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[bookmark: _Toc17700599]Abstract
Social enterprises are a new phenomenon. Like non-profit organizations, social enterprises are concerned with social, cultural or environmental issues. However, social enterprises largely finance their activities with revenues that they generate by selling goods and services in the open market. Research has shown that social enterprises contribute to employment in two ways: by generating new jobs and by helping socially disadvantaged individuals enter the labour market through a specific type of social enterprise: the work integration social enterprise (WISE). Research in Canada, Serbia and the Czech Republic suggest that the social enterprises sector could be used in order to reduce unemployment. However, despite the abundance of theoretical research, no quantitative research has yet been carried out into whether the contribution of social enterprises to employment is relatively high or low. Using data from the 2015 adult population survey (APS) of the Global Entrepreneurship Monitor (GEM), which includes data on social and conventional enterprises in 33 countries all over the world, this paper carries out a quantitative empirical study into whether social enterprises create more jobs than conventional enterprises. In addition, since social enterprises are found to flourish in different environments than conventional enterprises, it is examined whether the level of government spending on social services influences the ability of social and conventional enterprises to generate jobs. The results show that for social enterprises in general, the odds of a growth in employees are about 2,699 percent higher than the odds for conventional enterprises. The results regarding the ability to generate jobs in countries with limited government spending on social services are insignificant and therefore inconclusive. 
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[bookmark: _Toc17700600]1. Introduction
Social enterprises are a relatively new phenomenon. Like non-profit organizations and non-governmental organizations (NGOs), social enterprises have a social purpose. Their goal is to contribute to society by solving social, cultural or environmental issues (Social Enterprise NL, 2019). Non-profit organizations, NGOs and social enterprises arise where the government fails to solve such issues. These issues are becoming more common nowadays. Several governments, for example, reduced their spending on social services, which caused an expansion of social needs (Zahra, Gedajlovic, Neubaum, & Shulman, 2009). At the same time, donations and government subsidies have fallen, making it increasingly difficult for non-profit organizations and NGOs to fund their activities. This has given rise to social enterprises. Unlike non-profit organizations and NGOs, social enterprises finance their activities largely with their own revenues, which they generate by selling goods and services in the open market (Social Enterprise UK, 2016). 
Social enterprises are part of the social economy. In 2010, the social economy in Europe employed over 14 million people, which is equal to 6.5% of the European wage-earning population (Monzon & Chaves, 2012). This includes solo self-employed individuals. Research in Ireland has shown that the number of jobs within the social economy is increasing (Forfás, 2013). Research in Canada, Serbia and the Czech Republic suggest that social enterprises can be seen as a possible solution for unemployment (Readhead, 2012) (Džunić, Stanković, & Janković-Milić, 2018) (Kročil, Dopita, & Pospíšil, 2019). Firstly because of the innovative nature of social enterprises. Where the government fails to solve social, cultural or environmental issues, social enterprises come up with a more effective approach. They invest in product innovation and create new markets, which results in the creation of new jobs (Fonteneau, et al., 2011). Secondly because of a specific type of social enterprise: work integration social enterprises (WISEs). WISEs are concerned with unemployment, especially among socially disadvantaged (Bidet & Spear, 2003). Over the last 20 years, many labour policies in European countries focused on moving unemployed from welfare to work. However, especially for socially disadvantaged individuals, these labour programmes do not significantly increase their job opportunities, since the connection between training and employment is not strong enough. As a response to the ineffective labour programmes of the government, WISEs have emerged. European WISEs help socially disadvantaged (re)enter the labour market by offering programmes that make a stronger connection between training and employment.
There is an abundance of theoretical research into the contribution of social enterprises to employment. Relatively little research is quantitative. In the few quantitative studies, it is studied how much social enterprises contribute to employment over a certain period. To determine whether this contribution is relatively high or low, a simultaneous study is better suited. In a simultaneous study, social enterprises and a different type of enterprise (for example conventional enterprises) are studied at the same time. Because both type of enterprise are studied at the same time, the influence of unobserved external effects on the results will be limited, since the effect on both organizations is likely to be the same. No simultaneous study has yet been conducted into the contribution of social and conventional enterprises to employment. This thesis aims to fill this gap in the literature. Furthermore, this thesis investigates whether the ability of social enterprises to generate jobs depends on the level of government spending on social services, since it is expected that the opportunities for social enterprises increase in countries with low government spending on social services (Mair, 2010). Because a lot of research has already been done into the contribution of WISEs to employment, this thesis investigates whether the contribution of all types of social enterprises to employment is relatively high or low. For this research, growth in the number of employees serves as a proxy for the contribution to employment. The research question is:
Is a growth in the number of employees more common among social enterprises compared to conventional enterprises and does this depend on the level of government spending on social services?
Besides revenues generated by market-transactions, social enterprises are also partly dependent on government subsidies to finance their activities (Haugh & Kitson, 2007). These subsidies are paid with tax money and are therefore costs for society. The societal relevance of this study lies in giving policy makers a better understanding of the social benefits of social enterprises (in terms of contribution to employment). The information about the social benefits of social enterprises that this study provides may give policymakers a better understanding of whether the social benefits outweigh the social costs. The results of this thesis might help underpin their decision to include or to not include social enterprises in the employment policy. 
This paper starts with defining the concept of social entrepreneurship. Subsequently, the findings about the contribution of WISEs and of all social enterprises to employment are discussed, followed by theories about where social enterprises are more common. Based on these findings and theories, two hypotheses are formulated. Furthermore, it is discussed how the final dataset is created. A binary logistic regression is conducted to test the two hypotheses. Finally, the results will be discussed and an answer to the research question will be provided. 

