Internationalization, value orientation, entrepreneurial motive and institutions: a cross-country empirical study

ABSTRACT

We explored how a venture’s value orientation, entrepreneurial motive and institutional context affected its internationalization, based on an empirical analysis of 12,174 individual-level cases in 54 countries. Social entrepreneurial ventures are more likely to be international than for-profit entrepreneurial ventures. Opportunity-driven entrepreneurial ventures are more likely to be international than necessity-driven entrepreneurial ventures. Entrepreneurial ventures from emerging economies are less likely to be international than those from developed economies. Entrepreneurial ventures from BRICS (Brazil, Russia, India, China and South Africa) emerging economies are less likely to be international than those from non-BRICS emerging economies. Institutional efficiency negatively moderates the positive relationship between a venture’s social-oriented value orientation and its likelihood of internationalization. Ventures which have achieved internationalization and active social-oriented value creation are mostly ignored on the existing literature and remain to be further explored.    
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INTRODUCTION

Entrepreneurship differs on levels and types across countries. (Busenitz et al., 2000) Entrepreneurship is driven by different motives and creates different value. Entrepreneurial ventures are of different norms in countries with different institutions. Some ventures stay domestically or even within the community, while some ventures expand globally.  It is challenging to compare entrepreneurial ventures in developed economies and emerging economies. (Acs et al., 2008) 

In this paper, based on an empirical study of 12,174 individual cases in 54 countries, we tried to find out how a venture’s value orientation, entrepreneurial motive and institutional context affected its internationalization. Social entrepreneurial ventures are more likely to be international than for-profit entrepreneurial ventures. Opportunity-driven entrepreneurial ventures are more likely to be international than necessity-driven entrepreneurial ventures. Early-stage entrepreneurial ventures do not significantly differ from established entrepreneurial ventures on term of likelihood to be international. Entrepreneurial ventures from emerging economies are less likely to be international than those from developed economies. Entrepreneurial ventures from BRICS emerging economies are less likely to be international than those from non-BRICS emerging economies. Institutional efficiency of emerging economies negatively moderates the positive relationship between a venture’s social-oriented value orientation and its likelihood of internationalization. Entrepreneurial motive of the entrepreneur and the venture’s firm age do not moderate the relationship between the venture’s value orientation and its internationalization. The results of this paper have implications for both business researchers and policy makers. 

CONCEPTUAL BACKGROUND

Value orientations
Value creation in organizations has been changed recently: Organizations pursue blends of economic value, social (societal) value and environmental value, instead of traditional exclusive focus on economic value (Porter & Kramer, 2011; Emerson, 2003). It is consistent with the notion of “triple bottom line” (Norman & MacDonald, 2004) as the standard to evaluate performance of ventures and development of “global sustainable well-being” (Stiglitz, 2010). Entrepreneurial activities focusing on blended value creation (Emerson, 2003) and contributing to overall well-being of the society (or the community) (Zahra et al., 2009) are called “social entrepreneurship”. Value other than financial rewards for the entrepreneur, including non-economic gains to the society and community and non-economic gains to the environment (Patzelt & Shepherd, 2011) is defined as “non-economic value” in this paper. Ventures prominently driven by creation of non-economic value are considered to be “social-oriented” and were named as social ventures in this paper, while ventures prominently driven by creation of economic value are considered to be “profit-oriented” and were named as for-profit ventures in this paper. 

Entrepreneurial motives
It was common on the entrepreneurship literature to distinguish opportunity-driven entrepreneurship (when the entrepreneur exploited the perceived opportunity and was pulled into entrepreneurship) and necessity-driven entrepreneurship (when the entrepreneur did not have other satisfactory options for work and pushed into entrepreneurship) (Acs et al., 2008). The idea of opportunity- and necessity-driven entrepreneurship has been long discussed implicitly on the entrepreneurial literature. Bögenhold (1987) first distinguished entrepreneurs motivated by economic needs and those motivated by a desire of realization. Opportunity versus necessity dichotomy was then commonly used in Global Entrepreneurship Monitor (GEM), a comprehensive cross-country survey on entrepreneurial activities and its relevant research, as one of key measures. (Reynolds et al., 2005, p. 216) The dichotomous classification differentiates “reluctant entrepreneurs” who never considered to be an entrepreneur until they did not have other employment options and needed to adopt entrepreneurship as a survival skill and “opportunity-seeking entrepreneurs” who were pulled into entrepreneurship by a desire of independence or to own a business. (Williams, 2009) The dichotomous classification is important to help us to understand entrepreneurial motives and compare entrepreneurial activities in developed and developing countries. (Acs et al., 2008) But, on the other hand, the dichotomous classification was argued to be over-simplified (Rouse & Dallenbach, 1999). Some entrepreneurs displayed a complex mix of necessity and opportunity motives when they decided to start a business venture. (Williams, 2009)   

