sample size, which is why it is suitable for this thesis, since 

there are biases in a large samples (statisticssolutions.com, 2019). Table 5 

below shows the interpretation of the correlation coefficient according to 

Pallant (2013). 

Interpretation Size 

Small 0,1 – 0,29 

Medium 0,3-0,49 

Large 0,5 - 1 

Table 5: Correlation interpretation to determining the strength of the relationship for Chi-Square 

(Source: own compilation based on (Pallant, 2013)) 

3.6.2.2 Cramer´s V 

The Cramer´s V test calculates the correlation between categories that have 

more than two answer options (changingminds.org, 2019). This test is 

intended as a post-test, which is calculated after the Chi-Square and should 

measure the strength of the correlation. (Swift & Piff, 2010). The test does not 

measure the significance of the hypothesis (Pallant, 2013). Table 6 below 

shows the interpretation of the correlation coefficient according to Parvez 

(2016). 
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Interpretation Size (positive or negative) 

Negligible correlation 0 – 0,3 

Low correlation 0,31 – 0,5 

Moderate correlation 0,51 – 0,7 

High correlation 0,71 – 0,9 

Very high correlation 0,91 - 1 

Table 6:  Correlation interpretation to determine the strength of the relationship for Cramer´s V 

(Source: own compilation based on (Parvez, 2016)) 

3.6.2.3 Spearman´s rho  

Spearman´s rho is a measure instrument to determine the linear relationship 

between two variables (davidmlane.com, 2019). The computations are done 

not with numbers, but with ranks (Lind, et al., 2010). To interpret Spearman´s 

rho the table 6 above for Cramer´s V can also be used. 

3.6.2.4 One-way ANOVA 

According to Pallant (2013) is one-way between-groups ANOVA used when 

there is one independent, or grouping, variable with three or more possible 

answers, which are a kind of groups. The second necessity is one dependent 

continuous variable. This test determines whether there is a significant 

difference in the mean scores on the dependent variable across the tested 

groups or not. If the null hypothesis (=H0) states that the average of the answers 

is not the same for all groups and if the hypothesis is rejected, then there is a 

difference (Creech, 2019). The significance level is expressed with the F and 

p value (Frost, 2018).  

3.6.2.5 Turkey Homogeneous Subsets 

The homogeneous subsets table is a post hoc table, which provides a way to 

display the difference in the variance of the means among different groups 

(Pallant, 2013). Groups, which are listed in the same column, can be 

considered as not significantly different (nau.edu, 2019). 

3.6.2.6 T-Test 

The T-Test compares two averages, or means, of two groups and tells so, if 

there is a statistical difference between them (datasciencecentral.com, 2019). 

Therefore, the T-Test can be considered as a ratio testing method (Trochim, 

2006). The null hypothesis (=H0) states that the average of the answers is the 

same for all groups and if the hypothesis is rejected, then there is a significant 

difference and the two groups are different (nd.edu, 2019). 
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3.7 Quality of Research  

The survey is a method of how primary data is collected (Adams, et al., 2007). 

However, while conducting a survey it is important to ensure the quality of the 

questions. The questions should be made in such manner, that they will 

examine the chosen phenomena properly. In order that the research is 

academically accepted, two things have to be ensured: its validity and 

reliability (Litwin, 1995). 

3.7.1 Validity  

The quality of a research depends on its validity and reliability (Adams, et al., 

2007). The coefficient “validity” depends on how accurate the research 

method measures what it supposed to measure and how trustworthy it is 

(Newman, Benz and Ridenour, 1998).  

The content validity refers to the breadth of how fully the domain of interest 

is covered (Carmines & Zeller, 2011). In other words, it is about of whether 

the research covers all aspects of interest and do not exceed the scope 

(Carmines & Zeller, 2011). The interest of this research is clearly stated in 

previous chapter, as well as in the problem discussion and the research 

question. Triangulation of analyzed background, literature review and the aim 

of the research allowed to specify the breadth of interest.  

The construct validity is present when a measure is reliable and when there is 

truthful representation of relation to the theoretical concerns and derived 

hypotheses of a unique concept (Carmines & Zeller, 2011). In other words, 

construct validity shows on how the things which are supposed to be measured 

are measured. In order to assure the construct validity, theory derived 

hypotheses and relation between them are clearly explained in this study. 

Afterwards, the empirical results chapter involves the collected data and 

derived hypotheses testing. The analysis chapter of this study includes the 

explanations of what the collected data shows and the relation to the chosen 

theory is present. Criterion-related validity indicates how accurate, transparent 

or relevant the measured items are, and do they really measure what they are 

supposed to (Carmines & Zeller, 2011). Usually criterion-related validity is 

focused on data collection methods, as this is the main source of data for the 

research (Carmines & Zeller, 2011). In order to ensure criterion-related 

validity in this particular research, a pilot version of the survey was made and 

answers were analyzed of whether they are valid or not. The mistakes which 

have been found were corrected and the final version of the survey distributed.  
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3.7.2 Reliability  

It is important for a research not only to be valid but also reliable (Litwin, 

1995). Reliability refers to the degree of how accurate the study is and whether 

different attempts with the same question at a different time will present same 

results (Thierart, 2001). In other terms, if the same survey would be conducted 

by someone else with a similar sample, the results should be the same 

(Thierart, 2001).  

To ensure the reliability of this particular research, it was decided to precisely 

explain the methodology and sample characteristics. First of all, the main 

target audience is a highly homogeneous group - business students. For those 

who mistakenly reached the survey, it was closed right after the question about 

studying fields if the response did not fit. Secondly, the study focuses solely 

on the respondents from four countries: Lithuania, Sweden, Switzerland and 

Ukraine. As it was mentioned before, the survey is quite strict, so only the 

suitable respondents´ answers were collected. The research method and 

research approach are clearly defined. In order to make a similar research it is 

necessary to use same methods and approaches and to choose a similar 

homogenous target audience. It was also decided to outline the data collection 

method and type. The operationalization part demonstrates what the questions 

are supposed to investigate and their importance for this research. As a result, 

in order to guarantee a high reliability, the thesis includes explanation of the 

used methodology.  

3.7.3 Ethical Considerations 

During the process of conducting and analyzing the survey, all ethical factors 

according to Quinlan (2011) have been considered. In order to protect 

participants´ interests a methodological outline has been provided, which 

demonstrated the transparency of conducted research. Furthermore, 

anonymity of all the participants has been considered when conducting the 

research, thus, all the data collected cannot be transferred to any third party. 

All the participants had an opportunity to refuse to participate in the research, 

therefore data was collected after the voluntary agreement to participate. 

Before beginning the survey, the purpose of this research was clearly stated. 

In addition was a pilot version of the research conducted, in order to guarantee 

the integrity of the survey. The thesis overall does not include any topics which 

can be considered sensitive or possible to break laws of the country where it 

was conducted. All the sources that were used to support this study are 
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referenced in order to follow the intellectual property rights and to avoid 

plagiarism.  

3.7.4 Societal Considerations 

This study is relevant to the society by examining an important cornerstone of 

the humanity, both implicitly and explicitly. Since humans are part of a 

society, each individual must therefore contribute something to it. This thesis 

has the goal to enrich the understanding of SE, just as SE, which wants to 

enrich the society by solving a societal problem. The authors are convinced 

that any response from the numerous respondents contributes a little to the 

understanding of this phenomenon, as well as the analysis and presentation of 

that data. 

3.7.5 Author contribution 

From the beginning on, both of the authors agreed on analyzing the topic of 

SE. As a result, the vision of how this study should be done was similar. This 

let the authors to easily communicate and properly divide the work. All the 

written parts were discussed and agreed together. In order to fit into time 

limits, some parts were written partly individually. The literature review part 

was written by PB (Pavlo Bogdanov) and afterwards reviewed and corrected 

by EM (Evelina Masiul). The methodology part was written by EM and 

afterwards reviewed and corrected by PB. All the SPSS analyses were done 

by PB and EM together. Also, the empirical results part was spited between 

PB and EM, as this part is mostly descriptive and do not need a deep 

discussion. Hence, the presentation of data was written by EM and hypothesis 

testing was written by PB. Further on, the discussion and conclusion parts were 

deeply discussed and written together by PB and EM. All the formatting work 

was also done together by PB and EM.  

4 Empirical Results 

This chapter includes all the results, which were collected through the online 

survey and analyzed with SPSS. Firstly, the descriptive statistics of the 

gathered data are presented and described. Subsequently, the hypothesis 

testing results are presented and supported by the calculations.  
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4.1 Descriptive Statistics  

4.1.1 General Background 

The data was gathered from an overall of 252 respondents. In order to assure 

quality of this research, target audience was clearly specified. As it was 

mentioned before, the target audience are business students, who are studying 

in a university in Lithuania, Sweden, Switzerland or Ukraine. As for this 

delimitation, respondents who are not studying business related fields or are 

studying in other country were excluded from the survey and the data is not 

used for this research. As a result, 220 responses were valid and included to 

this particular research.  

In order to assure the equality among the target countries, exactly 55 

respondents from each country were chosen into analysis (see Appendix H, 

Table 33). Furthermore, the study is based on almost equal number of females 

51,8% (or absolute 114) and males 48,2% (106), as it can be seen in Appendix 

H, Table 34. Appendix H, Table 35 shows that there is nearly no significant 

variation of females or males in any target country. The highest difference is 

among Lithuanian respondents with 60% (33) females and 40% (22) males. 

The vice versa situationis is among respondents from Ukraine with ~44% (24) 

females and ~56% (31) males. The other two countries, Sweden and 

Switzerland, have a balanced ratio with with ~56% (31) females and ~44% 

(24), respectively ~47% (26) females and ~53% (29) males. The ratio is also 

summarized in Figure 6 below.  

 

Figure 6: Bar graph showing number of females and males separated by their country of origin 

(Source: own compilation) 
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The general information about respondents also includes the age ranges. The 

biggest part of the respondents with 63,6% (140) are from 18 to 23 years old. 

Followed by those who are between 24 to 27 years, with 31,4% (69). The 

smallest amount of participants ranges are those who are aged more than 27 

years with 4,5% (10) and those aged less than years with 0.5% (1). Appendix 

H, Table 36 shows the age distribution in detail.  

4.1.2 First Contact with and Knowledge of SE  

In order to get the information about whether the respondents know the 

meaning of SE and in the case of a positive response, where the first contact 

with SE was, the applicable questions were asked in the survey with the 

number 5 and 6 (see Appendix J). The results in Appendix H, Table 37 show, 

that most respondents 72,3% (159) know the meaning of SE, and only 27,7% 

(61) choose “No” as their answer. The biggest part of the respondents with 

32,7% (72) first heard about SE in their university. 17,3% (38), 16,4% (36) 

and 11,4% (25) of the respondents first heard about SE in this survey, Social 

Media and News respectively. Only 9,1% (20), 5% (11) and 2,3% (5) get to 

know about SE from their friends, school and family correspondingly. 5,9% 

(13) of the respondents choose “other” as their answer option (see Figure 7). 