[bookmark: _Toc17700601]2. Literature Review
[bookmark: _Toc17700602]2.1. What Are Social Enterprises?
The government used to be the main provider of social services, which caused competition to be limited. In an effort to make the social services sector more efficient and competitive, steps were taken to privatize and marketize the sector (Zahra et al., 2009). By marketizing the social services sector, competition was introduced, which increased efficiency (Mok, 2005). By privatizing the social sector, a transition took place from public to private ownership and control. As a result of marketization and privatization of the social services sector, fewer social services were provided by the government (Zahra et al., 2009). In addition, several governments decreased their spending on social services, which also resulted in a reduced provision of social services by the government. 
Sometimes gaps in the provision of social services occur. Gaps occur when the social needs of certain individuals are not met (Zahra et al., 2009). The movement toward privatization and marketization increased the number of gaps in the provision of social services, since the government provides fewer social services and some social services are not profitable enough to be offered by private enterprises. An example of a gap in the provision of social services is treatment for people with rare diseases (INNOVCare, 2018). Their treatment is often expensive, hence private enterprises do not offer such treatments since it is not profitable. In addition, there are also gaps in the support for unemployed socially disadvantaged individuals. The government offers these individuals trainings to help them enter the labour market (Bidet & Spear, 2003). However, these trainings fail to make a strong connection between training and employment. The social needs of these socially disadvantaged individuals are therefore not fully met. As a result, they are at risk of exclusion from the labour market. 
These gaps in the provision of social services have long been addressed by non-profit organizations and NGOs (Zahra et al., 2009). However, funding for these activities, which depends on membership dues, private donations and government subsidies, has declined in recent years. Besides, due to privatization and marketization, the number of gaps in the provision of social services increased. Non-profit organizations and NGOs thus had to address more and more gaps left in the provision of social services, while their funding declined. As a response, a new type of enterprise emerged: the social enterprise. Social enterprises anticipated on the lack of funding by generating their own revenues. They finance their activities primarily with revenues generated by selling goods and services in the open market. 
Social enterprises are similar to non-profit organizations and NGOs, as they are all concerned with solving social, cultural or environmental issues (Social Enterprise NL, 2019). This alikeness complicates defining the concept of social entrepreneurship. However, there seems to be a few characteristics that distinguish social enterprises from other ventures.
The first characteristic is the predominance of a social mission (Bosma, Schøtt, Terjesen, & Kew, 2015). As just mentioned, social enterprises resemble non-profit organizations and NGOs in terms of social mission. In addition, social enterprises resemble conventional enterprises that contribute to society by engaging in philanthropy. Conventional enterprises engage in philanthropy by, for example, donating money to charity. Social enterprises also resemble conventional enterprises with a social mission. Conventional enterprises with a social mission, for example, invest in their employees or in the environment. However, both for conventional enterprises that engage in philanthropy and conventional enterprises with a social mission, the goal of profit maximization has priority over their goal to contribute to society. Unlike conventional enterprises, which are concerned with the financial impact on their enterprise (value capture), social enterprises are concerned with the social impact of their enterprise (value creation) (Dacin, Dacin, & Matear, 2010). For social enterprises, contributing to society is more important than generating profits. 
The second characteristic is the importance of innovation (Austin, Stevenson, & Wei-Skillern, 2012). Unemployment is an example of a social problem. The government tries to reduce unemployment through a labour policy. Although the situation of the labour market and labour policy differs per country, in general, labour policies focus on moving unemployed from welfare to work (Bidet & Spear, 2003). Part of the problem of unemployment is unemployment among socially disadvantaged. The government program which prepares them to enter the labour market fails to make a strong connection between the programme and employment, hence these individuals risk exclusion from the labour market. Therefore, the government programmes for socially disadvantaged are not effective. Unemployment among socially disadvantaged individuals is an example of a social problem that social enterprises are concerned with. Because the government approach does not solve the problem, social enterprises come up with innovative solutions and approaches (Bosma et al., 2015). An example of an innovative solution come up with by social enterprises to the problem of unemployment among socially disadvantaged are WISEs: a certain type of social enterprise that improves the labour programmes provided by the government by making a stronger connection between the programme and employment.
The third characteristic is the role of earned income (Lepoutre, Terjesen, Justo, & Bosma, 2013). Unlike non-profit organizations and NGOs, social enterprises are financially self-sufficient. By selling goods and services in the open market, they earn revenues. These revenues are reinvested in their enterprise in activities that help fulfil the social mission of the enterprise. In addition to their own revenues, social enterprises are also dependent on donations and subsidies (Haugh & Kitson, 2007). The dependence on subsidies varies from country to country. A 2013 study found that in Romania social enterprises receive relatively little government funding, while in Flanders in Belgium half of the income consisted of government funding (Teasdale & Buckingham, 2013). 
This thesis adopts the following definition of social enterprises: social enterprises are organizations whose main purpose is to contribute to society by activities, which are mainly financed by revenues earned by selling goods and services in the open market, where resources are combined in innovative ways to provide social needs which the market fails to satisfy.