Internationalization of entrepreneurial ventures
Discussion of venture types and venture comparisons dated back to the early stage of the field of international entrepreneurship (IE). (Jones et al., 2011) McDougall (1989) first distinguished between international new ventures and domestic new ventures. Some other IE scholars alternatively labeled those new ventures achieving early and rapid internationalization as born global firms (BGs) (Knight & Cavusgil, 1996), defined as new ventures with at least 25% of sales in foreign markets within three years (Knight, 1997, p. 1). International new ventures or born globals were found to differ from gradually internationalizing ventures in international mindset and experience, risk tolerance and international learning and network capabilities (Harveston et al., 2000; Zhang et al., 2009), as well as in many internationalization behaviors, including market selection, entry modes, entrepreneurial orientations, internationalization strategy and international performance (Aspelund & Moen, 2005; Jantunen et al., 2005; Lopez et al., 2009). In this paper, the definition of an “international” venture was inherited from IE literature on international new ventures or born globals, instead of its literal meaning.

Emerging economies vs. developed economies
Hoskisson et al. (2000) defined emerging economies as those newly industrializing countries which had gone through a liberalization process and had adopted market-based policies. Khanna and Palepu (1997, p. 42) pointed out that the main difference between emerging economies and developed economies was how well an economy helped buyers and sellers come together. An ideal economy provides a range of institutions to facilitate the functioning of markets, but developing countries fall short in a number of ways. These “institutional voids” make an economy “emerging” and become a prime source of high transactions costs and operating challenges. (Khanna & Palepu, 2013, p. 6) However, the types of institutional voids vary from country to country. (Khanna et al., 2005) In this paper, we used International Monetary Fund’s (2012) list of developed economies[endnoteRef:1] and emerging economies[endnoteRef:2].  [1:  31 developed (advanced) economies listed by International Monetary Fund (2012) are Austria, Australia, Belgium, Canada, Czech Republic, Denmark, Finland, France, Germany, Greece, Hong Kong, Iceland, Ireland, Israel, Italy, Japan, Korea, Luxembourg, Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, Portugal, Singapore, Slovakia, Slovenia, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, Taiwan, UK and United States.]  [2:  25 emerging economies listed by International Monetary Fund (2012) are Argentina, Brazil, Bulgaria, Chile, China, Colombia, Estonia, Hungary, India, Indonesia, Latvia, Lithuania, Malaysia, Mexico, Pakistan, Peru, Philippines, Poland, Romania, Russia, South Africa, Thailand, Turkey, Ukraine and Venezuela.
] 


Entrepreneurial motives and institutions
Acs et al. (2008) studied the relationship between entrepreneurial motives and institutions based on Porter’s three-stage model of country economic development. Porter (1990 & 2002) distinguished country economic development into three stages: factor-driven stage, efficiency-driven stage and innovation-driven stage. Countries in the factor-driven stage are marked with high rates of non-agricultural self-employment or necessity-driven entrepreneurship. When a country moves to the efficiency-driven stage, entrepreneurial activities are negatively related to economic development since most people are trying to move from self-employment to wage employment. Most of emerging economies, including the BRICS emerging economies are in the efficiency-driven stage. When a country moves further to the innovation-driven stage, entrepreneurial activities are positively related to economic development as people shift from wage work to opportunity-driven entrepreneurship. In sum, Acs et al. (2008) summarized a U-shape relationship between entrepreneurial activities and economic development in the global economy. 

