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Abstract: Social entrepreneurship is becoming more and more well-known in all the countries around 
the world. According to the growing attention to this area, defining related measures to evaluate social 
entrepreneurship performance is becoming an inevitable requirement. This paper tries to fill this gap in 
the literature and also attempts to identify the required performance measures for social entrepreneur 
institutions. To do so, the research follows a qualitative approach. The tools used are in-depth 
interviews and focus group sessions. The research design is case study. The research findings are 
analyzed based on coding approach and present a scoreboard for social entrepreneurship institutions. 
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INTRODUCTION 
 
 The concept of social entrepreneurship (SE) has become well recognized in the vocabulary used to talk 
about business. Popular resources as well as scholarly books and articles are written about the characteristics of 
institutes thought to be instances of social entrepreneurship. It holds a place in the curriculum of leading 
business schools, and it is the subject of several professional and academic meetings. There are associations 
devoted to studying and implementing social entrepreneurship, and there are many web sites on which one may 
become familiar with the concept and receive information and/or advice on putting it into practice. There are 
even special editions of prominent business journals, dedicated to the realm of social entrepreneurship (Peredo 
and McLean, 2006). 
 Over recent years there has been increasing practitioner, policy and academic interest in a set of 
organizational activities and outputs characterized as “social enterprise” and—more recently- “social 
innovation” (Nicholls, 2013). On the other hand, an in depth understanding of the distinctive characteristics of 
the social enterprise context is critical. Also, developing knowledge and tools that will enable social enterprises 
to pursue social entrepreneurship more strategically is an integral part of requirements (Emerson and Twersky, 
1996). The concepts of social enterprise and social entrepreneurship are making amazing breakthroughs in both 
developed and developing countries. Some scholars have framed social enterprise and social entrepreneurship as 
a kind of encompassing set of strategic responses to many of the varieties of environmental turbulence and 
situational challenge (Defourny and Nyssens, 2010). 
 Anyone who samples this array of material may be left wondering exactly what social entrepreneurship is. 
Is it just the application of sound business practicesto the operation of non-profit organizations as some seem to 
suggest (Peredo and McLean, 2006). The depth of comprehensive and coherent research on performance 
measures in the context of social ventures leaves no framework or guidance for current and future research as 
well as for founders and managers of such ventures. Filling the gap in the understanding of various performance 
measures and their applicability to different types of social ventures represents an important contribution to the 
current literature on social entrepreneurship. At present most of the research on performance measurement in 
social ventures has been largely conceptual (Chmelik, 2012). In this research, we firstly review the related 
literature and then we will go through the methodological steps and consequently we will discuss the findings. 
Finally, the paper highlights the main findings and concludes. 
 
Literature Review: Social Entrepreneurship Measurement: 
 Nowadays, entrepreneurship, specifically social entrepreneurship, is drawing the attention of many 
scholars, researchers and policy makers all around the globe. Social entrepreneurs and enterprises play a vital 
role in the economies for different countries. They are known as social change agents, which are able to make 
fundamental contributions in economic and social development. Unfortunately there is not a common stand 
point of view about the topic, especially in the field of social entrepreneurship (Salamzadeh and Salamzadeh, 
2011).  In sum, social entrepreneurship is an emerging, controversial and attracting field of study. The large 
amount of definitions, frameworks, models, and regulatory considerations in the last three decades is a witness 
to this fact (Salamzadeh et al., 2011; Daryani et al., 2011). 
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 As Short et al. (2009) discuss, there is significant variance in the measurement of social entrepreneurship. 
Measures range from qualitative assessments (such as nature of innovation, fit of opportunity with community’s 
objectives, and implementing strategies) to more easily quantifiable targets (such as total contributions and size 
of donation).  Moreover, Mair and Marti (2006) argue that it is necessary to make major efforts in this direction 
and to develop useful and meaningful measures that capture the impact of social entrepreneurship and reflect the 
objectives pursued. Yet, assessing social performance and the impact of social entrepreneurship is one of the 
greatest challenges for practitioners and researchers. However, such measures relate a narrow view of social 
entrepreneurship, and underplay the significance of social and qualitative outputs (Haugh, 2005).  
 Thompson et al. (2000) also argue that it is important to ensure that the appropriate performance measures 
are adopted. Various theoretical issues and debates were investigated in order to measure quantitatively social 
entrepreneurship activity (SEA), together with the different skills associated with flourishing social 
entrepreneurship (Urban, 2008). Likewise, Zahra et al. (2009) believe that any definition, measurement or 
assessment of social entrepreneurship should reflect both social and economic considerations. Therefore, 
propose the broader term “total wealth” as a standard to evaluate those opportunities and organizational 
processes related to social entrepreneurship.  
 It is vital to make distinction between the social entrepreneurship (as phenomenon whose actions are 
characterized by innovation and social mission) and the activities of social entrepreneurship (measures, 
activities with stated social, institutionalized purpose) (Pavel, 2011). As Alsahlawi (2011) argue, a major 
limitation is the absence of using scientific methods to measure social entrepreneurship performance and 
outcomes. It has also been suggested that social entrepreneurship performance is harder to gauge than the 
commercial entrepreneurship (Shinde and Shinde, 2011). At the same time, the social entrepreneurship also 
shares certain commonalities with the commercial, traditional entrepreneurship in that it aims at creating and 
sustaining an organization, it constantly adapts and learns (Dees, 2001), and acts boldly and exhibits 
resourcefulness (Shinde and Shinde, 2011). On the other hand, performance measures for social 
entrepreneurship are less standardized and more idiosyncratic to the particular organization (Certo and Miller, 
2008). There has also been new work recently addressing impact measurement and performance innovation in 
social entrepreneurship (Nicholls, 2006). The main contribution of this paper is to propose a scoreboard for 
social entrepreneurship organization- concentrating on the Iranian national commission for UNESCO.  
  