[bookmark: _Toc17700603]2.2. Social Enterprises and Employment
Social enterprises contribute to employment in two ways. They create new jobs and they support certain groups of unemployed individuals in (re)entering the labour market. New jobs are created as a result of the innovative nature of social enterprises (Fonteneau, et al., 2011). They invest in product innovation and create new markets. Socially disadvantaged individuals are supported in (re)entering the labour market through WISEs (Bidet & Spear, 2003). WISEs contribute to employment by offering these individuals jobs or by offering them trainings and education that prepare them for (re)entering the labour market. Both ways in which social enterprises contribute to employment will be discussed below.
[bookmark: _Toc17700604]2.2.1. Do WISEs Create Employment?
Unemployment is an example of a social problem that social enterprises are concerned with. In many European countries, the employment rate is relatively low compared to the United States (Bidet & Spear, 2003). This is caused by early retirement and an extensive social security net. Over the last 20 years, policies in many European countries focused on moving unemployed from welfare to work. In addition, labour policies for socially disadvantaged individuals have gained importance, since especially socially disadvantaged are unemployed. However, many labour programmes fail to significantly increase the job opportunities of socially disadvantaged individuals, since they fail to make a strong connection between training and employment. Socially disadvantaged are therefore at risk of exclusion from the labour market. As a result, work integration social enterprises (WISEs) have emerged in Europe. WISEs are a certain type of social enterprise whose core mission it is to support socially disadvantaged individuals in (re)entering the labour market by increasing their job opportunities through trainings and education. The integration programmes of European WISEs are an improvement on the government’s labour policy, since they make a stronger connection between training and employment. Because of these programs, socially disadvantaged find jobs in conventional enterprises more often. In addition to offering trainings and education, WISEs also offer jobs, often to the individuals who are not suited for jobs within conventional enterprises. WISEs thus contribute to employment by offering jobs themselves and by offering trainings and education which helps socially disadvantaged individuals find jobs within conventional enterprises.
Several studies have been conducted into the effect of WISEs on the job opportunities of socially disadvantaged individuals. Prince (2014) studied the social economy in Canada and claims that social enterprises are an option to offer employment opportunities to disabled individuals. Forfás (2013), the national policy advisor in Ireland, expects the number of jobs within the social economy, including WISEs, to grow. Haugh and Kitson (2007) claim that the social economy particularly benefits the disabled and unemployed. Readhead (2012) studied three social enterprises that only employed disabled individuals. She found this innovative employment model to be very effective and she recommended to replicate this model to other areas in order to reduce unemployment. 
Compared with the number of theoretical studies and case studies, little quantitative research has been conducted into the contribution of WISEs to employment. As mentioned earlier, WISEs contribute to employment by offering jobs themselves and by offering trainings and education which helps socially disadvantaged individuals find jobs within conventional enterprises. Džunić, Stanković and Janković-Milić (2018) studied WISEs who offered jobs for socially disadvantaged individuals. They conducted a study on the contribution of 972 social enterprises in Serbia to employment. They found that out of all types of social enterprises, enterprises that provide work for disabled individuals contribute the most to employment. Kročil, Dopita and Pospíšil (2019) also studied WISEs who offer jobs for socially disadvantaged. They found that 11 WISEs from a selected region in the Czech Republic caused a decrease of 7.4 percent in the excess supply on the labour market of people with disabilities. Teasdale and Buckingham (2013) studied WISEs that provided trainings and education to socially disadvantaged. They show that from a sample of 130 providers of training from 14 different regions from various countries, 26.9 percent of the trained individuals eventually found a job within a conventional enterprise. 
[bookmark: _Toc17700605]2.2.2. Do all Social Enterprises Together Create Employment?
The results from research on WISEs are often generalized to the whole social enterprises sector (Teasdale, 2012). Although WISE is a common social enterprise type in Europe, social enterprises are also concerned with other problems such as pollution, drug abuse, deforestation and poverty. Opinions about how the entire social enterprise sector contributes to employment are divided. Some researchers believe that the contribution of social enterprises to employment is mainly driven by the contribution of WISEs. Others believe that the social enterprises sector does make a significant contribution to employment. Both opinions are discussed below.
Fonteneau et al. (2011) conducted a theoretical study into the contribution of the social enterprises sector to employment. They believe that social enterprises do contribute to employment. As mentioned in section 2.1, a characteristic of social enterprises is the importance of innovation. Some social problems are not solved by mainstream government approaches. Social enterprises are concerned with these problems and try to solve these issues with innovative approaches and solutions. Their innovative nature results in the creation of new jobs in two ways. Firstly, because the social enterprises sector creates opportunities for markets which are not facilitated by conventional organizations (Haugh & Kitson, 2007). This results in the creation of new markets and thus new jobs. The fair-trade sector is an example of a new market created by the social enterprises sector (Fonteneau, et al., 2011). Secondly, because social enterprises invest in product innovation. Product innovation is found to increase the number of jobs (Harrison, Jaumandreu, Mairesse, & Peters, 2014). 
Teasdale and Buckingham (2013) also believe that the social enterprises sector contributes to employment. They conducted a quantitative study with a sample of 655 social enterprises operating in various sectors. 42.3 percent of the social enterprises in their sample increased their number of employees. Even though their survey was conducted just after the financial crisis, almost half of the social enterprises in the sample experienced a growth in employees.
Haugh and Kitson (2007) claim that the positive effect found when studying the social enterprises sector is often largely caused by WISEs. They conducted a study and found that most of the individuals employed in the social economy are socially disadvantaged. Džunić, Stanković and Janković-Milić (2018) share a similar opinion. They conducted a study with a sample of 972 social enterprises in Serbia and found that enterprises that offer jobs for disabled individuals contribute majorly to employment, but that the contribution of social enterprises in general is limited. Their research, however, only focuses on the integration of disabled people.
Westlund (2003) also believes that the contribution of the social enterprises sector is limited. He conducted a study during the 1990s in Sweden. Westlund suggests that the effect on employment is mainly indirect in that social enterprises provide social capital by functioning as platform for cooperation between firms. This is beneficial for conventional enterprises but does not necessarily increase the number of jobs in the social economy. 
[bookmark: _Toc17700606]2.2.3. Do Social Enterprises Create More Jobs Than Conventional Enterprises?
Even though often largely caused by WISEs, many studies do find a positive effect between the social enterprises sector and employment. Many researchers therefore suggest using the social enterprises sector in order to reduce unemployment. It has not yet been studied whether the contribution of social enterprises to employment is relatively high or low. To study this, a simultaneous study is suitable. In a simultaneous study, the contribution of social enterprises to employment is compared with the contribution of a different type of enterprise, for example with conventional enterprises. Both enterprises are studied at the same time, hence the influence of unobserved external effects on the results will be limited, since the effect on both organizations is likely to be the same. No simultaneous study has yet been conducted into the contribution of social and conventional enterprises to employment. This thesis aims to fill this gap in the literature. For this research, growth in the number of employees serves as a proxy for the contribution to employment. To investigate whether the contribution of the social enterprises sector is relatively high or low, the odds of a growth in the number of employees are compared between social and conventional enterprises. In this study organizations from different sectors are investigated, since little quantitative research has been done into the contribution of the entire social enterprises sector to employment. The following hypotheses are tested:
: Social enterprises are as likely as conventional enterprises to have a growth in employees. 
: Social enterprises are more likely to have a growth in employees than conventional enterprises.