 

 

Figure 7: Pie chart showing source of information about SE (Source: own compilation) 
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4.1.3 Importance of SE 

In order to understand what degree of importance students dedicate to SE, 

question about how important do they rank SE is in nowadays business on a 

scale from 1 to 5 was asked. Most of the respondents with 42,3% (93) choose 

the answer “4” as their answer option. Together with the response option “5” 

with 26,4% (58) of the respondents, 68.7% (151) think that SE is very 

important in nowadays business world. In comparison, 21,8% (48) choose “3” 

as their answer option and 7,3% (16) for “2” and 2,3% (5) for “1”. This 

category thinks that SE is not important. The complete distribution of the 

answers can be seen in Appendix H, Table 38. 

Secondly, respondents were asked how important that a company is not only 

profit oriented but also socially responsible. Respondents had to choose the 

degree of importance they dedicate to social responsibility of companies, 

where 1 was the least and 5 was the most important. The results are quite 

similar to the previous question results. The majority of the students, with 

36,8% (81) choose “4” as their answer option. 32,7% (72) dedicate 5 out of 5 

degree of importance. Therefore 69.5% (153) perceive social responsibility of 

a company as important. In contrast, 21,8% (48) of the respondents choose the 

number “3” as their answer option and only 5,9% (13) and 2,7% (6) choose 

“2” and “1” as their answer option. The complete distribution of the answers 

can be seen in Appendix H, Table 39.  

Further, in order to reveal how SE is perceived indirectly, respondents were 

asked to rank different goals of a company such as “company’s image and 

reputation”, “profit enlargement”, “sustainable business environment”, 

“expansion or acquisition”, “investment in social environment”, “profit and 

investment sustainability” and “product optimization”. The respondents were 

asked to rank the aspects from 1 to 7, where 1 is the most important and 7 is 

the least important to them. The majority with 25,5% (56) has “company's 

image or reputation” (see Appendix H, Table 46), whereas on the second place 

with 24,1% (53) was ranked “profit and investment sustainability” (see 

Appendix H, Table 52). On the 3rd rang of rated business aspects was chosen 

“profit enlargement” with 15% (33) (see Appendix H, Table 47). Two aspects 

which were related to social responsibility “investment in social environment” 

and “sustainable business environment” were chosen as the most important 

aspect only by 10% (22) (see Appendix H, Table 50) and 9,5% (21) 

respectively (see Appendix H, Table 48). Also, important to mention that same 

aspects were chosen as the least important by 7,3% (16) (see Appendix H, 

Table 50) and 8,2% (18) (see Appendix H, Table 48) respondents.  
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4.1.4 Social Enterprise 

In order to find out whether respondent had the intention to participate in a SE 

company and what is or would be the reason behind it, respondents were asked 

applicable questions. The majority of the respondents with 54,5% (120) 

answered that they had thought about being a part of a SE project. The others 

with 45,5% (100) indicated that they did not think about participating in such 

a project at all (see Appendix H, Table 40) 

Afterward, respondents were asked what is or would be the reason to 

participate in a SE project. The majority of the respondents answered with 

26,4% (58) that they do not have an intention to participate in such a project. 

Another 19,1% (42) and 18,2% (40) indicated that the main reason to 

participate in a SE project would be to address a social problem they had 

personally experienced or to address social challenges in general respectively. 

15,9% (35) of the students indicate that they would address environmental 

challenges. 9,1% (20) and 9,5% (21) choose the answer to create employment 

opportunity or deal with the inadequacy of an existing social service 

respectively. The smallest part with 1,8% (4) choose ‘other’ as their answer 

option. The summary of the answers can be found in (Appendix H, Table 41). 

As in the definition of SE in this thesis has also monetary factors, it is 

important to determine if the respondent would also do the same without 

payment. In order to understand it, respondents were asked if they would start 

an own SE project despite the fact that they will earn money only after 2 years. 

The distribution of the answers were almost equal, 51,4% (113) choose “yes” 

and 48,6% (107) choose “no” as their answer option (see Appendix H, Table 

42). 

4.1.5 Role of Universities 

In order to understand the role of universities in perception of SE students were 

asked, whether they had any lectures on the topic of SE in university. The 

majority of the respondents with 44,1% (97) and 43,2% (95) indicate that they 

either had only one lecture or did not have any at all respectively. Only 12,7% 

(28) of the respondents answered that they had a whole course about SE. The 

summary of the answers can be found in Appendix H, Table 43. 

Further, respondents were also asked, whether they think that students in their 

country should be more educated about SE and its importance. 48,2% (106) 

answered that “yes, they need a whole further course on this topic”. 30% (66) 

think that “yes, they only need one further lecture on this topic”. Only 21,8% 
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(48) indicated that “no, there is no need to deepen this topic at the moment”. 

The summary of the answers can be found in Appendix H, Table 44. 

4.1.6 Social Problems 

The respondents were also asked, whether they notice any social problems 

around them and what is the biggest social problem in their country at the 

moment. The majority of the respondents with 83,2% (183) answered that the 

do notice social problems around. Only 16,8% (37) choose “no” as their 

answer (see Appendix H, Table 45). 

Also, in order to deepen knowledge of whether student notice social problems 

around them, they were asked to indicate the most important social problem in 

their country at the moment. As the question is open ended, there are diverse 

answers. However, mostly indicated three answer were: inequality, corruption, 

and inadequate politics.  
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4.2 Hypothesis testing 

4.2.1 Hypothesis 1 

The first hypothesis to test is: “Business students learn mostly from 

universities about SE”. To answer this hypothesis, the frequency table was 

evaluated.  

First contact with SE 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

 School 11 5.0 5.0 5.0 

University 72 32.7 32.7 37.7 

Social Media 36 16.4 16.4 54.1 

Friends 20 9.1 9.1 63.2 

Family 5 2.3 2.3 65.5 

News 25 11.4 11.4 76.8 

This survey 38 17.3 17.3 94.1 

Other 13 5.9 5.9 100.0 

Total 220 100.0 100.0  

Table 7: Frequency table about the first contact point business students had with SE to test the first 

hypothesis (Source: own compilation with SPSS) 

 

As Table 7 above shows, the answer “University” has the highest percentage 

rate with 32.7% and is therefore the mode for this question.  

At this point it is important to test, if there is a dependency between the source 

where students first heard about SE and the number of courses students had in 

their university on SE. The full table can be found in Appendix I, Table 54. 

The tested hypotheses are stated as following below: 

H0: Number of courses on SE and source of first contact are independent. 

Ha: Number of courses on SE and source of first contact are dependent. 

As the result in Table 8 below shows, is the p-value for the independence of 

amount on courses the students had on SE and the first source of contact about 

SE around 0.000. This means, that that the p-value is smaller than alpha and is 

thus considered to be significant (α = 0.05 > 0.000). H0 can thus be discarded. 
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Pearson Chi-Square Tests 

 

First hear about 

SE 

Amount of lectures in 

University 

Chi-square 68,824 

df 14 

Sig. ,000* 

*. The Chi-square statistic is significant at the ,05 level. 

 
Table 8:Chi-Square calculation for the amount of courses students had in their university on SE and the 

source of first hearing about SE (Source: own compilation with SPSS) 

 

To be sure, that this hypothesis is not biased by one particular country a Chi-

Square test was done. The tested hypotheses are stated as follows below: 

H0: Country of studying and source of first contact are independent. 

Ha: Country of studying and source of first contact are dependent. 

Table 9 below shows, that that the p-value is bigger than alpha and is thus 

considered to be non-significant (α = 0.05 < 0.064). Ha can thus be discarded. 

 

Pearson Chi-Square Tests 

 

First hear about 

SE 

Country of studying Chi-square 31,586 

df 21 

Sig. ,064 

Table 9: Chi-Square test to prove the independence between the country of studying and the first 

contact point with SE (Source: own compilation with SPSS) 
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4.2.2 Hypothesis 2 

The second hypothesis to test is: “The level of perception of SE among 

business school students is correlated to the number of SE courses the students 

had in their university”. The tested hypotheses are stated as following below:  

H0: The level of perception of SE among business school students is 

independent to the number of courses the students had in their university. 

Ha: The level of perception of SE among business school students is dependent 

to the number of courses the students had in their university. 

As Table 10 below shows, is the p value low and therefore it can be stated, that 

there is a significant difference, alpha is bigger (α = 0.05 > 0.03) and H0 can 

be discarded.  

 

Pearson Chi-Square Tests 

 

Importance of 

SE in Business 

Amount of lectures in 

University 

Chi-square 17,041 

df 8 

Sig. ,030*, 

*. The Chi-square statistic is significant at the ,05 level. 

 
Table 10: Chi-Square test to test the independence of perception of SE and its correlation to the amount 

of courses students had in their universities (Source: own compilation with SPSS) 

 

As Table 11 below shows, there is a weak correlation (=0.332) between the 

amount of SE courses and the perception of SE.  
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Correlations 

 

Amount of 

lectures in 

University 

Knowledge of 

SE meaning 

Spearma

n's rho 

Amount of courses 

in University 

Correlation Coefficient 1,000 ,332** 

Sig. (2-tailed) . ,000 

N 220 220 

Knowledge of SE 

meaning 

Correlation Coefficient ,332** 1,000 

Sig. (2-tailed) ,000 . 

N 220 220 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

 
Table 11: Calculation of correlation with Spearman´s rho between perception of SE and the amount of 

courses in the university (Source: own compilation with SPSS) 

 

As it can also be seen in table 12, Cramer's V also shows a weak correlation 

between these two variables with a level of 0.197. 

 

Symmetric Measures 

 Value 

Approximate 

Significance 

Nominal by Nominal Phi .278 .030 

Cramer's V .197 .030 

N of Valid Cases 220  

Table 12: Calculation of Cramer’s V and the significance of it to test the strength of the correlation 

between the variables (Source: own compilation with SPSS) 
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4.2.3 Hypothesis 3 

The third hypothesis to test is: “Students who had the least amount of SE 

courses in their study program want to have more courses on this topic”. This 

hypothesis was evaluated by counting the ratio of answers, which each 

respondent gave.  

As Table 13 below shows, a total of 172 (106+66) out of 220 participants 

would like to have more courses or lectures on the subject of SE, what is ~78%. 

 

Further courses or lectures on SE 

 

More education about SE 

Total 

Yes, they need a 

whole further 

course on SE 

Yes, they need 

only one further 

lecture on SE 

No, there is no 

need to deepen 

SE at the 

moment 

Studying Business field  106 66 48 220 

Table 13: Amount of each answer to the question, if the students wish more courses or lectures to the 

topic of SE (Source: own compilation with SPSS) 

To check the hypothesis, it is necessary to filter the respondents out who 

indicated that they had no courses on SE at all. As can be seen in table 14 

below, there is a total of 95 responses. These filtered answers were put in 

relation again with the answers on the wish about more education on SE, as it 

can be found on the Table 14 below. 