Methodology: 
 The methodology used in this research is case study. Case studies run the gamut from the most micro levels 
to the most macro levelsof a phenomenon. The approach is qualitative and therefore, interviews and focus group 
sessions are used as the tools for gathering required data. It should be noted that a deep literature review was 
done before defining the protocol for interviews and focus group sessions. As some authors believe, qualitative 
case study methodology provides tools for researchers to study complexphenomena within their contexts. When 
the approach is applied correctly, it becomes avaluable method for research to develop theory, evaluate 
programs, etc. (Baxter and Jack, 2008). In this research we took advantage of this method to identify the 
performance measurements for social entrepreneur institutions- focusing on the Iranian national commission for 
UNESCO. Interviewees were selected based on their membership in the Iranian national commission for 
UNESCO and their expertise- from a range of UNESCO officials to academic experts. Data saturation was 
reached after holding 5 interview sessions and 2 focus group sessions. After gathering the data through 
interviews, the statements were coded using open and axial coding. Afterwards, validity of the findings was 
confirmed by experts (expert validity). The expert validity evaluates the sensitivity and specificity of the 
classification criteria with the use of a predefined“gold standard” by expert's opinion in a study design 
(Reijman, 2004). Finally, the scoreboard and its dimensions were designed.  
 
Findings: 
 Financial Performance Measures: 
 However, some social benefits may be converted to financial metrics; based on the findings there are six 
elements which show the financial performance of the Iranian national commission for UNESCO. These 
include: Public supports, Government supports, Earned income from publications, Advertisement licensing, 
Sponsorships, and Bank/financial institutions supports. In this respect, Mair and Marti (2006) argue that it is 
necessary to ensure the sustainability of the initiative and financial self-sufficiency for social enterprises. Some 
scholars hope to raise awareness of the ongoing need to go beyond traditional financial performance measures 
when studying social entrepreneurship institutions (Cohen et al., 2008). However, some believe that social 
entrepreneurs have appropriate procedures within the organization to systematically assess the financial viability 
(Weerawardena and Mort, 2006). Moreover, Kerr (2008) believes that there is a growing body of knowledge 
that allows measurement of the social impact and financial success of social entrepreneurship. 
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Table 1: Financial Performance Measures for the Iranian national commission for UNESCO. 
Axial coding Open Coding Frequency Interviewee 

Financial performance measures Public supports 3 I1,I3,I5 
Government supports 2 I1,I4 

Earned income from publications 2 I1,I3 
Advertisement licensing 3 I1,I4,I3 

Bank/financial institutions supports 4 I1,I4,I3,I5 
Sponsorships 4 I1,I4,I3,I5 

 
 Growth and Learning Measures: 
 Some scholars believe that in a more sustainable direction, new learning measures are needed (Bendt et al., 
2013). Short et al. (2009) argue that the level of social entrepreneurship in an organization will be positively 
related to distinctive market-focused learning capabilities. In sum, growth and learning measures are another 
type of measures for social enterprises. More specifically, we found that there are some specific measures which 
show this aspect of UNESCO as our case. These include: Participation in international and regional meetings, 
Participation in specialized seminars, Use of national commission publications, Participation in collaboration 
with specialized commissions in UNESCO, Establishing specialized committees, Personnel education, and 
Publications. However some conventional studies say that growth measures included employment growth 
(absolute, organic, and relative) sales growth (absolute, organic, relative) (Sherman, 2005), this study found 
seven measures which show the growth of our case. Moreover, there are some measures related to learning in 
such organizations.  
 