[bookmark: _Toc17700607]2.3. Do Social Enterprises and Conventional Enterprises Flourish in Different Environments?
Austin, Stevenson and Wei-Skillern (2012) claim that social enterprises flourish in different environments than conventional enterprises. There are different opinions about what environment is favourable for social enterprises. Abarca and Anokhin (2012), for example, claim that the prevalence rate of social enterprises depends on the socioeconomic conditions in a country. Since the mission of social enterprises is to solve social or environmental issues, environments characterized by harsh socioeconomic conditions create opportunities for the social enterprises sector. In case of poor socioeconomic conditions, there will be more demand for social enterprises, hence more resources will be allocated to the social enterprises sector. Since resources are limited, less resources will be allocated to conventional enterprises, causing a negative relationship between the creation of social enterprises and the creation of conventional enterprises. 
A study conducted by Westlund (2003) supports the theory of Abarca and Anokhin (2012). Westlund found that during the crisis in 1990s in Sweden, conventional enterprises generated less jobs than before the crisis, hence the supply of labour increased.  Since during a crisis social needs intensify, the demand for social enterprises increased. This increased demand for social enterprises and the excess supply on the labour market caused more possibilities to expand for the social enterprises sector. This was what happened, however, the expansion was limited.
Mair (2010), on the other hand, claims that the presence of social enterprises does not depend on the economic development of a country, but on the degree of government intervention. According to Mair, social enterprises are more common in liberal economies. In liberal economies, government intervention is minimal and the state offers few social services. The government leaves the provision of social services mainly to the market. Because not all social services are profitable to offer for private enterprises, there will be more gaps left in the provision of social services. Since social enterprises are concerned with such gaps, liberal economies provide more opportunities for the social enterprises sector. On the other hand, in a cooperative economy many social services are offered by the government, hence less gaps will be left in the provision of social services. A cooperative economy therefore offers fewer opportunities for social enterprises.
Lepoutre et al. (2013) combine the theories of Abarca and Anokhin (2012) and Mair (2010). They claim that social enterprises are often thought to be more prevalent in areas characterized by harsh socioeconomic conditions and high levels of state failures. They agree with this theory, but in addition state that the prevalence rate of social enterprises also depends on the degree of government provision of social services. They reinforce Mair’s argument with their finding that the prevalence rate of social enterprises is relatively high in the Caribbean and many Latin American countries, which are all liberal economies. Kerlin (2010) also claims that the presence of social enterprises partly depends on the socioeconomic conditions of a country and on the government level of government spending on social services.  
All in all, many researchers state that the context in which social and conventional enterprises operate, influences the prevalence rate of both companies. The theory of Mair (2010) states that social enterprises flourish in liberal economies. Abarca and Anokhin (2012) state that relatively more resources will be allocated to the social enterprises sector in case of favourable conditions for social enterprises. Combining these two theories suggests that in liberal economies relatively more resources will be allocated to the social enterprises sector. To investigate whether this also applies to employees, the following hypotheses are tested:
: In liberal economies, social enterprises are as likely as conventional enterprises to have a growth in employees.
: In liberal economies, social enterprises are more likely to have a growth in employees than conventional enterprises.
[bookmark: _Toc17700608]3. Data
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To investigate the growth in employees for social and conventional enterprises, data from the 2015 APS, which is conducted by the GEM, is used. The GEM is a study of entrepreneurship that is aimed at facilitating cross-country comparison of entrepreneurial activity (Global Entrepreneurship Monitor, 2019a). The APS dataset consists of individual-level data which is largely quantitative. In 2015, over 181,000 adults in 60 countries were surveyed. The GEM conducts the APS every year, however, the full dataset of the survey is made available to the public three years after the data was collected (Global Entrepreneurship Monitor, 2019b). At the time of this research, the 2015 APS dataset was the most recent dataset of the GEM that included a module on social entrepreneurship. 
The GEM appoints GEM National Teams for every country that participates in the APS (Global Entrepreneurship Monitor, 2019c). The GEM National Teams choose a representative national sample of at least 2,000 adults. Due to the strict requirements for the representativeness of the sample, the sample must first be approved by the GEM Data Team. After the sample has been approved, the survey is conducted by an independent survey vendor who is appointed by the GEM National Teams. 
The focus of the APS is on the characteristics, motivation and ambitions of entrepreneurs (Global Entrepreneurship Monitor, 2019c). The survey is comprised of different blocks and modules. Every type of respondent has its own block of questions. Modules are groups of questions that are scattered throughout the blocks. Questions from the core APS module never change and the GEM National Teams must always include these questions in their survey. The GEM uses data from the core module questions to compute the main GEM indicators.
Besides the core APS module, the GEM includes a ‘Special Topic’ module. This topic changes annually. In 2015, the GEM chose social entrepreneurship as special topic. The GEM National Teams must also always include the ‘Special Topic’ module in their survey. However, not all questions are mandatory. The social entrepreneurship module consists of 34 questions. Since the concept of social entrepreneurship has different meanings for different people, it is favourable that the APS does not directly asks individuals whether they conceive themselves as social entrepreneurs. The 34 questions enable it to properly select the social enterprises that meet the definition of social entrepreneurship established in this study. This allows the same definition of social entrepreneurship to be applied to all countries in the sample.

[bookmark: _Toc17700610]3.2. Data Extraction
For this research, data are extracted from the APS dataset that are related to social and conventional enterprises. The first step in excluding observations from the dataset that are not relevant for this study is to distinguish social from conventional enterprises. The social enterprises are distinguished from the conventional enterprises by using the following statement included in the APS: “Are you, alone or with others, currently trying to start or currently leading any kind of activity that has a social, environmental or community objective?”. Appendix A provides an overview of the variables of the APS dataset used for this study, which questions or statements these variables represent, the answers respondents were able to choose and the values at which these answers are represented. Based on the answer to the statement, the dummy social_enterprise is created, which makes a clear distinction between social and conventional enterprises. Social_enterprise is equal to 1 when the participant answered with “Yes, currently trying to start”, “Yes, currently leading” or “Yes, currently trying to start and leading”. Social_enterprise is equal to 0 when the participant answered with “No”. Observations of participants who refused to answer, did not know the answer to the question and missing values are excluded from the dataset. 
As mentioned earlier, social enterprises are defined as organizations whose main purpose is to contribute to society by activities, which are mainly financed by revenues from market transactions, where resources are combined in innovative ways to provide social needs which the market fails to satisfy. The data on social enterprises from the APS however capture all individuals that are involved in any kind of social activity. To exclude the social enterprises that do not match the above-mentioned definition from the dataset, the following requirements are set:
1. The social enterprise is innovative.
2. The social enterprise reinvests its profits to serve the social purpose of the organisation.
3. Generating value to society is more important than generating financial value for the social enterprise. 
To exclude the social enterprises that do not produce innovative goods or services from the dataset, the following statements included in the APS are used: “My organization offers products or services that are new to the market.” and “My organization offers a new way of producing a product or service.”. Because social entrepreneurs either come up with a new or more effective approach to provide social needs, social enterprises that answered with “Strongly disagree”, “Somewhat disagree” or “Neither agree nor disagree” to both statements, refused to answer, did not know what to answer and missing values are excluded from the dataset. 
To exclude the social enterprises that do not meet the second requirement from the dataset, the statement “Profits will be reinvested to serve the social or environmental purpose of my organization.”, which is included in the APS, is used. Social enterprises that answered with “Strongly disagree”, “Somewhat disagree” or “Neither agree nor disagree”, refused to answer, did not know what to answer and missing values are excluded from the dataset. 
The social enterprises that value generating profits over generating social value are excluded from the dataset using the following statement included in the APS: “[In] my organization, generating value to society and the environment is more important than generating financial value for the company.”. Social enterprises that answered with “Strongly disagree”, “Somewhat disagree” or “Neither agree nor disagree”, refused to answer or did not know what to answer are excluded from the dataset.
Growth in the number of employees serves as a proxy for the contribution to employment. It is therefore also a requirement that the observations for both social and conventional enterprises contain information about the growth in the number of workers. In addition the observations must contain data on the following information: in what country the enterprise operates, the occupation of the respondent, the number of employees currently working for the firm, the owner’s motivation to start the business, whether the owner has fear of failure and the industry in which the enterprise operates. 

[bookmark: _Toc17700611]3.3. Representativeness
Of the 59 countries that participated in the APS, 26 countries have zero observations for social enterprises after excluding the observations that do not meet the requirements set from the dataset. Appendix B shows a table with the number of social and conventional enterprises per country. The countries with zero observations for social enterprises are excluded from the dataset. 8,163 organisations remain, of which 415 are social enterprises. 
To check the representativeness of the dataset with the remaining observations, comparisons were made with the original dataset. As mentioned in section 3.1, the GEM sets strict requirements for the GEM National Teams on the representativeness of the samples of the countries. It can thus be said with certainty that the original dataset is representative of the actual business population of the countries that participated in the APS. Indicators of what a country’s business population looks like, like the rate of small, medium and large businesses and the spread across industries are compared between the two datasets and seem to be very similar to the original dataset. 