Internationalization and value orientation 
Empirically-tested conclusions concerning the relationship between value orientation of a venture and its likelihood of internationalization are missing on the existing literature. But we can get clues after examining the nature of social entrepreneurial opportunities. Some entrepreneurial opportunities aiming at social change (i.e. to fill the global poverty gap) or environmental sustainability (i.e. to fight against climate change and energy depletion) are of international nature. (Zahra et al., 2008 & 2014) Exploiting those social entrepreneurial opportunities will naturally involve cross-border business activities, even at the early stage. Therefore, we hypothesized that social ventures were more likely to be international than for-profit ventures.
H1. Social entrepreneurial ventures are more likely to be international than for-profit entrepreneurial ventures. 

Internationalization and entrepreneurial motives
Opportunity-driven entrepreneurship is positively related to national development level, especially on the high-income economies. Necessity-driven entrepreneurship is negatively related to national development level, especially on the low-income economies. (Acs et al., 2008) On the other hand, entrepreneurial ventures from high-income economies are regarded to be more likely to internationalize than those from low-income economies by traditional viewpoint of international business, since ventures from high-income economies receive advantages of country of origin (COO) compared to those from low-income economies. (Etemad, 2013) As a conclusion, we hypothesized that opportunities-driven entrepreneurial ventures were more likely to be international than necessity-driven entrepreneurial ventures. 
H2. Opportunity-driven entrepreneurial ventures are more likely to be international than necessity-driven entrepreneurial ventures. 

Social problems can be complicated and costly to tackle. It is why some of them remain unsolved since neither the governments on the public sector nor NGOs and for-profit ventures on the private sector managed to solve them by either traditional market solutions or nonprofit solutions. Entrepreneurs might have strong SE motivations (Miller et al. 2012; Arend, 2013) and actively explore and exploit social opportunities which aim to tackle those complicated and costly social problems. As a result, we predicted that: 
 H3. The positive impact of a venture’s social-oriented value orientation on its internationalization is positively moderated by opportunity-driven motives.

Early-stage ventures and established ventures 
Internationalization is traditionally regarded as an incremental and linear process during which ventures exploit international markets through stages of increasing commitment as they learn and gather resources. (Johanson & Vahlne, 1977 & 2009) On the other hand, emergence of International New Ventures (INVs) phenomenon and new research field of international entrepreneurship have challenged the incremental model and can be regarded as an alternative internationalization path when the venture rapidly diversifies into a large number of international markets at the early stage. (Oviatt & McDougall, 1994 & 2005) We predicted that a comprehensive cross-country collection of ventures as used in this study followed incremental internationalization, despite for the fact that some early-stage ventures had achieved rapid and diverse internationalization. 
H4. Early-stage entrepreneurial ventures are less likely to be international than established entrepreneurial ventures.

Social entrepreneurship is a concept which was only significantly introduced into the theory and practice of entrepreneurship two decades ago as an alternative solution for social problems. Entrepreneurs of established ventures, especially those established two decades ago, were less likely to have strong SE motivations and established a social-oriented venture. 
H5. The positive impact of a venture’s social-oriented value orientation on its internationalization is positively moderated by smaller firm age.

Internationalization and institutions
Etemad (2013, p. 41-42) highlighted the characteristics of entrepreneurial ventures from emerging economies. Similarly to those from developed economies, young entrepreneurial ventures from emerging economies also suffer from lack of resources, management experience and strong governance systems. In addition, entrepreneurial ventures from emerging economies need to face international legitimacy questions and encounter the liability of their country of origin (COO) and accompanying low brand equity. Natural shortcomings of entrepreneurial ventures from emerging economies determine that those ventures will face more risks when entering open and highly competitive international markets than established large-scale enterprises or entrepreneurial ventures from developed economies. Entrepreneurial ventures from emerging economies are less likely to cross the national border and enter into the competitive and largely uncertain international markets than those from developed economies. Internationalization attempts are highly risky or even fatal for ventures from emerging economies, especially on the early stage. (Moore, 1999)
H6. Entrepreneurial ventures from emerging economies are less likely to be international than those from developed economies.   