Table 2: Growth and Learning Measures for the Iranian national commission for UNESCO. 

Axial coding Open Coding Frequency Interviewee 
Growth and Learning 

Measures 
Participation in international and regional meetings 5 I1,I2,I4,I3,I5 

Participation in specialized seminars 3 I1,I3,I5 
Use of national commission publications 4 I1,I4,I3,I5 

Participation in collaboration with specialized commissions in 
UNESCO 

3 I1,I4,I3 

Establishing specialized committees 2 I3,I4 
Personnel education 4 I1,I4,I3,I5 

Publications 2 I1,I4 

 
 Operational Measures: 
 Operational measures are among the most important measures for social entrepreneur enterprises. In our 
case, some key measures were found which are as follows: Advertisement in industries, Expert/academics use, 
Registration of achievements, Internationalization of ideas in intellectual and cultural areas, Information flow, 
Conventions, Capacity building, Establishment of databases, Providing consultancy and operational services to 
industries, Innovation of national plans, Documentation of achievements, Establishment of UNESCO chair, 
Membership in international committees of UNESCO chairs, Planning a SMART strategy, Multilateral 
diplomatic interaction with international organizations, Number of members in international UNESCO chairs, 
Active contribution in macro-policies of UNESCO, UNESCO international prizes, Relations with other 
institutions, Running UNESCO Chairs, Academic conventions with universities, Number of site visits, 
Synergizing the national capacities in the areas with social/scientific importance, and Team making. 
Conventional measures concentrate on some other aspects. For instance, Lane and Casile (2011) believe that 
some familiar operational measures, such as cash flow and operating income, will be appropriate for many 
social ventures. However, scholars have been demanding for more operational measures that are more 
appropriate (Becker, 2012).  
 
 Mission Measures: 
 Mission measures are those related to the mission of the social entrepreneur organization- in this case 
UNESCO. There are some important measures found in our study, which are: Increasing the span of UNESCO 
activities, UNESCO mission as the leverage of UN in areas of education, research and society, Prioritizing 
based on national conditions, Decreasing unemployment, Decreasing social failures, Supports from peace, 
Eliminating illiteracy, Cultural bases plan, Ethics and social change management, and Improving health. As 
Peredo and McLean (2006) discuss: “Social entrepreneurship can be defined as the development of innovative, 
mission-supporting, earned income, job creating or licensing, ventures undertaken by individual social 
entrepreneurs, nonprofit organizations, or nonprofits in association with for profits”. Adopting a mission to 
create and sustain social value is another interpretation of the social entrepreneurship mission (Boschee and 
McClurg, 2003). Since, social entrepreneurship is mission-related, internal values and motivations largely drive 
the venture (Certo and Miller, 2008). But the point is to precisely define the required measures to elaborate such 
mission- which was done by identifying the above mentioned elements.  
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Table 3: Operational Measures for the Iranian national commission for UNESCO. 
Axial coding Open Coding Frequency Interviewee 

Operational Measures Advertisement in industries 3 I1 ,I3,I5 
Expert/academics use 2 I3,I5 

Registration of achievements 5 I1,I2,I4,I3,I5 
Internationalization of ideas in intellectual and cultural areas 2 I4 ,I5 

Information flow 4 I1,I4,I3,I5 
Conventions 3 I1,I4,I3 

Capacity building 2 I4,I5 
Establishment of databases 1 I1 

Providing consultancy and operational services to industries 1 I1 
Innovation of national plans 5 I1,I2,I4,I3,I5 

Documentation of achievements 3 I4,I3,I5 
Establishment of UNESCO chair 4 I1,I4,I3,I5 

Membership in international committees of UNESCO chairs 3 I1,I4,I3,I5 
Planning a SMART strategy 1 I4 

Multilateral diplomatic interaction with international organizations 3 I1,I4 ,I5 
Number of members in international UNESCO chairs 5 I1,I2,I4,I3,I5 

Active contribution in macro-policies of UNESCO 2 I4 ,I5 
UNESCO international prizes 3 I1,I4,I3 

Relations with other institutions 3 I1,I4 ,I5 
Running UNESCO Chairs 4 I1,I2,I4,I3 

Academic conventions with universities 4 I1,I4,I3,I5 
Number of site visits 3 I2,I3,I5 

Synergizing the national capacities in the areas with social/scientific importance 2 I1,I4 
Team making 2 I4,I3 

 
Table 4: Mission Measures for the Iranian national commission for UNESCO. 