[bookmark: _Toc17700612]3.4. Descriptive Statistics
	
	Observations
	Mean
	Standard Deviation

	Variable
	T
	S
	C
	T
	S
	C
	T
	S
	C

	growth
	8,162
	415
	7,747
	.6135
	.8458
	.6010
	.4870
	.3616
	.4897

	social_enterprise
	8,162
	415
	7,747
	.0508
	1
	0
	.2197
	0
	0

	social_enterprise*liberal_country
	8,162
	415 
	7,747
	.0288
	.5663
	0
	.1672
	.4962
	0

	liberal_country
	8,162
	415 
	7,747
	.6246
	.5663
	.6277
	.4843
	.4962
	.4834

	self_employment
	8,162
	415 
	7,747
	.6463
	.5205
	.6530
	.4782
	.5002
	.4760

	small_business
	8,162
	415 
	7,747
	.9938
	.9880
	.9941
	.0788
	.1092
	.0768

	necessity_driven
	8,162
	415 
	7,747
	.2736
	.1855
	.2783
	.4459
	.3892
	.4482

	fear_of_failure
	8,162
	415 
	7,747
	.2528
	.2241
	.2543
	.4346
	.4175
	.4355

	labourintensive_industry
	8,162
	415 
	7,747
	.7201
	.6916
	.7217
	.4489
	.4624
	.4482

	male
	8,162
	415
	7,747
	.5766
	.6265
	.5739
	.4941
	.4843
	.4945


Table 1
Descriptive statistics (number of observations, mean and standard deviation) of the variables used for the binary regression analysis
Note. T = social & conventional enterprises; S = social enterprises; C = conventional enterprises. 
Table 1 gives an overview of the descriptive statistics of all companies in the dataset and for all social and conventional enterprises separately. More than half of all the enterprises expect a growth in employees. Relatively more social enterprises expect a growth in employees. 62.5 percent of all the enterprises operate in liberal economies. Conventional enterprises are more common in liberal economies. 64.6 percent of the respondents are self-employed. Less than 1 percent of the enterprises employ more than 50 workers. The majority of the enterprises is opportunity driven. About a quarter of the owners think he/she has fear of failure. The majority of the enterprises operate in a labour-intensive industry. 57.7 percent of all the entrepreneurs are male. 
Table 2 provides an overview of the correlation between all variables of the model. Most correlations are close to 0. Growth (1) and social_enterprise (2) are positively correlated. However, social_enterprise (2) and liberal_country (4) are negatively correlated.

[bookmark: _Toc17700613]4. Methodology
[bookmark: _Toc17700614]4.1. Specification of the Mathematical Model
According to the Jarque-Bera test, which tests whether the error terms are normally distributed, the APS data does not meet the multivariate normality assumption (p<0.001). Transforming the data into
	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	10

	1 growth
	1.000
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2 social_enterprise
	0.110
	1.000
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3 social_enterprise*
   liberal_country
	0.081
	0.744
	1.000
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4 liberal_country
	0.021
	-0.028
	0.134
	1.000
	
	
	
	
	
	

	5 self_employment
	-0.192
	-0.061
	-0.046
	-0.014
	1.000
	
	
	
	
	

	6 small_business
	0.020
	-0.017
	-0.014
	0.032
	0.013
	1.000
	
	
	
	

	7 necessity_driven
	-0.072
	-0.046
	-0.028
	0.130
	0.075
	-0.011
	1.000
	
	
	

	8 fear_of_failure
	-0.045
	-0.015
	0.004
	0.071
	-0.014
	0.007
	0.054
	1.000
	
	

	9 labourintensive_
   industry
	-0.025
	-0.015
	-0.010
	0.043
	0.010
	0.027
	0.024
	0.015
	1.000
	

	10 male
	0.052
	0.023
	0.014
	-0.077
	-0.038
	-0.037
	-0.088
	-0.052
	-0.148
	1.000


Table 2
Correlation matrix for the variables used for the binary logistic regression

logged variables does not improve the normality. Multivariate normality is an assumption of a linear regression, hence it is not possible to conduct a linear regression analysis. Therefore, a binary logistic regression, which does not assume normality, is applied to the data (Moore, McCabe, Alwan, & Craig, 2015). The assumptions of a binary logistic regression are discussed in section 4.2. The equation for the binary logistic regression analysis takes the following form:

Growthi is a binary variable which indicates whether an organization expects a growth (growth=1) or a decline or no growth in employees (growth=0). Social_enterprise is a binary variable that takes the value of 1 when an enterprise is social and 0 when an enterprise is conventional. In section 3.2 is discussed how this variable is generated. The variable social_enterprise*liberal_country is an interaction term between the independent variable social_enterprise and the control variable liberal_country. The parameters of the regression model are denoted by a . Several control variables are added to the model to control for differences across countries, industries, organizations and character traits of the owner. The control variables are denoted by  and are discussed in more detail in appendix C.  is the error term. 

[bookmark: _Toc17700615]4.2. Analytical Technique
Unlike a linear regression, a binary logistic regression does not assume normality. It does assume a binary dependent variable, independent observations, little or no multicollinearity, a large sample size and a linear relationship between the explanatory variables and the log odds (Moore, McCabe, Alwan, & Craig, 2015). 
To meet the requirement of a binary dependent variable, the variable growth is created using the variables TEAJOBGR and EB_JOBGR. Both variables measure the expected growth in jobs in five years. Growth is a dummy variable that takes the value of 1 if a growth greater than 0 is expected. Growth takes the value of 0 if no growth or a decline in employees is expected. 
Because of the strict requirements set by the GEM regarding its surveys, it can be assumed that the GEM National Teams will ensure independent observations. Table 2 shows that almost every correlation is close to 0. Therefore, multicollinearity seems unlikely. The sample size consists of 415 social enterprises and 7,747 conventional enterprises and is therefore large enough. 
The dependent variable  of a binary logistic regression models the natural logarithm of the odds (log odds) as a linear function of the explanatory variables (Moore et al., 2015). Odds are the ratio of the probability of success to the probability of failure; the probability of growth to the probability of no growth. To keep the value of the dependent variable between 0 and 1, the log of the odds is taken. Since the independent variables, social_enterprise and social_enterprise*liberal_country, and the control variables are dummy variables, all variables have a linear relationship with the binary dependent variable . The data thus meets all five requirements for a binary logistic regression. 
The coefficients from the binary regression results measure the log of odds ratio. The coefficient of the variable social_enterprise, for example, measures the log odds of a social enterprise having a growth in its number of employees to the log odds of a conventional enterprise having a growth in its number of employees. The following formula represents the log of odds ratio of the variable social_enterprise: 
	      (1)
The odds ratio is calculated by exponentiating the coefficient of the variable social_enterprise.
]      (2)
This results in the odds ratio:
				      (3)