Despite for the differences on institutional context, BRICS (Brazil, Russia, India, China and South Africa) emerging economies share similarity on vast domestic markets and fast growth rates for domestic demands (Khanna et al., 2005; Kiss et al., 2012; Khanna & Palepu, 2013, p. 1) Domestic expansion can be extensive for ventures from BRICS emerging economies, since liberalization process only started two decades ago on the BRICS emerging economies (Hoskisson et al., 2000). With the increasing purchasing power of the domestic masses, unsatisfied domestic market demands on BRICS emerging economies are huge and continuously growing, when compared to those on developed economies or non-BRICS emerging economies. (Khanna & Palepu, 2013) As a result, we expected that entrepreneurial ventures from BRICS emerging economies were more willing to expand extensively within the domestic market instead of to expand to international markets with higher risks and uncertainty, despite that their home (BRICS) markets can be more competitive than some international markets due to the huge amount of inflow foreign direct investment.  
H7. Entrepreneurial ventures from BRICS emerging markets are less likely to be international than those from non-BRICS emerging markets.  

Inefficient governments of emerging economies lead to more social problems and social needs and trigger higher demand for social entrepreneurship (SE). (Zahra et al. 2008; Dacin et al. 2010; Estrin et al. 2013) Inefficient governments will further stimulate SE motivations of entrepreneurs to mend the “social fabric” where is torn and fill the gap of institutional voids. (Dacin et al. 2010; Zahra et al. 2009) On the contrary, governments on the developed economies are more active and engaged, which leads to less social problems and trigger lower demand for SE. Less individuals are likely to be motivated to establish social-oriented entrepreneurial ventures on the developed economies. (Stephan et al. 2015) Therefore, we predicted that:
H8. The positive impact of a venture’s social value orientation on its internationalization is negatively moderated by institutional efficiency.

A summary of the theoretical framework with eight hypotheses was illustrated in Figure 1. 

METHODS

Data
The data set used in this study was adopted from the Global Entrepreneurship Monitor (GEM) adult population survey (APS) data set on 2009, with a special focus on social entrepreneurship. The GEM APS 2009 data set is a cross-country data set covering 24,483 individual entrepreneurs in countries of various development levels. 12,174 individual entrepreneurs from 54 countries were selected from the GEM APS 2009 data set after taking account of the missing data. 

Measures
International ventures vs. domestic ventures
The GEM APS 2009 data set included a variable of the proportion of customers who normally live outside the home country. It is a nominal variable, with a value of more than 90%, more than 75%, more than 50%, more than 25%, more than 10%, 10% or less, or none. We noticed the controversies on how to measure the degree of internationalization reliably (Sullivan, 1994) and flexible borderline between international ventures and domestic ventures, since some internationalization activities can be “accidental” (Hennart, 2014). In this paper, we followed traditional viewpoint of international entrepreneurship and adapted Knight’s (1997, p. 1) definition of an international new venture (at least 25% of sales in foreign markets within three years). We defined an international venture as having at least 25% of customers outside the home country. If a venture has 25% or more of customers outside the home country, it is labeled as an “international venture”; if a venture has less than 25% of customers outside the home country, it is labeled as a “domestic venture”. Variable “internationalization” was created and set to be dichotomous, with the value of “1” when it is an international venture and the value of “0” when it is a domestic venture. 

Social ventures vs. for-profit ventures
The GEM 2009 data set included questions on the organizational goals to generate economic value, social value and environmental value. Entrepreneurs were asked to allocate a total of 100 points across these three categories. There is a long-time debate on the borderline between social ventures and for-profit ventures. A widely-accepted criterion for differentiating social ventures from for-profit ventures is still missing on the literature. (Arend, 2013) Despite for the debate on the borderline, we used a “50%/50%” criterion for the value creation within the venture, which was consistent with the literature (Lyon and Sepulveda, 2009). If a venture creates more non-economic value (the total of social value and environmental value) than economic value, it is labeled as a “social venture”; if a venture created more or equal economic value than non-economic value, it is labeled as a “for-profit venture”. Variable “value orientation” was created and set to be dichotomous, with the value of “1” when it is a social venture and the value of “0” when it is a for-profit venture. 

Opportunity- vs necessity-driven ventures
The GEM APS 2009 data set differentiated entrepreneurial motives as solo opportunity motive, solo necessity motive and mix of opportunity and necessity motives. Due to the complexity embedded on the ventures driven by mixed motive (Williams, 2009), we only differentiated solo opportunity-driven ventures and solo necessity-driven ventures in this paper. Variable “entrepreneurial motive” was created and set to be dichotomous, with the value of “1” when it is an opportunity-driven venture and the value of “0” when it is a necessity-driven venture. 