 

Amount of lectures in University 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Yes, a whole course 28 12,7 12,7 12,7 

Yes, only one lecture 97 44,1 44,1 56,8 

No, nothing 95 43,2 43,2 100,0 

Total 220 100,0 100,0  
Table 14: Frequency table on how many courses, lectures or neither the students had in their university 

on the topic of SE (Source: own compilation with SPSS) 
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Further courses or lectures on SE (filtered) 

 

More education about SE 

Total 

Yes, they need 

a whole further 

course on SE 

Yes, they need 

only one further 

lecture on SE 

No, there is no 

need to deepen 

SE at the 

moment 

No courses on SE at all at 

the moment (filtered) 

 38 29 28 95 

Table 15: Amount of each answer to the question, if the students wish more courses or lectures to the 

topic of SE, filtered on respondents who did not have courses or lectures on SE (Source: own 

compilation with SPSS) 

A total of 67 out of 95 participants would like to have more courses or lectures 

on the subject of SE, which is ~70%.  

As 0.78 > 0.7, and therefore the filtered group has a smaller ratio, it can be 

stated that there is no prove that students with the least amount of courses on 

SE want to have more of them. 
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4.2.4 Hypothesis 4 

The fourth hypothesis to test is: “Students who have experienced problems in 

their societies, have a bigger trigger to start a social enterprise and to solve this 

problem through SE than those who did not”. The tested hypotheses are stated 

as following below: 

H0: Experiencing a societal problem and starting a social enterprise are 

independent. 

Ha: Experiencing a societal problem and starting a social enterprise are 

dependent. 

 

Pearson Chi-Square Tests 

 

Notice social problems 

around 

Part of SE Chi-square 13,586 

df 1 

Sig. ,000* 

*. The Chi-square statistic is significant at the ,05 

level. 
Table 16: Chi-Square test to test the independence between experiencing a societal problem and 

starting an own social enterprise (Source: own compilation with SPSS) 

 

As it can be seen in Table 16 above, there is a weak correlation of 0.249, with 

a statistical significance level of 0,000. Therefore, it can be stated that 

experiencing a societal problem and starting a social is dependent (α = 0.05 > 

0.000). Hence, H0 can thus be discarded. 
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4.2.5 Hypothesis 5 

The fifth hypothesis to test is: “Students who perceive SE as important will 

start their own SE company or join a SE company after graduation, even 

without making profit”. The tested hypotheses are stated as following below: 

H0: Perceiving SE as important and starting their own SE company or join an 

SE company after graduation without making profit is correlated. 

Ha: Perceiving SE as important and starting their own SE company or join an 

SE company after graduation without making profit is not correlated. 

 

Correlations 

 

Importance of 

SE in Business 

Start SE without 

profit for 2 yrs 

Importance of SE in 

Business 

Pearson Correlation 1 -,243** 

Sig. (1-tailed)  ,000 

N 220 220 

Start SE without profit for 2 

yrs 

Pearson Correlation -,243** 1 

Sig. (1-tailed) ,000  

N 220 220 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (1-tailed). 

 
Table 17: Correlation between perception of SE and the will of opening or joining a SE company after 

graduation (Source: own compilation with SPSS) 

 

As it can be seen in Table 17 above, there is a statistical significance level of 

0,000 which is smaller than alpha (α = 0.05 > 0.000). Hence, H0 can thus be 

discarded and stated that the correlation is too low to be considered as 

significant.  

A further test was done on the correlation between starting own SE company 

and the countries the students are studying. The tested hypotheses are stated 

as following below: 

H0: starting their own SE company or join an SE company after graduation 

without making profit and country of studying is independent. 

Ha: starting their own SE company or join an SE company after graduation 

without making profit and country of studying is dependent. 
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Pearson Chi-Square Tests 

 

Country of 

studying 

Start SE without profit for 2 

yrs 

Chi-square 14,756 

df 3 

Sig. ,002* 

*. The Chi-square statistic is significant at the ,05 level. 

 
Table 18: Chi-Square on starting an own SE company and the country of studying (Source: own 

compilation with SPSS) 

 

Therefore, it can be stated that starting an own SE company and the country 

of studying is dependent (α = 0.05 > 0.002). Hence, H0 can thus be discarded. 
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4.2.6 Hypothesis 6 

The sixth hypothesis to test is: “Students rank profit-oriented aspects in a 

business company anyway higher than its social aspects”. In order to test this 

hypothesis, the seven different asked aspects had to be summarized in 

“business” and “social”, as it can be seen in the table 19 below. As it can be 

seen in Appendix I, Table 59 and 60, two new variables were created in SPSS 

by addition and subtraction of the individual aspects.  

 

Summarized variable Aspects asked 

Business • Company’s image or reputation 

• Profit enlargement 

• Expansion or Acquisition 

• Production optimization 

Social • Sustainable business (environment) 

• Investment in social environment 

• Profit and investment sustainability 
Table 19: The different business and social aspects asked summarized to the variables “business” and 

“social” (Source: own compilation) 

 

The tested hypotheses are stated as following below: 

H0: Students rank profit-oriented aspects in a business company the same as 

social aspects (Business = Social) 

Ha: Students rank profit-oriented aspects in a business company not the same 

as social aspects (Business ≠ Social) 

 

ANOVA 

 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Business Between Groups 764,945 3 254,982 7,233 ,000 

Within Groups 7614,982 216 35,255   

Total 8379,927 219    

Social Between Groups 764,945 3 254,982 7,233 ,000 

Within Groups 7614,982 216 35,255   

Total 8379,927 219    
Table 20: ANOVA calculation for the comparison of perception of “Business” and “Social” aspects 

among Lithuania, Sweden, Switzerland and Ukraine (Source: own compilation with SPSS) 
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As Table 20 above shows, is the p-value 0,000. Therefore, it can be stated, that 

there is a significant difference between “business” and “social” aspects (α = 

0.05 < 0.000), thus H0 can be discarded. Further, as it can be seen in Appendix 

I, Table 61, is the homogeneity of variances for this particular calculation not 

violated.  

Table 21 below shows the means for the business variable in ascending order.  

 

Business 

Tukey HSDa   

Country of studying N 

Subset for alpha = 0.05 

1 2 

Sweden 55 ,1091  

Switzerland 55  3,2727 

Lithuania 55  3,3818 

Ukraine 55  5,3091 

Sig.  1,000 ,277 

Means for groups in homogeneous subsets are displayed. 

a. Uses Harmonic Mean Sample Size = 55,000. 

 
Table 21: Homogeneous subsets for Lithuania, Sweden, Switzerland and Ukraine to the criterion 

”business” from least to most (Source: own compilation with SPSS) 

 

Further, in order to be able to compare each aspect which each other for a 

deeper analysis of the data, a separate calculation was done, which can be 

found in Appendix I, Table 63 and 64. 
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4.2.7 Hypothesis 7 

The seventh hypothesis is split into two parts. 

The first part of the seventh hypothesis is: “The perception of SE varies for 

each the countries Lithuania, Sweden, Switzerland and Ukraine”. To simplify 

the form of presentation, all the testing hypotheses are stated in the Table 22 

below, with the computed answers included.  

 

Number H0 Ha Result 

1 Lithuania = Sweden Lithuania ≠ Sweden Sig. difference 

2 Lithuania = Switzerland Lithuania ≠ Switzerland Sig. difference 

3 Lithuania = Ukraine Lithuania ≠ Ukraine Sig. difference 

4 Sweden = Switzerland Sweden ≠ Switzerland Sig. difference 

5 Sweden = Ukraine Sweden ≠ Ukraine Sig. difference 

6 Switzerland = Ukraine Switzerland ≠ Ukraine Sig. difference 
Table 22: Testing hypotheses (H0 & Ha) for the hypothesis 7a, including the results of the analysis 

(Source: own compilation) 

 

The Table 23 below represents the significance level among the countries in 

general (as it can be seen on the p value). 

 

ANOVA 

Knowledge of SE meaning   

 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 1,286 3 ,429 2,164 ,093 

Within Groups 42,800 216 ,198   

Total 44,086 219    
Table 23: ANOVA calculation for the comparison of perception of SE among Lithuania, Sweden, 

Switzerland and Ukraine (Source: own compilation with SPSS) 

 

Therefore, it can be stated that all H0 hypotheses can be rejected in this case 

(α = 0.05 < 0,093). 

The detailed table with all the values which the countries have among each 

other can be found in Appendix I, Table 65. 

The second part of the seventh hypothesis is: “Countries from eastern Europe 

have a lower perception of SE, than countries from northern and central 
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Europe”. To test this hypothesis, Lithuania and Ukraine were grouped together 

as “East” and Sweden and Switzerland as “West”. Table 24 below shows a 

summary of the answers. 

 

 

Knowing about SE 

Total Yes No 

Regions East 78 32 110 

West 81 29 110 

Total 159 61 220 

Table 24: Summary of answers for perception of SE, segmented by the regions “East” and “West” 

(Source: own compilation with SPSS) 

 

The null and alternative hypothesis were stated as following:  

H0: Countries from Eastern Europe have the same perception of SE, than 

countries from Western Europe (East = West) 

Ha: Countries from Eastern Europe have a lower perception of SE, than 

countries from Western Europe (East < West) 

The calculation with the T-test, as the Table 25 below shows, resulted in a p-

value of 0.000. This means, that that the p-value is lower than alpha and is thus 

considered to be significant (α = 0.05 > 0.000). H0 can thus be discarded2. 

 

One-Sample T Test 

 t df Sig. (2-tailed) Mean Difference 

 

  

Country_big 44,396 219 ,000 1,50000   

Knowledge of SE meaning 42,225 219 ,000 1,277   

Table 25: T-Test to test the perception differences between the regions of “East” and “West” (Source: 

own compilation with SPSS) 

  

                                                 

2 As it can be seen from Table 24 above, the ranges of the two answers are very close. At 

this point therefore, it should again be pointed out that a possible Type 2 error could be 

present, as the sample size is too low to have a clear answer. 
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5 Discussion 

This chapter discusses the empirical results from the previous section, by 

connecting the findings with the theory, which has been researched in the 

literature review. This connection provides a bigger ground for an in-depth 

discussion. First, a brief summary of the findings is provided and afterwards, 

each hypothesis is discussed in detail.  