[bookmark: _Toc17700616]5. Results
Model 1 in Table 3 presents the regression results for the binary logistic regression without including the interaction term. Only the variables of interest are presented. The results of the whole model are presented in appendix E. With a p-value <0.001, the coefficient of the variable social_enterprise is statistically significant. The coefficient of social_enterprise measures the log of odds ratio between social and conventional enterprises: the log odds of a social enterprise having a growth in its number of employees to the log odds of a conventional enterprise having a growth in its number of employees. The odds ratio is computed by exponentiating the coefficient for social_enterprise: exp(3.3322). The ratio of the odds for social enterprises to the ratio of the odds for conventional enterprises is 27.999. Ceteris paribus, the odds of a growth in employees for social enterprises are about 2,699 percent higher than the odds for conventional enterprises. Therefore, the null hypothesis of hypothesis 1, which predicts that social enterprises are as likely as conventional enterprises to have a growth in employees, is rejected. 
Table 3
Results of the binary logistic regression with ‘growth’ as dependent variable. Only the variables of interest are presented, the results of the whole model are presented in appendix E. In model 1, the interaction term is not included, in model 2 the interaction term is included. 
	Variable
	Model 1
	Model 2

	constant
	1.3578
(0.4042)
	1.3555
(0.4037)

	social_enterprise
	3.3322***
(0.4662)
	3.6896***
(0.7927)

	social_enterprise*liberal_country
	
	0.8344
(0.2361)

	liberal_country
	1.1620***
(0.0569)
	1.1685***
(0.0581)

	R2
	0.0435
	0.0435

	N
	8,162
	8,162


Note: standard errors in parentheses; * p<0.1, ** p<0.05 and *** p<0.01.
Model 2 in Table 3 presents the regression results for the binary logistic regression when including the interaction term. Again, only the variables of interest are presented. Both models are fairly similar. There is little difference between the R-squared values of both models. The R-squared measures how close the data are to the fitted regression line, hence both models are approximately equally close to the fitted regression line. Besides an increase in the variable social_enterprise, including the interaction term does not seem to drastically impact the variables in the model. 
The coefficient of social_enterprise*liberal_country measures the ratio of the log odds for social enterprises to the ratio of the log odds for conventional enterprises in case of a one-unit increase in liberal_country. Exponentiating the interaction term gives the ratio of the odds ratio for social enterprises over the odds ratio for conventional enterprises: exp(0.8344). In liberal economies, the odds of a growth for social enterprises over the odds of a growth for conventional enterprises is 2.303, ceteris paribus. In terms of percentage change, in liberal economies the odds of a growth for social enterprises are 130.3 percent higher than the odds for conventional enterprises. Even though the effect is smaller than the effect found for hypothesis 1, the effect still suggests that social enterprises are more likely to have a growth in employees than conventional enterprises. With a p-value of 0.522, the interaction effect is statistically insignificant. This result is not conclusive and there is therefore not enough evidence to accept or reject the null hypothesis of hypothesis 2, which predicts that social enterprises are as likely as conventional enterprises to have a growth in employees in liberal economies. 

[bookmark: _Toc17700617]6. Discussion
In this study, it was found that, in general, if an enterprise is social, the odds of a growth in employees are about 2,699 percent higher than for conventional enterprises. This result is unexpectedly high and should therefore be interpreted with caution. In what follows, possible limitations of this study are discussed.
The first limitation is that the indirect contribution of social enterprises to employment is not considered in this study. In addition to offering jobs, social enterprises also indirectly contribute to employment by offering trainings to socially disadvantaged. These trainings increase their job opportunities and helps them find jobs at conventional enterprises. The APS dataset did not allow it to measure how much social enterprises contribute indirectly to employment, hence the results regarding the contribution of social enterprises to employment may be underestimated.
A second limitation is that it cannot be said with certainty whether social enterprises would fit into the labour policies of every country. The situation of the labour market and the labour policy differ per country. The effect of social enterprises on unemployment found in this study is a general effect. It can therefore not be said with certainty whether social enterprises are suitable for every country’s labour policy.
A third limitation of this study is that the expected increase in employees is used as measure for contribution to employment. The APS, however, did not contain data on the definitive increase in employees, which necessitated the use of data on the expected growth in employees. The results are therefore based on the view of the respondent and not on factual numbers. Since entrepreneurs tend to overestimate their chances of success, this may cause the expected increase in employees to be overestimated which impacts the findings of this study (Light, 2005). 
A fourth limitation of this study is that no distinction has been made between WISEs and other social enterprises. Previous studies on the contribution of WISEs to employment claim that WISEs contribute significantly to employment, since it is their goal to support socially disadvantaged groups with (re)entering the labour market. This study does not distinguish between WISEs and other social ventures, since the APS did not provide information about the type of (social) enterprise. This may have led the results to be mainly driven by the contribution of WISEs to employment. 
One last limitation is that the ratio of established businesses in the dataset with the remaining observations after excluding the observations that do not meet the requirements set for this study differs from the ratio of established businesses in the original dataset. As mentioned in section 3.1, the GEM sets strict requirements for the representativeness of the sample for the survey. It can therefore be assumed that the original dataset is representative of the actual business population of the countries that participated in the APS. About one third of the organizations in the dataset with the remaining observations are established businesses. In the original data set this is 87.8 percent. The established businesses are less represented compared to the original dataset, which may have influenced the results.

[bookmark: _Toc17700618]7. Conclusion
This study was conducted to investigate whether social enterprises create more jobs than conventional enterprises and whether this depends on the level of government spending on social services. In short, this study finds that if an enterprise is social, the odds of a growth in employees are about 2,699 percent higher than for conventional enterprises, ceteris paribus. The null hypothesis of hypothesis 1, which predicts that social enterprises are as likely as conventional enterprises to have a growth in their number of workers, is rejected. In addition, it was found that in liberal economies, the odds of a growth for social enterprises is 130.3 percent higher than for conventional enterprises. This finding, however, is based on statistically insignificant results. Therefore, there is not enough evidence to accept or reject the null hypothesis of hypothesis 2, which states that social enterprises are more likely to have a growth in employees than conventional enterprises in liberal economies.
The research question for this study was: Is a growth in the number of employees more common among social enterprises compared to conventional enterprises and does this depend on the level of government spending on social services? It can be concluded that, in general, social enterprises contribute more to employment than conventional enterprises. However, no conclusion can be drawn as to whether this finding depends on the level of government spending on social services. 