	Early-stage ventures vs. established ventures
We defined early-stage ventures as ventures established within three years in this paper, which was consistently with Knight’s (1997, p.1) definition of an international new venture (at least 25% of sales in foreign markets within three years) and research methodology of Global Entrepreneur Monitor (GEM) adult population survey (Lepoutre et al., 2013). We defined established ventures as ventures established for more than three years. Variable “firm age” was created and set to be dichotomous, with the value of “1” when it is an early-stage venture and the value of “0” when it is an established venture. 

Developed economies vs. emerging economies
We used International Monetary Fund’s (2012) classification on national economies and classified economies into four categories: developed economies, emerging economies and other economies. We further classified emerging economies into BRICS emerging economies and non-BRICS emerging economies. Variable “institutions” was created and set to be categorical, each representing one of the four economy types, respectively. The 54 countries on our data set in Table 1. 

Control variables
We used gender and age of entrepreneur as control variables, which was consistent with the literature. (Lloyd-Reason & Mughan 2002; Van Stel, Storey & Thurik 2007; Estrin, Mickiewicz & Stephan 2013) Variable “age of entrepreneur” used in the data set is the actual age (integral number) of the entrepreneur. Variable “gender of entrepreneur” used in the data set is dichotomous, with the value of 1 when the entrepreneur is male and with the value of 0 when the entrepreneur is female. 

Model
We used multinomial logistic regression, with the help of IBM SPSS. Variable “internationalization” was selected as the dependent variable and kept to be dichotomous. Variable “value orientation”, “entrepreneurial motive”, “firm age”, “institutions”, “age of entrepreneur” and “gender of entrepreneur” were selected as independent variables. Variable “value orientation”, “entrepreneurial motive” and “firm age” were dichotomous and variable “institutions” was categorical, while the other two common variables were continuous. Interaction terms between variable ““value orientation” and variable “entrepreneurial motive”, “firm age” and “institutions” were created respectively, to check the moderating effects of the latter three independent variables on the relationship between independent variable “value orientation” and dependent variable “internationalization”. Descriptive statistics of all the variables on the model is summarized on Table 2. 
----- Table 2 -----

RESULTS
----- Table 3 -----
The results of multinomial logistic regression is shown in Table 3. From Table 3, we found that social ventures were 1.314 times more likely to be international than for-profit ventures. Hypothesis H1 is therefore supported. We also found that opportunity-driven ventures were 1.651 times more likely to be international than necessity-driven ventures. Hypothesis H2 is therefore supported. Early-stage ventures do not significantly differ from established ventures on term of likelihood to be international. Hypothesis H4 is refuted. Ventures from BRICS emerging economies and non-BRICS emerging economies are 0.267 times and 0.744 times less likely to be international than ventures from developed economies. Both hypotheses H6 and H7 are supported.

In addition, we found that entrepreneurial motive of the entrepreneur and whether the venture is an early-stage venture or an established one did not moderate the relationship between the venture’s value orientation and its internationalization. Hypotheses H3 and H5 are refuted. We also found that the positive relationship between social-oriented value orientation and likelihood of internationalization turned into a negative relationship on the emerging economies (either BRICS or non-BRICS). Institutional efficiency negatively moderate the positive relationship between social-oriented value orientation and likelihood of internationalization. Hypothesis H8 is supported. 

Finally, male entrepreneurs are more likely to establish an international venture than female entrepreneurs. Age of entrepreneur is not critical in determining whether the entrepreneur would establish an international venture or not.

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

Social ventures are more likely to be international
We found that social ventures were more likely to be international than for-profit ventures in this paper. But, surprisingly, internationalization of these social-oriented ventures are mostly ignored on the existing literature: existing international business and international entrepreneurship literature mostly focuses on the internationalization of for-profit ventures and existing social entrepreneurship literature seldom involves the issue of internationalization. (Zahra et al., 2014) There is a theoretical gap on the existing literature, which would inspire both business researchers and policy makers: on one hand, business researchers would notice that there is an emerging phenomenon of entrepreneurial activities achieving both internationalization and social-oriented value creation. Entrepreneurial activities with social missions and international missions and operations, focusing on blended value creation, social change and environmental sustainability, are defined as international social entrepreneurship (ISE). (Zahra et al., 2014; Munoz, 2010) Social ventures with international missions and operations are called international social ventures (ISVs). (Zahra et al., 2008; Chen, 2012) However, the emerging phenomenon of international social entrepreneurship is still largely unexplored and relevant empirical evidences are missing on the current literature. (Zahra et al., 2014) This empirical study confirmed that the phenomenon of international social entrepreneurship indeed widely existed in economies of different development levels, from developed economies, to emerging economies and bottom-of-the-pyramid economies. On the other hand, policy makers would notice that social-oriented ventures could also internationalize and might need different policies to support their internationalization.  