5.1 Hypotheses Testing Results 
Table 26 below shows the results from the hypothesis testing in chapter four.  

Hypothesis  Outcome 

Hypothesis 1 approved 
Hypothesis 2 approved 
Hypothesis 3 rejected 
Hypothesis 4 approved 
Hypothesis 5 rejected 
Hypothesis 6 approved 
Hypothesis 7a approved 
Hypothesis 7b approved 

Table 26: Summary of the outcome of the hypotheses testing (Source: own compilation) 

5.2 Hypothesis 1 
The first hypothesis states that “business students learn mostly from 

universities about SE”. After the analysis of this hypothesis via SPSS with 

descriptive statistics, the hypothesis is approved. The biggest part of the 

respondents with 32,7% (72) indicated that the university is the source, where 

they first heard about SE. Rahman & Phie (2015) claimed in their study, that 

the most important source for information about SE are educational 

institutions, which this study confirms. The evaluation of the data showed 

another interesting finding, there is a correlation between the amounts of 

courses or lectures a student had and the source where the student first heard 

about SE. By evaluating the frequency table in the Appendix I, Table 54, it can 

be stated that the more lectures (or even courses) a student had on SE, the more 

was the answer that a university was his first touching point. On contrary, the 

ones who had no lectures, mostly indicated, that they heard the first time about 

the term “social entrepreneurship” in this survey. In addition, as this study tries 

to measure four different countries, it was relevant to work out, whether there 

is a difference between the countries, and if the previous answers are biased 

by any particular country. By testing the dependency between the country of 

studying of the respondents and the first source of information, where they 

first came into contact with SE, an independency was proved. In other words, 



 

55 

 

there is no significant difference between the countries in this particular 

question. As it can be showed with triangulation of the secondary and primary 

data, business students learn mostly about SE from universities. 

5.3 Hypothesis 2 
The purpose of the second hypothesis is to measure whether “the level of 

perception of SE among business school students is correlated to the number 

of SE courses students had in their university”. This hypothesis is highly 

related to the first one, as it just goes a bit deeper into detail about universities. 

Nicholls (2018) stated, that the perception is correlated to the number of 

courses a student has in his program. The analysis of the collected data has 

shown that this is the case and there is indeed a connection between these two 

things. Although further analysis revealed that, there is a low correlation in 

gathered figures, which means that this is not the case with every student. One 

possible explanation for this low correlation is provided by Kedmenec & 

Strasek (2017), who argues that every person perceives the world differently, 

or when deriving it to the university, that each student perceives the lectures 

differently. It should also be recalled that, as Nga & Shamuganathan (2010) 

noted, not everyone can be a full social entrepreneur, or as Porcar & Soriano 

(2018) express it, not everyone has the mindset to be one. Nonetheless, the 

survey has shown that there is a connection and even though not everyone can 

ultimately be a social entrepreneur and only pursue metacognitive goals after 

graduation, at least the awareness on this subject is higher and, as Chrisan-

Mitra et al. (2011) argue that a pro-profit activity can contribute to SE anyway. 

The triangulation of the literature review and hypothesis analysis allows us to 

conclude, that the number of lectures is an important aspect of the perception 

in a certain field, although every student is different. 

5.4 Hypothesis 3 
The third hypothesis deals more with students´ interest in SE in the future and 

claims that “students who have the least amount of SE courses in their study 

program want more courses on this topic”. This hypothesis is rejected 

statistically, since more students who already had lectures on SE would 

actually want more of it, as the comparison of the ratios has shown. As the 

contingency table in Appendix I, Table 56 shows, majority of the students 

from Lithuania, Sweden and Switzerland had whole course or a lesson on SE, 

while in Ukraine most of the students did not have any courses on SE at all. It 

can also be stated that SE is not equally important everywhere, which confirms 

the statement by Mair (2010). However, a closer look at the numbers in detail 
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displays, that it is noticeable that with 70% of students, who had no input at 

the university to SE at all, the proportion is still large. In comparison, the rate 

for the entire sample lies at 78%. A possible explanation for such a high rate 

could be, as Coviello (2010) argues, the effect of globalization and the changes 

it brings to the business world, which, in turn, according to Zahra et al. (2008) 

also have advantages for SE. This leads to the assumption that basically the 

business school students are open to all new topics in the field of economics, 

but this theory needs to be investigated in another survey. Thus, even if the 

hypothesis is rejected, it is important to keep in mind the large proportions and 

that students wish more courses on SE and this statement therefore cannot be 

disregarded by universities. 

5.5 Hypothesis 4 
In order to understand whether social problems are a trigger to start SE, the 

fourth hypothesis claims that “students who have experienced problems in 

their societies, have a bigger trigger to start a social enterprise and to solve the 

problem through SE than those who did not”. According to Kraus et al. (2017) 

the experience of problems can make a person perceptive for solutions and 

exactly this solution can SE be, as Rawhouser et al. (2019) states. The survey 

revealed that there is a connection between experiencing a societal problem 

and having the thought of being part of a SE project. Even though, this 

correlation is only slight, it still remains significant. Since in this thesis the 

definition of SE also includes the profit-oriented part and according to Fritch 

(2018) all means of entrepreneurship have to be considered in the definition of 

SE, it seems to be suitable that a social enterprise can be attractive for business 

students who experienced a social problem. Not only, because the most 

important goal of a social enterprise is the change on a social level, as 

attributed by John (2006), but also because of the possible profit. Carraher et 

al. (2016) underlines that, SE is also a new direction, not only in the scientific 

field, but also in business itself. The results of this particular study can be an 

indicator that in the future there will be more social enterprises, or at least 

social projects, by the time students leave their universities. An interesting 

consideration in this context would be again globalization, which like Mainela 

et al. (2013) stated, offers new opportunities for entrepreneurs. This 

globalization could also provide new triggers for social entrepreneurs, as they 

could also perceive societal problems from other parts of the globe; or as how 

Richins & Root-Shaffer (1988) argues perceive triggers through news and 

eventually try to solve them with SE. 
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5.6 Hypothesis 5 
The fifth hypothesis deals with the financial part of SE and was compiled as 

following: “Students who perceive SE as important will start their own SE 

company or join an SE company after graduation, even without making 

profit”. After the scientists cannot agree, as Austin et al. (2007) claims, 

whether profit belongs to SE or not, it was important to ask potential future 

entrepreneurs how they feel about this issue. The analysis of the collected data 

has shown that there is basically no correlation between perceiving SE as 

important and starting on own SE company after graduation without making 

profit. However, as Carraher et al. (2016) remarked, also the understanding of 

SE is not congruent and therefore there could be differences between 

countries. Further analysis of the data was therefore carried out to examine if 

there are differences between countries. As Appendix I, Table 57 shows, this 

difference does indeed exist. Interestingly enough that, the majority in 

Lithuania and Ukraine would start their own SE business without making a 

profit, while the majority in Sweden and Switzerland would not. The cause of 

this difference may vary, but as Thaut (2009) and Peterson (2018) have noted, 

there is currently a change in the societies in Lithuania and Ukraine, which 

could be a possible reason for this difference to Sweden and Switzerland. The 

authors are therefore of the opinion that the answer to this important question 

about the definition in the SE cannot have a uniform answer, or at least cannot 

be applied on a large scale worldwide. A definition of something has a lot to 

do with perception, as Schwartz & Krantz (2019) remarked, which in turn 

depends on its environment. A parallel from the past could be drawn to the 

example from Landes (2012), who stated that entrepreneurs in the 18th and 

19th centuries had to operate in a changed environment. Also business students 

in Lithuania and Ukraine have to find their way in a changed environment, 

which in turn requires new approaches. This study has shown that if a generic 

view omits profit, however, by going deeper into detail, it is very dependent 

on distinct countries and its situations. 

5.7 Hypothesis 6 
The sixth hypothesis deals with ratings of students to different business 

aspects. The corresponding hypothesis is “Students rank profit-oriented 

aspects in a business company anyway higher than its social aspects”. This 

task was deliberately not made obvious, because as Sen (2017) claims, people 

value some things better when they sound social. It is easy to indicate that SE 

is important in the world of today´s business, but what does it really look like, 

when students have to decide. In order to deepen the knowledge of the real 
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perception of different business aspects, students were asked to rank them one 

to seven, in a descending order. The findings have shown a clear result. 

Although the hypothesis can be approved and students actually rank business 

aspects higher than the social ones, as Ruggie & Niddleton (2019) stated. 

However, there are differences between the individual countries and what 

importance these examined aspects have in the society. As Figure 8 below 

shows, from all surveyed countries, Swedish students classify business aspects 

as lowest, while the Ukrainian students rate this aspects as highest.  

These differences can also be found in the literature. Gullers (2018) for 

example states that Sweden has the highest awareness for social responsibility 

among their citizens, whereas Ukraine was affected by the soviet mindset 

(Hyrych, 2017). 

 

 

Figure 8: Comparison of the means in rating towards "business" aspects of a company, separated by 

the countries Lithuania, Sweden, Switzerland and Ukraine (Source: own compilation with SPSS) 

The calculation in the Appendix I, Table 62 even goes a step further into detail 

and creates an accurate ranking of the countries (1.Sweden, 2. Switzerland, 3. 

Lithuania and 4. Ukraine). The reasons for these differences may be the same 

as already mentioned in Hypothesis five. The social and economic differences 

change the perception and according to Haase & Fisk (2004) it does not even 

have to happen concise. Another reason for these differences certainly lies in 

the different classifications of companies, as described by Mair & Marti (2005) 

and that each country perceives the tasks, and correspondingly also the 

evaluated aspects, of certain companies differently. This evaluation of the 
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numbers can also be transferred to the theory of the social enterprises. As John 

(2006) describes, is there a difference between charity organizations and social 

enterprises. As students rate business aspects higher than the social ones in a 

company, they are accordingly also more attractive, which may be one reason 

for some charity organizations to change their business model and thus be 

more attractive to business students. 

5.8 Hypothesis 7 
The main question of this research is whether there is a difference in perception 

of SE among business students from different countries, more precisely 

Lithuania, Switzerland, Sweden and Ukraine. The first associated hypothesis 

on this question is that “the perception of SE varies for each of the countries 

of Lithuania, Sweden, Switzerland and Ukraine”. The analysis of data has 

shown that each country has clearly a different level of perception of SE, as it 

can  be seen in Appendix I, Table 65. This result confirms the statement by 

Mair (2010), according to which SE is interpreted differently in each country. 

In addition, this statement can be confirmed by the evaluation of the fifth and 

sixth hypotheses, where the data from this one also partly gives the answer to 

the differences found. Like Martin & Osberg (2007) stated, there is no 

congruent definition for SE, most likely also because SE is perceived 

differently in various countries (see Appendix I, Figures 16-21), which in turn 

can be connected to the environment and the experience of the outer world 

Kedmenec & Strasek (2017). 

Also, in order to broaden the research and have a more general picture, 

countries were divided into two parts. The hypothesis is stated therefore as 

following: “Countries from eastern Europe have a lower perception of SE, than 

countries from northern and central Europe”. This hypothesis could be 

accepted by statistical data. There is indeed a significant difference in 

perception between these two regions. An explanation of this could be the cash 

flows which flow in-between the countries. As Kostetska & Berezyak (2014) 

argue, more money flows into social projects from the west than from the east. 