[bookmark: _Toc17700619]7.1. Recommendations 
Since no conclusion can be drawn as to whether the level of government spending on social services influences the ability of social enterprises to generate jobs, a recommendation for future research is to investigate what influences the job-generating capacity of the social enterprises sector. Abarca and Anokhin (2012) claim that the prevalence rate of social enterprises depends on the socioeconomic conditions of a country. The prevalence rate of social enterprises might influence their ability to contribute to employment. No quantitative research has yet been conducted into the theory, therefore, this is suggested for further research. 
In addition, it is recommended for further research to investigate whether social enterprises generate more jobs than conventional enterprises with a dataset that allows to distinguish between WISEs and other social ventures. This allows further research into how much of the job-generating capacity of the social economy is driven by WISEs.
The finding that for social enterprises, the odds of a growth in employees are about 2,699 percent higher than for conventional enterprises implicates that the social economy could be used in order to reduce unemployment. However, as mentioned in section 6, the situation of the labour market and the labour policy differ per country. The effect of social enterprises on employment found in this study is a general effect. It can therefore not be said with certainty whether social enterprises are suitable for the labour policy of every country. If the government is considering adding social enterprises to their labour policy, I recommend to first conduct a national research into social enterprises. It is important for the government to investigate the social benefits of social enterprises, in terms of contribution to employment, and whether these social benefits outweigh the social costs in terms of subsidies paid with tax money. If the social benefits outweigh the social costs, the social enterprises sector could be used in order to reduce unemployment. However, to be able to effectively support social enterprises, the government must first investigate what is preventing social enterprises from increasing their number of workers. 
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Table 4
An overview of the variables of the APS dataset used for this study, which questions these variables represent, the answers and the values at which these answers are represented.
	Variable
	Question
	Value
	Answer

	BB_JOBNW
	BB: number of jobs now
	
	

	CAT_GCR2
	Country group GCR report – 3 cat
	1

2

3
	Stage 1: factor driven (includes transition countries to phase 2)
Stage 2: efficiency driven (includes transition countries to phase 3)
Stage 3: innovation driven

	EB_ISIC4_1D
	EB: Industry ISIC version 4, 1-digit code
	-2
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8

9
10
11

12
	Not classified/missing
Agriculture, forestry, fishing
Mining, construction
Manufacturing
Utilisation, transport, storage
Wholesale trade
Retail trade, hotels & restaurants
Information and communication
Financial intermediation, real estate activities
Professional services
Administrative services
Government, health, education, social services
Personal/consumer service activities

	EB_JOBGR
	EB: Expected job growth (persons) in 5 years
	
	

	EB_JOBNW
	EB: number of jobs now
	
	

	EB_yyWHY
	Motive for established business owners-managers
	-2
1

2
3
	Cannot code / don’t know
Purely opportunity 
motive
Partly opportunity motive
Necessity motive

	FRFAILOP
	Fear of failure (in 18-64 sample perceiving good opportunities to start a business)
	0
1
	No
Yes

	GEMOCCU
	GEM harmonized work status (with self-employed)
	-2
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
	Missing / cannot code
Full: full or part time
Part time only
Retired, disabled
Homemaker
Student
Not working
Self-employed
Other

	seecon
	[In] my organization, generating value to society and the environment is more important than generating financial value for the company.
	-2
-1
1
2
3
4
5
	Refused
Don’t know
Strongly disagree
Somewhat disagree
Neither agree nor disagree
Somewhat agree
Strongly agree

	seinproc
	My organization offers products or services that are new to the market.
	-2
-1
1
2
3
4
5
	Refused
Don’t know
Strongly disagree
Somewhat disagree
Neither agree nor disagree
Somewhat agree
Strongly agree

	seinprod
	My organization offers a new way of producing a product or service.
	-2
-1
1
2
3
4
5
	Refused
Don’t know
Strongly disagree
Somewhat disagree
Neither agree nor disagree
Somewhat agree
Strongly agree

	seprofit
	Profits will be reinvested to serve the social or environmental purpose of my organization.
	-2
-1
1
2
3
4
5
	Refused
Don’t know
Strongly disagree
Somewhat disagree
Neither agree nor disagree
Somewhat agree
Strongly agree

	sestart
	Are you, alone or with others, currently trying to start or currently leading any kind of activity that has a social, environmental or community objective?
	-2
-1
1
2
3
4
	Refused
Don’t know
Yes, currently trying to start
Yes, currently leading
Yes, trying to start and leading
No

	SU_JOBNW
	SU: number of jobs now
	
	

	TEAISIC4_1D
	TEA: Industry ISIC version 4, 1-digit code
	-2
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8

9
10
11

12
	Not classified/missing
Agriculture, forestry, fishing
Mining, construction
Manufacturing
Utilisation, transport, storage
Wholesale trade
Retail trade, hotels & restaurants
Information and communication
Financial intermediation, real estate activities
Professional services
Administrative services
Government, health, education, social services
Personal/consumer service activities

	TEAJOBGR
	TEA: Expected job growth (persons) in 5 years
	
	

	TEAyyWHY
	Motive for people involved in TEA
	-2
1
2
3
	Cannot code / don’t know
Purely opportunity motive
Partly opportunity motive
Necessity motive
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Table 5
The number of social and conventional enterprises represented per country
	 Country
	Conventional
	Social
	Total
	Country
	Conventional
	Social
	Total

	AR
	230
	0
	230
	LB
	499
	0
	499

	AU
	146
	6
	152
	LU
	59
	5
	64

	BB
	283
	0
	283
	LV
	111
	1
	112

	BE
	70
	2
	72
	MA
	80
	0
	80

	BF
	256
	0
	256
	MK
	63
	2
	65

	BG
	35
	0
	35
	MX
	407
	0
	407

	BR
	335
	5
	340
	MY
	74
	10
	84

	BW
	393
	28
	421
	NL
	157
	0
	157

	CL
	705
	97
	802
	NO
	147
	0
	147

	CM
	365
	7
	372
	PA
	215
	0
	215

	CN
	210
	12
	222
	PE
	254
	10
	264

	CO
	411
	74
	485
	PH
	270
	38
	308

	DE
	159
	0
	159
	PL
	72
	0
	72

	EC
	473
	11
	484
	PR
	83
	1
	84

	EE
	153
	9
	162
	PT
	97
	6
	103

	EG
	138
	4
	142
	RO
	115
	4
	119

	ES
	935
	3
	938
	SE
	177
	10
	187

	FI
	111
	0
	111
	SI
	48
	0
	48

	GR
	55
	0
	55
	SK
	63
	3
	66

	GT
	271
	0
	271
	SN
	561
	0
	561

	HR
	46
	6
	52
	SW
	102
	9
	111

	HU
	50
	4
	54
	TH
	478
	0
	478

	ID
	738
	17
	755
	TN
	138
	0
	138

	IE
	89
	0
	89
	TW
	125
	0
	125

	IL
	90
	16
	106
	UK
	391
	0
	391

	IN
	231
	0
	231
	US
	147
	0
	147

	IR
	312
	5
	317
	UY
	64
	0
	64

	IT
	27
	0
	27
	VN
	360
	4
	364

	KR
	80
	3
	83
	ZA
	162
	2
	164

	KZ
	108
	1
	109
	Total
	13,024
	415
	13,439
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The equation for the binary logistic regression takes the following form: 
.
The control variables are denoted by . 