	Institutional voids and institutional support
There is a long debate on the role of institutions on social entrepreneurship (SE) activity (Stephan et al., 2015): institutional void perspective regards that inactive governments will lead to more social problems and unsatisfied social needs and trigger higher demand for SE (Dacin et al., 2010; Zahra et al., 2009); institutional support perspective regards that active governments will provide more tangible and intangible resources to support SE activity (Zahra and Wright, 2011). 

In this study, we found that overall speaking, social-oriented value orientation played a positive impact on the likelihood of internationalization, which is consistent with institutional support perspective. Institutions of innovation-driven developed economies can provide more tangible and intangible governmental support to social ventures and endow ventures with advantages of country-of-origin when they attempt to go beyond the national border. 

On the contrary, ventures from emerging economies with lower institutional efficiency are less likely to be international than venture from developed economies. But, social ventures from emerging economies are more likely to be international than social ventures from developed economies. Institutional efficiency negatively moderates the positive relationship between social-oriented value orientation and likelihood of internationalization. The reasons might be less efficient formal institutions on the emerging economies trigger higher SE demand and lead to more social entrepreneurial opportunities embedded on the institutional context. A large portion of those social opportunities are of international nature. Individuals are more likely to be motivated to exploit those international social opportunities and establish social ventures to fill the gap of “institutional voids” on the emerging economies 

In conclusion, the impacts of institutional voids and institutional support co-exist. But the impact of institutional voids is stronger on the emerging economies than on the developed economies.

Internationalization of ventures from emerging economies
Emerging economies, especially China, Brazil and Russia[endnoteRef:3], receive huge amounts of inflow foreign direct investment (FDI). Inflow FDI, especially FDI from established multinational corporations, will significantly increase competition on the market. According to the traditional viewpoints of international business based on empirical evidence on developed economies (De Backer & Sleuwaegen, 2003), inflow FDI will force entrepreneurial ventures to cross the national border, enter international markets with less competition, and eventually enhance the ventures’ international learning and networking capabilities.  [3:  China, Brazil and Russia ranked in top 5 by FDI in 2013 (World Bank Database)] 


However, in this paper, we found that ventures from emerging economies, especially those from BRICS emerging economies, were more reluctant to leave their home market, despite for the fact that competition on the home market might be higher than that on the international markets. Although there is a significant phenomenon of outflow FDI from emerging economies, especially from BRICS emerging economies on the passing decade (Luo & Tung, 2007; Buckley et al., 2007), most of outflow FDI on emerging economies is contributed by emerging-economy multinational enterprises (Ramamurti & Singh, 2009). Unlike large-scale emerging multinationals, younger and smaller entrepreneurial ventures from emerging economies suffer from not only limited financial and human resources as entrepreneurial ventures from developed economies, but also disadvantaged country-of-origin as large-scale emerging multinationals. The natural limitations of entrepreneurial ventures from emerging economies determine that those ventures will have limited resources and capabilities to go beyond the national border, although there might be less competitions and more opportunities beyond their home markets.
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Figure 1. Theoretical framework with eight hypotheses


Table 1. Countries on the data set 
	Country type
	Countries covered on the data set 

	Developed economies
(N = 5433)
	Belgium, Denmark, Finland, France, Germany, Greece, Hong Kong, Israel, Iceland, Italy, Japan, Netherlands, Norway, Slovenia, Spain, Switzerland, UK, and United States

	Emerging economies (BRICS) 
(N = 1278)
	Argentina, Brazil, Chile, Columbia, Peru and Venezuela 