Since the West is thus more concerned with this topic, it is also more being 

learned at universities. Hence, it can be deduced that the perception in the 

respective geographical blocks must also be different. Nevertheless, the 

previous analyzes of the hypotheses have shown that such broad statements 

must be treated with caution and if possible, no unnecessary generalization 

should be done. 
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6 Conclusion 

6.1 Answering the Research Questions 
The concept of entrepreneurship counts as a source of prosperity with an 

important impact on economies (Irawan, et al., 2019). A special subcategory 

in this concept stands out in particular from the others, namely SE. It seems to 

be a new business model of solving social problems by satisfy unmet social 

needs (Bersin, 2018; Sommerrock, 2010). One particular group is especially 

important in this context, namely business school students (Steenkamp, 2019), 

as they are the one who will change the business world in the future. The 

analysis of previous research has shown that there is only little empirical data 

on these two categories. Therefore, the perception of SE among business 

school students is an important aspect to study. A further gap could be found, 

where European countries were underrepresented in studies about SE. In order 

to narrow the study and make it more generalizable at the same time, the 

decision was taken to divide Europe in four different regions. A Baltic state 

country - Lithuania, a Scandinavian country - Sweden, a Central European 

country - Switzerland and an East European country- Ukraine. From this 

findings, two research questions were extracted and posed, which served as 

the basis for this thesis. The first is, “what is the difference in perception of 

social entrepreneurship between business school students from different 

European countries, more precisely in Lithuania, Sweden, Switzerland and 

Ukraine?” and the second, “To what degree do universities influence the 

perception of business school students about social entrepreneurship?”.  

The literature review provided important insights into the theory of the studied 

phenomena. On the one hand, the principle of entrepreneurship is generally 

regarded as basics of SE and on the other hand, the definition of SE is not 

congruent and there is disagreement on this topic among researchers. The 

physical presence of SE could have also been determined, namely that it needs 

a social entrepreneur and a social enterprise who can exert SE at all. Perception 

has also been studied and it has been found that humans need a certain trigger 

which they can perceive. In addition, it could also be determined that students 

are especially perceptive during their studies, which was basically positive for 

this research. 

The survey was carried out through the online platform Google Forms and had 

a total of 252 responses, whereof 220 were valid and were considered (55 

answers for each country). The analysis of the data was done with SPSS. 
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The first research question deals with perception in general. First of all, a 

connection between experiencing a social problem and starting an own social 

enterprise was found. Even if this relationship is weak, it seems to be justified, 

as SE is seen as a new direction and combines adding social value to the 

society with entrepreneurship. Another important aspect, in this context, which 

has also been studied, is profit. The main finding is, that regional differences 

were found. The majority of students in Ukraine and Lithuania would be 

willing to join a social enterprise, even without making any profits. In Sweden 

and Switzerland, it looks different, the majority of students would not work to 

reach social goals without any profit. The reason for these differences lies in 

the change of social values that are currently happening in those two countries. 

Finally, the research has also shown that each of the four countries studied also 

has a different perception towards SE. This difference was not diminished by 

a division of countries into subcategories, leaving room for broader definitions 

and generalizations on SE. These findings have confirmed that the definition 

of SE depends highly on the environmental context in each country and the 

way it is perceived. In addition, the differences in perception could also be 

measured. The analysis of the data showed that Sweden ranked social aspects 

the highest in a company, followed by Switzerland and Lithuania. The lowest 

ratings for these goals were given by Ukrainian students. The cause for these 

differences are manifold. First, it is the awareness of social responsibility, as 

each country basically has a different culture and rules, and, in addition it is 

the students´ perceptions of the distinct aspects of a company. The question 

can therefore be answered as following, the differences in perception are 

largely due to the environment of students, through which they perceive their 

environment differently. The main point is profit, which plays an important 

role as it changes the attitude of students in certain countries towards SE. 

The second research question deals with the importance of universities in the 

perception of SE of business students. First, it was determined that universities 

are indeed the largest source of information for SE. These statements were 

then further elaborated to confirm the effect. It was proved that the more 

courses a student has on SE, the higher his perception gets on it. Even if this 

correlation is weak and therefore it does not apply to every student, what states 

that not everyone can have the right mindset to be a social entrepreneur. The 

examination, whether students who do not have courses on the subject of SE 

have the desire to learn more about SE showed that, even if compared to the 

overall this is not the case, nevertheless, a considerable number of respondents 

wishes more courses on SE. 70% of surveyed students who did not have SE 
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courses wanted at least one lesson in their program. The question can therefore 

be answered as following, that not only do universities have a major impact on 

students in general, but also that they have a major impact on student 

perceptions of SE. 

6.2 Theoretical Implications 
The analysis of the topic SE has shown that there are several theoretical gaps. 

After the literature review and the subsequent discussion, it has been shown 

that exactly this lack of definition is a hurdle for SE and therefore does not 

allow to have a uniform approach and explanation on it. 

An important contribution to the theory is the empirically collected data for 

Europe, which can represent the interdependencies between each of the 

countries. This data provides a basis for further research, analyses and 

questions. The application of this data can further bring light on questions 

related to this topic and if not answer them, then at least stimulate a new 

discussion, which brings the theory back into discussion, what motivates new 

research. 

Another implication that can be drawn from this thesis is the proven 

importance between SE and universities. The analysis of the data has shown 

that university can play an immense role in students´ lives and thus are an 

important source for SE. Although it was already known that students come 

into contact with SE through the universities, it was not known to which scope. 

This thesis has proven, that this degree of importance is high and therefore also 

the value it contributes to SE in general is remarkable. 

Many previous studies and research have asked themselves whether the 

financial part of SE belongs to it at all or not. This analysis has also examined 

this question to a greater extent. Although the question can be answered in a 

simplified positive way and it can be said that the students pay attention to the 

profit and therefore consider it important for the SE, the authors of the thesis 

have the opinion that this is not the right way to address this question. It was 

clearly shown that it depends heavily on the region and has a lot to do with the 

perception of SE, which the people have in this area of implication. Thus, it is 

not recommended to focus too much on this question and rather seek a 

dynamic definition that allows both variants, yes and no, since this question 

depends very much on the region where SE is practiced. 
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The modified conceptual framework in Figure 9 below shows the approved or 

rejected hypotheses on this topic and the new insights gained on this topic. It 

shows that education and the performance of a company are more important 

as considered earlier.  

 

 

 

Figure 9: Revised conceptual framework with theory and the tested hypotheses (Source: own 

compilation) 
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6.3 Managerial Implications 
As the title of this thesis reveals, this study deals with the readiness of business 

school students to change the world. The companies depend on young and 

motivated graduates who have the urge to change the world after their diploma. 

Be it directly to lead social projects in these companies, or by cooperation, 

which increase the value in society in general. 

This research showed that this readiness exists. Students already have a wide-

ranging knowledge of SE and even have the desire to expand it further by 

expanding their awareness on this topic. Therefore, companies can assume that 

there is going to be enough potential social entrepreneurs in the future. The 

study also showed what values these students have. Businesses must try to 

create an environment that meets most of the requirements students have. On 

the one hand, profit must be sometimes considered as an important part of SE, 

as it is measured as important by students. On the other hand, companies also 

have to exert some pressure on the universities so that SE is offered more in 

their programs, thus they can train better specialists because the students 

would basically be ready for it. 

6.4 Policy Implications 
The contributions to the society can be interpreted in many ways from this 

thesis, since the topic SE affects many stakeholders. One of the institutions 

concerned and explicitly examined in this thesis are universities. The results 

indicate a certain trend and show that students would like to see the subject of 

SE more often in their university programs in the future. Therefore, it would 

be important to consider the outcome of this study in further course planning. 

Furthermore, the results of this study are important for business angels and 

start-up consulting firms, especially those specializing on SE. The study 

clearly shows what values do future entrepreneur have and how they evaluate 

different business aspects of a company. By evaluating and adapting to this 

values, a greater symbiosis can be created and the businesses can be made 

more efficient. Nonetheless, the existing social entrepreneurs who already 

operate in the environment of SE can benefit from the results, as they too want 

to pull young entrepreneurs into their company and ensure its survival. The 

results of this thesis are also important for the expansion of such social 

enterprises, as they show which values towards SE the students have in one of 

the examined countries. 



 

65 

 

6.5 Limitations 
The first limitation of this study concerns the range it had. As its respondents 

are only business school students from Lithuania, Sweden, Switzerland and 

Ukraine mostly aged between 18 and 27, it implies that it cannot be applied 

undoubtedly in all other fields. Also, the small sample size with 220 

considered respondents limits its applicability. Furthermore, most of the 

answers were gathered only from few universities from each country and 

therefore could not be an unquestionably representation for the rest of the 

population.  

Secondly, this evaluation is a subjective opinion of the individual respondents 

of this survey, which could have been biased by the individual values, beliefs 

and attitudes of the participants.  

Thirdly, the answers of this study are limited to exact one period of time, and 

therefore could be affected and differentiated by various circumstances that 

happen in the world, as for example by current students protests for the 

environment  

Lastly, the study is based on a quantitative survey which gathers standardized 

answers and therefore can only conditionally take into account all statements 

and remarks, which the participants want to express. 

6.6 Further Research Recommendations 
Based on this research, there are few recommendations for further researchers. 

First recommendation would be a widening of the sample size from each 

country as it will give a clearer picture of the studied phenomena of SE. Also, 

exact choices of the universities, for example exact number of universities with 

exact number of respondents from each one, will give more representative 

sample and generalizable answers. Further, in order for this studies to be 

relevant, it is suggested to conduct such research on this topic more often, as 

it could show the changes business do in a certain period and indicate whether 

SE is growing and the students are readier or not. 

Also, it would be recommendable to gather more data and widen the research 

with qualitative data gathering, when it comes to the perception of students 

about SE. This addition in surveying method would give the possibility to 

understand the motives and wishes possible future social entrepreneur have. 
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Appendix A 

Excursus: Societal Problems 

All over the world are problems that appear in different dimensions. Over the 

years, these problems change and take a new meaning in the society. Each 

year, the World Economic Forum (WEF) releases the Global Risk Report, 

which reports on various risks and trends that have affected the world and will 

continue to do so in the future. In addition, the report includes a matrix called 

“The Risks-Trends Interconnections Map”, which graphically links the risks. 

As can be seen in in the picture below, this graph not only shows the risks, but 

also their interactions, with respect to their magnitude, occurrence and links 

between them.  

Figure 10: The Risks-Trends Interconnections Map (Source: (WEF, 2019)) 
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The table below summarizes the five most important risks, which were 

identified for the year 2019. There is a clear correlation between those in the 

current report listed problems and the well-known social problems that have 

been circulating in the media since the Millennium. 