Since the results could be influenced if these variables are not kept constant during the experiment, they are added to the model as control variables. Liberal_country is the first control variable. According to Mair (2010), the demand for social enterprises is higher in liberal economies because the government fails to provide sufficient social services. To control for systematic differences between liberal and non-liberal countries, the control liberal_country is added to the model. The Social Progress Index (2018) is used to determine in which countries the government provides little to no social services. Appendix D provides an overview of the degree of government provision of social services on a scale of 1 to 6. The countries with a ranking of 1 or 2 are categorized as non-liberal economies.
Self_employment is the second control variable. Self-employed people do not employ personnel and will therefore not experience growth in employees. Without controlling for self-employment,  will be biased towards zero. Self_employment is a dummy variable and is created using the variable GEMOCCU, which indicates the work status of the respondent. Self_employment takes the value of 1 if the respondent answered with “Self-employed” and a value of 0 otherwise. 
Small businesses are more likely to experience a relatively smaller growth in employees than medium or large businesses, simply because the majority of the small businesses prefer to remain small (Fritsch & Weyh, 2006). Not controlling for the size of a business could skew the results. SU_JOBNW, BB_JOBNW and EB_JOBNW measure the current number of jobs. A dummy small_business is created, that takes the value of 1 if SU_JOBNW, BB_JOBNW or EB_JOBNW measures less than or equal to 50 workers. Small_business takes the value of 0 if an enterprise is medium or large; if SU_JOBNW, BB_JOBNW or EB_JOBNW measures more than 50 people. This categorization is based on guidelines made by the European Commission (2003). 
[bookmark: _GoBack]Zali, Faghih, Ghotbi and Rajaie (2013) found a negative relationship between business growth and necessity-driven entrepreneurship. Not controlling for necessity-driven entrepreneurship could bias  towards zero. TEAyyWHY and EB_yyWHY indicate whether an organisation is purely opportunity-driven, partly opportunity-driven or necessity-driven. Necessity_driven is a dummy variable that takes a value of 1 if the respondent indicates his motivation as “Necessity motive”. Necessity_driven takes a value of 0 if the respondent indicates his motivation as “Purely opportunity motive” or “Partly opportunity motive”. 
Fear of failure could prevent owners from growing their business (in terms of employees), while expanding could have been possible. Not controlling for fear of failure could bias  towards zero. The variable FRFAILOP indicates whether the owner thinks he/she has fear of failure. FRFAILOP is renamed fear_of_failure for this study. Fear_of_failure takes a value of 1 if the owner thinks he/she has fear of failure and 0 otherwise.  
The control variable labourintensive_industry is added to the model to control for differences in demand for employees across industries. Labour-intensive industries require more employees than capital-intense industries. Not controlling for labour-intensive industries might overestimate the effect of social enterprises on growth in employees. The variables TEAISIC4_1D and EB_ISIC4_1D categorizes the enterprises in 12 different industries. The dummy variable labourintensive_industry is equal to 1 when an enterprise operates in one of the following sectors: agriculture, forestry, fishing, mining, construction, retail trade, hotels and restaurants, professional services, government, health, education, social services and personal/consumer service activities. Labourintensive_industry is equal to 0 when an enterprise operates in one of the remaining industries. 
Finally, the control variable male is added to the model to control for differences between men and women. Male is created using the variable gender. Male is equal to 1 when the gender of the respondent is male and equal to 0 when the respondent is female. 
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Table 6
The degree of social services provision by the government per country
	Country
	Degree of social services provision by the government on a scale from 1 to 6
	Liberal

	Australia
	2
	no

	Belgium
	2
	no

	Botswana
	4
	yes

	Brazil
	3
	yes

	Cameroon
	5
	yes

	Chile
	2
	no

	China
	4
	yes

	Colombia
	3
	yes

	Croatia
	2
	no

	Ecuador
	3
	yes

	Egypt
	4
	yes

	Estonia
	1
	no

	Hungary
	2
	no

	Indonesia
	4
	yes

	Iran
	4
	yes

	Israel
	2
	no

	Kazakhstan
	3
	yes

	Latvia
	2
	no

	Luxembourg
	1
	no

	Macedonia
	3
	yes

	Malaysia
	3
	yes

	Peru
	3
	yes

	Philippines
	4
	yes

	Portugal
	2
	no

	Puerto Rico
	4
	yes

	Romania
	3
	yes

	Slovakia
	2
	no

	South Africa
	4
	yes

	South Korea
	2
	no

	Spain
	2
	no

	Sweden
	1
	no

	Switzerland
	1
	no

	Vietnam
	5
	yes


Note: 1 represents a government that provides many social services and 6 represents a government that provides almost no social services.
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Table 7
The results of the binary logistic regression with ‘growth’ as dependent variable. In model 1 the interaction term is not included, in model 2 the interaction term is included. 
	Variable
	Model 1
	Model 2

	constant
	1.3578
(0.4042)
	1.3555
(0.4037)

	social_enterprise
	3.3322***
(0.4662)
	3.6896***
(0.7927)

	social_enterprise*liberal_country
	
	0.8344
(0.2361)

	liberal_country
	1.1620***
(0.0569)
	1.1685***
(0.0581)

	self_employment
	0.4339***
(0.0222)
	0.4340***
(0.0222)

	small_business
	1.9586**
(0.5706)
	1.9550**
(0.5696)

	necessity-driven
	0.7841***
(0.0411)
	0.7837***
(0.0411)

	fear_of_failure
	0.8069***
(0.0433)
	0.8071***
(0.0433)

	labourintensive_industry
	0.9208
(0.0489)
	0.9205
(0.0.488)

	male
	1.1725***
(0.0563)
	1.1729***
(0.0563)

	R2
	0.0435
	0.0435

	N
	8,162
	8,162


Note: standard errors in parentheses; * p<0.1, ** p<0.05 and *** p<0.01.
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