	Emerging economies (non-BRICS) 
(N = 1600)
	China, Hungary, Korea, Latvia, Malaysia, Romania, Russia, and South Africa

	Other economies 
(N = 3863)
	Algeria, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Croatia, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, Guatemala, Iran, Jamaica, Jordan, Lebanon, Morocco, Panama, Saudi Arabia, Serbia, Syria, Tonga, Tunisia, Uganda, United Arab Emirates, West Bank & Gaza Strip, and Yemen

	Total (N = 12174)
	





Table 2. Descriptive statistics of variables on the multiple logistic regression model 
	variable
	value
	N
	Marginal percentage

	internationalization
	international
	1207
	9.9%

	
	domestic
	10967
	90.1%

	value orientation
	social
	2412
	19.8%

	
	for-profit
	9762
	80.2%

	entrepreneurial motive
	opportunity-driven
	7622
	62.6%

	
	necessity-driven
	4552
	37.4%

	firm age
	early stage
	3922
	32.2%

	
	established
	8252
	67.8%

	institutions
	developed economies
	5433
	44.6%

	
	emerging economies (BRICS)
	1278
	10.5%

	
	emerging economies (non-BRIC)
	1600
	13.1%

	
	other economies
	3863
	31.7%

	value orientation*entrepreneurial motive
	social opportunity-driven
	1516
	12.5%

	
	social necessity-driven
	896
	7.4%

	
	for-profit opportunity-driven
	6106
	50.2%

	
	 for-profit necessity-driven
	3656
	30.0%

	value orientation*firm age
	social early-stage
	789
	6.5%

	
	social established
	1623
	13.3%

	
	for-profit early-stage
	3133
	25.7%

	
	for-profit established
	6629
	54.5%

	value orientation*institutions
	social developed economies
	222
	1.8%

	
	social emerging economies (BRICS)
	324
	2.7%

	
	social emerging economies (non-BRIC)
	498
	4.1%

	
	social other economies
	1368
	11.2%

	
	for-profit developed economies
	1056
	8.7%

	
	for-profit emerging economies (BRICS)
	1276
	10.5%

	
	for-profit emerging economies (non-BRIC)
	3365
	27.6%

	
	for-profit other economies
	4065
	33.4%

	Valid
	
	12174
	100.0%
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Table 3. Results of multinomial logistic regression 
	International§
	B
	exp(B)

	
	gender of entrepreneur
	0.165*
(0.066)
	1.179

	
	age of entrepreneur
	-0.001
(0.003)
	0.999

	
	social (value orientation)a
	0.273+
(0.159)
	1.314

	
	opportunity-driven (entrepreneurial motive)b 
	0.501***
(0.081)
	1.651

	
	early-stage (firm age)c
	0.063
(0.079)
	1.065

	
	BRICS emerging economies (institutions)d
	-1.319***
(0.189)
	0.267

	
	non-BRICS emerging economies (institutions)d
	-0.296*
(0.115)
	0.744

	
	other economies (institutions)d
	-0.258**
(0.082)
	0.772

	
	social*opportunity-driven 
(value orientation*entrepreneurial motive)e
	-0.187
(0.158)
	0.829

	
	social*early-stage (value orientation*firm age)f
	0.111
(0.151)
	0.832

	
	social*BRICS emerging economies 
(value orientation*institutions)g
	0.901**
(0.318)
	1.319

	
	social*non-BRICS emerging economies 
(value orientation*institutions)g
	0.455*
(0.212)
	1.039

	
	social*other economies 
(value orientation*institutions)g
	0.193
(0.180)
	0.852



§ The reference group is to be domestic.
a The category of for-profit ventures is set to zero because it is redundant.
b The category of necessity-driven ventures is set to zero because it is redundant.
c The category of established ventures is set to zero because it is redundant.
d The category of ventures from developed economies is set to zero because it is redundant.
e The categories of necessity-driven social ventures, opportunity-driven for-profit ventures and necessity-driven for-profit ventures are set to zero because they are redundant.
f The categories of established social ventures, early-stage for-profit ventures and established for-profit ventures are set to zero because they are redundant.
g The categories of social ventures from developed economies and all the for-profit ventures are set to zero because they are redundant.
Standard errors in parentheses.
*** p < 0.001, ** p < 0.01, * p < 0.05, + p < 0.10
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