Top 5 Global Risks in Terms of 

Likelihood 

Top 5 Global Risks in Terms of 

Impact 

1. Extreme weather events 1.  Weapons of mass destruction 

2. Failure of climate-change 

mitigation and adaptation 

2. Failure of climate-change 

mitigation and adaptation 

3. Natural disasters 3.  Extreme weather events 

4. Data fraud or theft 4.  Water crises 

5. Cyber-attacks 5.  Natural disasters 

Table 27. Top five global risks in terms of likelihood on the left and in terms of impact on the right, 

published from WEF 

(Source: own compilation based on (WEF, 2019)) 

In addition, in 2016, a study on the perception of the multiple stakeholders was 

evaluated, which is intended to illustrate the relationship between the global 

risks and their effects. These stakeholders are: communities of leaders from 

business, government, academia, non-governmental and international 

organizations (WEF, 2017). 

Most important Risks´ Interconnections according to WEF 2016 

1. Unemployment and under employment --> Profound social 

instability 

2. Large-scale involuntary --> State collapse or crisis 

3. Failure of climate-change mitigation and adaption --> Water crises 

4. Failure of national governance --> Profound social instability 

5. Interstate conflict with regional consequences --> Large-scale 

involuntary migration 

Table 28. The five most important risks and their interconnections, according to the survey of WEF in 

2016 

(Source: own compilation based on (WEF, 2017)) 

A direct comparison reveals that the problems identified by the experts differ 

from perceived problems with other stakeholders only at the abstraction level. 

This means that people who work directly in the economy perceive them 

differently than those who study the economy, but otherwise the problems 

remains the same. 
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In the following part, an attempt is made to find a generic term for the problems 

in tables 1 and 2 and to give a brief overview of what the current situation 

looks like.  

Increase of inequality 

In all WEF reports since 2012, economic inequality is one of the most 

mentioned trend that dominates the society and which will shape global 

development, not just the economics, over the next years (WEF, 2019). The 

fact that 26 men in this world have exactly as much wealth as the poorest 50% 

of the world's population expressly speaks out for increasing inequality and 

the trend continues to rise, as the OXFAM report states (Elliot, 2019). In 

contrast, in on the European continent, inequality has been on the decline since 

the turn of the millennium, but the situation is different in the USA, where the 

gap continues to rise (Darvas, 2018). Reasons for this enormous difference 

between rich and poor are increasingly in the economic system of the different 

countries (Nicholson & Gimmon, 2017). These reasons are for example, tax 

gaps for large corporations and super-rich, corporate decision-making in favor 

of the stakeholders and other general economic factors (Berkovitch & Israel, 

2015). The international organization OXFAM is fighting against injustice in 

the world, as their consequences range from counterproductive economics to 

the undermining of democracy, just to name two among the biggest ones 

(OXFAM, 2019). 

Destruction of the environment 

In the WEF Report from 2019, the first three points are related to the topic of 

environmental destruction, which are inter alia linked to weather events. Also 

in the survey from 2017, the climate change risk pair is the failure of mitigation 

and adaptation, which can trigger water crises in specific regions (WEF, 2017). 

A close look at the evolution of risks in the economy, ecology, geopolitics, 

society and technology clearly shows that the number of environmental risks 

have increased significantly more in recent years, proportionally to other 

increases (OXFAM, 2014). The reasons for this development vary: One of the 

causes of environmental destruction, however, is the careless usage of the 

environment and the resources in economic operations; such actions lead to an 

ever worsening cycle that generates climate change, air pollution, species 

extinction and other environmental problems (WEF, 2019) 
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Unemployment 

Although the WEF Global Risk Report 2019 did not rank unemployment 

among the top five risks, it is the most important risk pair in the survey, 

together with underemployment. Therefore, this combination has to be 

considered in this listing, because it can trigger deep social instability (WEF, 

2017). The media already give the impression that this instability is growing 

again, since the global crisis in 2008. In the comparison of the countries 

Lithuania, Sweden, Switzerland and Ukraine, these countries are in the global 

ranking rather in the lower third (indexmundi.com, 2018). In principle, every 

country can also be divided into three groups: industrial, emerging and 

developing countries. Often these countries could be put in one of these 

categories, where the unemployment rates differ and with a decreasing rate of 

industrialization, the unemployment rate increases (Mesters & Barnichon, 

2018). A critical subcategory on this issue is youth unemployment, which 

currently stands at around 75 million (TheWorldBank, 2018). 

Migration 

Since 2019, for the first time in 4 years, the migration is not directly in the top 

list of risks in the WEF Global Risk Report. Nevertheless, all the listed risks 

are also partly reasons for migration, or better known as the phenomenon of 

climatic migration (Gemenne, 2015).  

Figure 11: Number to global migration (Source: (WEF, 2017)) 
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Migration was also an important issue in the 2017 WEF survey, but under 

different situations. As can be seen on the picture below, the number of 

refugees was only 22.5 million and the total number of people forced to leave 

their homes was 65.6 million (Jubilut, 2017).  

However, according to the United Nations, the difference between the words 

“refugee” and “migrant” is not necessarily clearly defined (UN, 2019). 

Nevertheless, most migrants want the same thing at the end, a safe and 

respectful life. This is also evident in the analysis of their destination, as the 

most popular migration destinations are Asia and Europe (UN, 2017). The 

problem is that not all European countries are willing to accept migrants; this 

can be explained to a bigger part by the cultural differences between the 

arriving and receiving nations, which often causes problems (Joly, 2016). 
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Appendix B 

Definitions of Entrepreneurship 

Source Definition 

Cantillion (1755) “Self-employment with an uncertain return.” 

Knight (1921) “Entrepreneurship means generating profits from 

bearing uncertainty and risks 

Schumpeter (1934) “The realization of new factor combinations – new 

products, new services, new material sources, new 

production methods, new markets, new form of 

organization.” (Schumpeter, 1934) 

Casson (1982) “Entrepreneurship involves taking judgmental 

decisions about the coordination of scarce 

resources.” 

Hart (1995) “Entrepreneurship entails the pursuit of opportunity 

without regard to resources currently controlled, but 

constrained by the founders’ previous choices and 

industry-related experience” 

Timmons & Spinelli 

(2012) 

“Entrepreneurship is a way of thinking, reasoning, 

and acting that is opportunity obsessed, holistic in 

approach, and leadership balanced.” (Timmons & 

Spinelli, 2012) 

Sarasvathy (2001) “Causation processes take a particular effect as 

given and focus on selecting between means to 

create that effect. Effectuation processes take a set 

of means as given and focus on selecting between 

possible effects that can be created with that set of 

means.” (Sarasvathy, 2001) 

Hisrich & Peters (2002) “Entrepreneurship is the process of creating 

something of value by devoting the necessary time 

and effort, assuming the accompanying financial, 

psychic, and social risks, and receiving the resulting 

rewards of monetary and personal satisfaction and 

independence” 

Shane (2007) “Entrepreneurship can be explained by considering 

the nexus of enterprising individuals and valuable 

opportunities […] and by using that nexus to 

understand the processes of discovery and 

exploitation of opportunities; the acquisition of 

resources; entrepreneurial strategy; and the 

organizing process.” (Shane, 2007) 
Table 29. Definition of entrepreneurship by several leading researchers on this topic 

Source: own compilation based on (Volkmann, et al., 2010)) 
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Appendix C 

Definitions of Social Entrepreneurship 

Source Definition Core 

Characteristics 

of a social 

entrepreneur 

Bornstein 

(1998) 

A social entrepreneur is a path 

breaker with a powerful new idea 

who combines visionary and real-

world problem-solving creativity, 

has a strong ethical fiber, and is 

totally possessed by his or her 

vision for change (Bornstein, 

1998) 

• Mission leader 

• Persistent 

 

Thompson, 

Alvy & Lees. 

(2000) 

Social entrepreneurs are people 

who realize where there is an 

opportunity to satisfy some unmet 

need that the state welfare system 

will not or cannot meet, and who 

gather together the necessary 

resources (generally people, often 

volunteers, money, and premises) 

and use these to “make a 

difference” (Thompson, et al., 

2000). 

• Emotionally 

charged 

• Social value 

creator 

 

Brinckerhoff 

(2009)  

A social entrepreneur is someone 

who takes reasonable risk on 

behalf of the people their 

organization serves (Brinckerhoff, 

2009). 

• Opinion leader 

(Zahra, et al., 

2008) 

Social entrepreneurship 

encompasses the activities and 

processes undertaken to discover, 

define, and exploit opportunities 

in order to enhance social wealth 

by creating new ventures or 

managing existing organizations 

in an innovative manner (Zahra, et 

al., 2008). 

• Innovator 

• Initiative taker 

• Opportunity 

alert 

 

Table 30. Definition of the term "social entrepreneurship" by different authors and core characteristics 

of a "social entrepreneur" 

(Source: own compilation based on (Abu-Saifan, 2012)) 
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Appendix D 

Ashoka” the first SE company 

The first company that engaged globally with social entrepreneurship was 

“Ashoka” with its founder Bill Drayton (Sheldon & Daniele, 2017). At the 

beginning of the 2000s, the organization received many awards for its 

innovative thinking (Ashoka, 2019a). The basic idea of the company is to 

include entrepreneurs who have a social goal, in Ashoka’s network and to 

make their own resources available for projects, with they could be realized 

(Ashoka, 2019b). This company is a service provider, as it only actively 

supports the entrepreneurs, with financial resources and know-how, and has 

no product itself. Most of the company's income is generated by donations 

from industrialized countries and profits from investment projects (Ashoka, 

2017). 
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Appendix E 

Distinction Social Entrepreneurship and Entrepreneurship 

 

Figure 12. Difference between entrepreneurship (business) and SE (a better world) 

(Source: (Nielsen, et al., 2017)) 

 



 

10 

 

Appendix F 

Distinction of social entrepreneurship 

 

Phenomenon  Description Key authors 

Community 

entrepreneurship 

The community is the 

entrepreneurial actor and 

beneficiary. E.g., a village 

engaging in fair trade coffee 

farming and selling. 

(Peredo & Christman, 

2006) 

(Johannisson & 

Nilsson, 1989) 

Social change agents Individuals who alter public 

perceptions about (specific) 

social issues. Examples 

range from John Elkington, 

the founder of sustainability, 

to Bono, of the group U2. 

(Waddock & Post, 

1991) 

(Drayton, 2002) 

Institutional 

entrepreneurs 

Individuals or organizations 

that alter social arrangements 

and the institutional fabric 

hampering development. 

(Marti & Mair, 2009) 

(Mair & Marti, 2009) 

Social ventures Business ventures that 

provide a product or service 

that creates social or 

environmental benefit, such 

as the production and 

distribution of biodegradable 

water bottles. 

(Dorado, 2006) 

(Sharir & Lerner, 2006) 

Entrepreneurial non- 

profit organizations 

Non- profit organizations 

that engage in commercial 

activities to create an income 

stream and enhance financial 

sustainability. 

(Fowler, 2002) 

(Frumkin, 2002) 

Social enterprise Organizational forms 

following principles of 

cooperatives. 

(Borzaga & Defourny, 

2001) 

Social innovation Innovation understood 

broadly and including 

processes and technology for 

the social good. 

(Alvord, et al., 2004) 

Table 31. Distinction of social entrepreneurship 

(Source: own compilation based on (Mair, 2010) 
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Appendix G 

Social enterprise 

 Purely 

philantropic 

Hybrides Purely 

Commercial 

General motives, 

methods and 

goals 

• Appeal to 

goodwill 

• Mission-

driven 

• Social value 

creation 

• Mixed 

motives 

• Balance of 

mission and 

market 

• Social and 

economic 

value 

• Appeal to 

self-interest 

• Market-

driven 

• Economic 

value creation 

Key stakeholders 

Beneficiaries Pay nothing Subsidized rates 

and/or mix of 

full payers and 

those who pay 

nothing 

Pay full market 

rates 

Capital Donations and 

grants 

Below market 

capital and/or 

mix of full 

payers and those 

who pay nothing 

Market capital 

rate 

Workforce Volunteers Below market 

wages and/or 

mix of 

volunteers and 

fully paid staff 

Market rate 

compensation 

Suppliers Make in-kind 

donations 

Special 

discounts and/or 

mix of in-kind 

and full price 

Charge market 

price 

Table 32. Spectrum of categories for social entrepreneurship companies 

(Source: own compilation based on (Volkmann, et al., 2010)) 
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Appendix H 

SPSS Descriptive statistics 

 

 

Table 34.Gender distribution in the research 

(Source: own compilation with SPSS) 

 

Table 35. Gender distribution in the research, sorted by the country of the participant 

(Source: own compilation with SPSS) 

(Source: own compilation with SPSS) Table 13. Number of considered responses from each country 

(Source: own compilation with SPSS) 

 

Table 33. Number of considered responses from each country 

(Source: own compilation with SPSS) 
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Table 36. Age distribution in the research 

(Source: own compilation with SPSS) 

 

 

Table 37. Summary of respondents’ knowledge of SE meaning 

(Source: own compilation with SPSS) 

 

 

Table 38. Summary of respondents’ evaluation of importance of SE 

(Source: own compilation with SPSS) 
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Table 39. Summary of respondents' evaluation of importance of business to be not only profitable but 

also socially responsible 

(Source: own compilation with SPSS) 

 

Table 40. Summary of respondents' willingness to participate in SE in the future 

(Source: own compilation with SPSS) 

 

Table 41. Summary of respondents' answers of reason of willingness to participate in SE 

(Source: own compilation with SPSS) 
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Table 42. Summary of respondents' answers of whether they would start their own SE knowing that it 

will not be profitable for at least 2 years 

(Source: own compilation with SPSS) 

 

 

Table 43. Summary of respondents' answers about the number of lectures they had about SE 

(Source: own compilation with SPSS) 

 

 

Table 44. Summary of respondents’ answers about whether they need more education about SE 

(Source: own compilation with SPSS) 
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Table 45. Summary of the respondents' answers about whether they notice social problems around 

them 

(Source: own compilation with SPSS) 

 

Table 46. Summary of respondents' ranking company's image and reputation 

(Source: own compilation with SPSS) 

 

Table 47. Summary of respondents' ranking profit enlargement 

(Source: own compilation with SPSS) 
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Table 48. Summary of respondents' ranking sustainable business environment 

(Source: own compilation with SPSS) 

 

 

Table 49. Summary of respondents' ranking expansion or acquisition 

(Source: own compilation with SPSS) 
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Table 50. Summary of respondents' ranking investment in social environment 

(Source: own compilation with SPSS) 

 

 

Table 51. Summary of respondents' ranking product optimization 

(Source: own compilation with SPSS) 
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Table 52. Summary of respondents' ranking profit and investment sustainability 

(Source: own compilation with SPSS) 
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Appendix I 

SPSS Hypotheses analysis 

Hypothesis 1 

 
 

 

First hear about SE 

School University 

Social 

Media Friends Family News 

This 

survey Other 

Count Count Count Count Count Count Count Count 

Amount of lectures in University Yes, a whole course 6 16 3 1 0 1 0 1 

Yes, only one lecture 4 42 16 12 2 11 8 2 

No, nothing 1 14 17 7 3 13 30 10 

Table 53. Number of courses on SE correlated to the source where the student first heard about SE 

(Source: own compilation with SPSS) 
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Country of studying * First hear about SE Crosstabulation 

 

 

First hear about SE 

Total School University Social Media Friends Family News This survey Other 

Country of studying Lithuania 2 19 9 5 2 3 11 4 55 

Sweden 3 27 10 3 0 6 3 3 55 

Switzerland 1 16 9 6 0 11 10 2 55 

Ukraine 5 10 8 6 3 5 14 4 55 

Total 11 72 36 20 5 25 38 13 220 

Symmetric Measures 

 Value 

Asymptotic 

Standard Errora Approximate Tb 

Approximate 

Significance 

Nominal by Nominal Phi .379   .064 

Cramer's V .219   .064 

Interval by Interval Pearson's R .118 .069 1.748 .082c 

Ordinal by Ordinal Spearman Correlation .117 .070 1.737 .084c 

N of Valid Cases 220    
Table 54. Country of studying correlated to the source where the student first heard about SE 

(Source: own compilation with SPSS) 
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Hypothesis 3 

 

 

Amount of lectures in University 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Yes, a whole course 28 12,7 12,7 12,7 

Yes, only one lecture 97 44,1 44,1 56,8 

No, nothing 95 43,2 43,2 100,0 

Total 220 100,0 100,0  

Table 55. Summary of respondents' answers about the number of lectures they had in university about SE 

(Source: own compilation with SPSS) 
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Amount of lectures in University 

Yes, a whole 

course 

Yes, only one 

lecture No, nothing 

Count Count Count 

Country of studying Lithuania Amount of lectures in 

University 

Yes, a whole course 6 0 0 

Yes, only one lecture 0 26 0 

No, nothing 0 0 23 

Sweden Amount of lectures in 

University 

Yes, a whole course 14 0 0 

Yes, only one lecture 0 22 0 

No, nothing 0 0 19 

Switzerland Amount of lectures in 

University 

Yes, a whole course 3 0 0 

Yes, only one lecture 0 30 0 

No, nothing 0 0 22 

Ukraine Amount of lectures in 

University 

Yes, a whole course 5 0 0 

Yes, only one lecture 0 19 0 

No, nothing 0 0 31 

Table 56. Contingency table on country, amount of lectures in the program and the wishes of further courses or lectures on SE 

(Source: own compilation with SPSS) 
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Hypothesis 5 

 

Correlations 

 SE_Important2 Part of SE 

SE Importance Pearson Correlation 1 -,288** 

Sig. (2-tailed)  ,000 

N 220 220 

Part of SE Pearson Correlation -,288** 1 

Sig. (2-tailed) ,000  

N 220 220 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
Table 57. Correlation between perception of SE and the will of opening or joining a SE company after graduation 

(Source: own compilation with SPSS) 

 

 

Country of studying 

Lithuania Sweden Switzerland Ukraine 

Count Count Count Count 

Start SE without profit for 2 

yrs 

Yes 39 27 19 28 

No 16 28 36 27 

Table 58. Country of studying correlated to the willingness of start own SE without profit for 2 years 

(Source: own compilation with SPSS) 
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Hypothesis 6 

 

Table 59. The Calculation of the variable ”Social” (Source: own compilation with SPSS) 
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Table 60. The calculation of the variable ”Business” (Source: own compilation with SPSS)  
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Test of Homogeneity of Variances 

 Levene Statistic df1 df2 Sig. 

Business Based on Mean 1,141 3 216 ,333 

Based on Median ,679 3 216 ,566 

Based on Median and with 

adjusted df 

,679 3 207,012 ,566 

Based on trimmed mean 1,062 3 216 ,366 

Social Based on Mean 1,141 3 216 ,333 

Based on Median ,679 3 216 ,566 

Based on Median and with 

adjusted df 

,679 3 207,012 ,566 

Based on trimmed mean 1,062 3 216 ,366 

Table 61. Test of homogenity of variances for the calculation between the variables ”social” and ”business” (Source: own compilation with SPSS)  
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Multiple Comparisons 

Tukey HSD   

Dependent 

Variable (I) Country of studying (J) Country of studying 

Mean Difference 

(I-J) Std. Error Sig. 

95% Confidence Interval 

Lower Bound Upper Bound 

Business Lithuania Sweden 3,27273* 1,13225 ,022 ,3412 6,2043 

Switzerland ,10909 1,13225 1,000 -2,8225 3,0406 

Ukraine -1,92727 1,13225 ,325 -4,8588 1,0043 

Sweden Lithuania -3,27273* 1,13225 ,022 -6,2043 -,3412 

Switzerland -3,16364* 1,13225 ,029 -6,0952 -,2321 

Ukraine -5,20000* 1,13225 ,000 -8,1315 -2,2685 

Switzerland Lithuania -,10909 1,13225 1,000 -3,0406 2,8225 

Sweden 3,16364* 1,13225 ,029 ,2321 6,0952 

Ukraine -2,03636 1,13225 ,277 -4,9679 ,8952 

Ukraine Lithuania 1,92727 1,13225 ,325 -1,0043 4,8588 

Sweden 5,20000* 1,13225 ,000 2,2685 8,1315 

Switzerland 2,03636 1,13225 ,277 -,8952 4,9679 

Social Lithuania Sweden -3,27273* 1,13225 ,022 -6,2043 -,3412 

Switzerland -,10909 1,13225 1,000 -3,0406 2,8225 

Ukraine 1,92727 1,13225 ,325 -1,0043 4,8588 

Sweden Lithuania 3,27273* 1,13225 ,022 ,3412 6,2043 

Switzerland 3,16364* 1,13225 ,029 ,2321 6,0952 

Ukraine 5,20000* 1,13225 ,000 2,2685 8,1315 
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Switzerland Lithuania ,10909 1,13225 1,000 -2,8225 3,0406 

Sweden -3,16364* 1,13225 ,029 -6,0952 -,2321 

Ukraine 2,03636 1,13225 ,277 -,8952 4,9679 

Ukraine Lithuania -1,92727 1,13225 ,325 -4,8588 1,0043 

Sweden -5,20000* 1,13225 ,000 -8,1315 -2,2685 

Switzerland -2,03636 1,13225 ,277 -4,9679 ,8952 

*. The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level. 

Table 62. Multiple comparison between each of the countries in order to compare their means towards each other (Source: own compilation with SPSS)  
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Figure 14. Meaning of business aspect for each country 

(Source: own compilation with SPSS) 
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Figure 15. Meaning of social aspects for each country 

(Source: own compilation with SPSS) 
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Hypothesis 7 

Descriptives 

 N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error 

95% Confidence Interval for 

Mean 

Minimum Maximum Lower Bound Upper Bound 

Aspects [Company’s 

image or reputation] 

Lithuania 55 3,95 2,329 ,314 3,32 4,57 1 7 

Sweden 55 4,78 1,607 ,217 4,35 5,22 1 7 

Switzerland 55 5,33 1,806 ,244 4,84 5,82 1 7 

Ukraine 55 4,69 2,185 ,295 4,10 5,28 1 7 

Total 220 4,69 2,049 ,138 4,41 4,96 1 7 

Aspects [Profit 

enlargement] 

Lithuania 55 3,89 1,978 ,267 3,36 4,43 1 7 

Sweden 55 3,82 1,623 ,219 3,38 4,26 1 7 

Switzerland 55 4,64 2,022 ,273 4,09 5,18 1 7 

Ukraine 55 4,75 2,030 ,274 4,20 5,29 1 7 

Total 220 4,27 1,953 ,132 4,01 4,53 1 7 

Aspects [Sustainable 

business (environment)] 

Lithuania 55 4,04 1,753 ,236 3,56 4,51 1 7 

Sweden 55 4,40 1,822 ,246 3,91 4,89 1 7 

Switzerland 55 3,76 1,587 ,214 3,33 4,19 1 7 

Ukraine 55 3,85 1,726 ,233 3,39 4,32 1 7 

Total 220 4,01 1,729 ,117 3,78 4,24 1 7 

Lithuania 55 4,11 1,462 ,197 3,71 4,50 1 7 
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Aspects [Expansion or 

Acquisition] 

Sweden 55 2,15 1,557 ,210 1,72 2,57 1 7 

Switzerland 55 2,40 1,498 ,202 1,99 2,81 1 6 

Ukraine 55 3,82 1,588 ,214 3,39 4,25 1 7 

Total 220 3,12 1,742 ,117 2,89 3,35 1 7 

Aspects  [Investment in 

social environment] 

Lithuania 55 4,07 1,844 ,249 3,57 4,57 1 7 

Sweden 55 4,31 1,894 ,255 3,80 4,82 2 7 

Switzerland 55 3,69 1,609 ,217 3,26 4,13 1 7 

Ukraine 55 3,58 1,652 ,223 3,14 4,03 1 7 

Total 220 3,91 1,766 ,119 3,68 4,15 1 7 

Aspects  [Profit and 

investment sustainability] 

Lithuania 55 4,20 2,085 ,281 3,64 4,76 1 7 

Sweden 55 5,24 2,227 ,300 4,63 5,84 1 7 

Switzerland 55 4,91 1,993 ,269 4,37 5,45 1 7 

Ukraine 55 3,91 2,084 ,281 3,35 4,47 1 7 

Total 220 4,56 2,152 ,145 4,28 4,85 1 7 

Aspects [Production 

optimization] 

Lithuania 55 3,75 2,466 ,333 3,08 4,41 1 7 

Sweden 55 3,31 1,597 ,215 2,88 3,74 1 7 

Switzerland 55 3,27 1,870 ,252 2,77 3,78 1 7 

Ukraine 55 3,40 2,322 ,313 2,77 4,03 1 7 

Total 220 3,43 2,087 ,141 3,15 3,71 1 7 

Table 63. The rating from each of the surveyed countries towards one of the tested aspects (Source: own compilation with SPSS)  
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ANOVA 

 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Aspects [Company’s image or reputation] Between Groups 53,286 3 17,762 4,430 ,005 

Within Groups 866,073 216 4,010   

Total 919,359 219    

Aspects [Profit enlargement] Between Groups 38,945 3 12,982 3,520 ,016 

Within Groups 796,691 216 3,688   

Total 835,636 219    

Aspects [Sustainable business (environment] Between Groups 13,068 3 4,356 1,466 ,225 

Within Groups 641,891 216 2,972   

Total 654,959 219    

Aspects [Expansion or Acquisition] Between Groups 161,364 3 53,788 23,072 ,000 

Within Groups 503,564 216 2,331   

Total 664,927 219    

Aspects [Investment in social environment] Between Groups 18,777 3 6,259 2,034 ,110 

Within Groups 664,582 216 3,077   

Total 683,359 219    

Aspects [Profit and investment sustainability] Between Groups 62,291 3 20,764 4,712 ,003 

Within Groups 951,818 216 4,407   

Total 1014,109 219    

Aspects [Production optimization] Between Groups 7,686 3 2,562 ,585 ,626 
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Within Groups 946,291 216 4,381   

Total 953,977 219    
Table 64. ANOVA mean testing of each aspect (Source: own compilation with SPSS)  

 

 



 

36 

 

 
Figure 16. Meaning of company's image or reputation for each country 

(Source: own compilation with SPSS) 
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Figure 17. Meaning of profit enlargement for each country 

(Source: own compilation with SPSS) 
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Figure 18. Meaning of sustainable business environment for each country 

(Source: own compilation with SPSS) 

 

 



 

39 

 

 

 
Figure 19. Meaning of expansion or acquisition for each country 

(Source: own compilation with SPSS) 
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Figure 20. Meaning of investment in social environment 

(Source: own compilation with SPSS) 
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Figure 21. Meaning of profit and investment sustainability for each country 

(Source: own compilation with SPSS) 
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Figure 22. Meaning of production optimization for each country 

(Source: own compilation with SPSS) 

 



 

43 

 

Hypothesis 7 part 1 

 

Multiple Comparisons 

Dependent Variable:   Knowledge of SE meaning   

Tukey HSD   

(I) Country of studying (J) Country of studying 

Mean Difference 

(I-J) Std. Error Sig. 

95% Confidence Interval 

Lower Bound Upper Bound 

Lithuania Sweden ,091 ,085 ,708 -,13 ,31 

Switzerland -,109 ,085 ,573 -,33 ,11 

Ukraine -,073 ,085 ,827 -,29 ,15 

Sweden Lithuania -,091 ,085 ,708 -,31 ,13 

Switzerland -,200 ,085 ,089 -,42 ,02 

Ukraine -,164 ,085 ,219 -,38 ,06 

Switzerland Lithuania ,109 ,085 ,573 -,11 ,33 

Sweden ,200 ,085 ,089 -,02 ,42 

Ukraine ,036 ,085 ,974 -,18 ,26 

Ukraine Lithuania ,073 ,085 ,827 -,15 ,29 

Sweden ,164 ,085 ,219 -,06 ,38 

Switzerland -,036 ,085 ,974 -,26 ,18 

Table 65. Comparison of each country to each country 

(Source: own compilation with SPSS) 
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Figure 23. Knowledge of SE meaning in each country 

(Source: own compilation with SPSS) 
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Hypothesis 7 part 2 

Independent Samples Test – Different perception of “East” and “West” 

 

Levene's Test for 

Equality of 

Variances t-test for Equality of Means 

F Sig. t df 

Sig. (2-

tailed) 

Mean 

Difference 

Std. 

Error 

Differenc

e 

95% Confidence 

Interval of the 

Difference 

Lower Upper 

Knowledge of SE 

meaning 

Equal variances assumed .810 .369 .450 218 .653 .027 .061 -.092 .147 

Equal variances not 

assumed 
  

.450 217.800 .653 .027 .061 -.092 .147 

Table 66.: T-Test to measure the difference between ”East” and ”West” (Source: own compilation with SPSS)  

 

 Value 

Asymptotic 

Standard Errora 

Nominal by Nominal Phi -.030  

Cramer's V .030  

Interval by Interval Pearson's R -.030 .067 

Ordinal by Ordinal Spearman Correlation -.030 .067 

N of Valid Cases 220  
Table 67. Correlation calculation between ”East” and ”West” (Source: own compilation with SPSS)  
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Appendix J 

Survey question guide 

 

Greetings! Thank you for devoting your time. We are International 

Business students at Linnaeus University. Our research project analyses 

the difference in perception of social entrepreneurship between business 

school students from different countries and in order to get your opinion 

we would like to ask you some questions. Your answers will be used for 

scientific purpose only and we assure your anonymity. The survey will 

take you about 3-5 minutes. 

 

1. Are you studying business or in business related fields at 

University? 

o Yes 

o No 

2. In which country are you studying? 

o Lithuania 

o Ukraine 

o Sweden 

o Switzerland 

o Other 

3. What is your gender? 

o Male 

o Female 

o I don’t want to answer 

4. Indicate your age 

o < 18 

o 18 – 23 

o 24 – 27 

o 27 

5. Do you know what ‘Social Entrepreneurship’ means? 

o Yes  

o No 

5.1 If respondent indicated what he/she does not know what ‘Social 

Entrepreneurship’ means, then the definition of this concept pop outs.  



 

47 

 

6. From where did you first time hear about ‘Social 

Entrepreneurship’? 

o School 

o University 

o Social Media 

o Friends 

o Family 

o News 

o This survey  

o Other 

7. How important do you think is ‘Social Entrepreneurship’ in the 

business world nowadays? 

(Rank from 1 to 5, when 1 is unimportant and 5 is the most 

important) 

 

8. How important is it to you, that your company is not only profit 

oriented, but also socially responsible? 

(Rank from 1 to 5, when 1 is unimportant and 5 is the most 

important) 
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9. Which aspects are in your opinion the most important for a 

company (from most to least, when 1 is the most important and 7 

is the least important)? 

 

10. Have you ever thought about being part of a social 

entrepreneurship project? 

o Yes  

o No 

11. What would be the reason to participate in a social 

entrepreneurship project? 

o To address a social problem, I personally experienced 

o To address social challenges 

o To address environmental challenges 

o To create personal employment opportunity 

o To deal with the inadequacy of existing social service 

o I do not want to participate in such projects 

o Other 

11.1 If you choose ‘other’ in previous question, please justify 

your answer 

 

________________________________________________________

________ 

 

12.  If you would have the opportunity to start your own social 

entrepreneurship company, would you do it despite the fact you 

will earn money only after 2 years? 

o Yes 

o No 
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13. Did you have a course or lecture in your university about social 

entrepreneurship? 

o Yes, a whole course 

o Yes, only one lecture 

o No, nothing 

14. Do you think that students in country where you study should be 

more educated about social entrepreneurship and its 

importance? 

o Yes, they need a whole further course on this topic 

o Yes, they need only one further lecture on this topic 

o No, there is no need to deepen this topic at the moment 

15. Do you notice any social problem around you? 

o Yes 

o No 

16. What is the most important social problem in your country at 

this moment? 

 

______________________________________________________________ 

 

 

 

 

 

 