Axial coding Open Coding Frequency Interviewee 
Mission Measures Increasing the span of UNESCO activities 3 I1 ,I3,I5 

UNESCO mission as the leverage of UN in areas of education, research and society 4 I1,I4,I3,I5 
Prioritizing based on national conditions 3 I1 ,I3,I5 
Decreasing unemployment 4 I1,I4,I3,I5 
Decreasing social failures 5 I1,I2,I4,I3,I5 
Supports from peace 3 I4,I3,I5 
Eliminating illiteracy 3 I4,I3,I5 
Cultural bases plan 5 I1,I2,I4,I3,I5 
Ethics and social change management 5 I1,I2,I4,I3,I5 
Improving health 3 I1,I4 ,I5 

 
Conclusion: 
 After years of neglect, scholars in social entrepreneurship area are dealing with elaborating the concept in 
several ways: through definitions, conceptualizations, frameworks, etc. Yet, there is a vital gap in measuring the 
concept more practically. This research was trying to provide readers with a typical logic to measure such 
activities. In order to do so, authors took advantage of a qualitative approach to identify the performance 
measures for the Iranian national commission for UNESCO as a sample for social entrepreneurship. As it is 
shown in Figure 1, there are four main areas to be measured in this regard:   
 Financial Performance Measures 
 Operational Measures 
 Mission Measures 
 Growth and Learning Measures  
 These measures are elaborated by determining their elements which are shown in Tables number 1 to 4. 
During this research, authors faced several limitations such as lack of enough knowledge and difficulties in 
finding knowledgeable individuals for interview, lack of coherence in ideas which required us to hold two focus 
group sessions, and the like. Finally, authors invite future researchers to discuss the other cases and to apply 
quantitative methods to test their findings. Moreover, conducting international and regional comparative studies 
would be appreciated for finding new results. Authors believe that proposing a scorecard for social enterprises 
as a whole might be of paramount importance but one should take into account the difficulties associated with 
such approaches.  
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Fig. 1: Performance Measures for Social Entrepreneur Institutions- Case of the Iranian national commission for 

UNESCO. 
REFERENCES 

 
Alsahlawi, M., 2011. Social Entrepreneurship in the Middle East with More Emphasis on the Gulf Region. 

In Proceedings of the 5th European Conference on Innovation and Entrepreneurship (p. 68). Academic 
Conferences Limited. 

Baxter, P., S. Jack, 2008. Qualitative case study methodology: Study design and implementation for novice 
researchers. The Qualitative Report, 13(4): 544-559. 

Becker, M., 2012. Social Entrepreneurship in the Hotel Industry: An Application of the Balanced Scorecard 
to Social Entrepreneurship in Hotels.  Published Thesis. International University of Applied Sciences Bad 
Honnef-Bonn.  

Bendt, P., S. Barthel, J. Colding, 2013. Civic greening and environmental learning in public-access 
community gardens in Berlin. Landscape and Urban Planning. In press. 

Boschee, J., J. McClurg, 2003. Toward a better understanding of social entrepreneurship: Some important 
distinctions. Retrieved October, 9: 2008. 

Certo, S.T., T. Miller, 2008. Social entrepreneurship: Key issues and concepts. Business horizons, 51(4): 
267-271. 

Chmelik, E.R., 2012. Measures of performance in the context of international social enterprise. Retrieved 
from http://hdl.handle.net/10211.10/2199. 

Cohen, B., B. Smith, R. Mitchell, 2008. Toward a sustainable conceptualization of dependent variables in 
entrepreneurship research. Business Strategy and the Environment, 17(2): 107-119. 

Daryani, M., Y. Salamzadeh, A. Salamzadeh, F. Sharafi, 2011. An Analysis of the Current Gaps in Social 
Entrepreneurship in Iran: Shackled Feet. In 1st International Conference on Management, Innovation and 
Entrepreneurship, Shiraz, Iran. 

Dees, J.G., 2001. The meanings of 'social entrepreneurship', working paper, Stanford University, Stanford, 
CA. 

Defourny, J., M. Nyssens, 2010. Conceptions of social enterprise and social entrepreneurship in Europe and 
the United States: convergences and divergences. Journal of social entrepreneurship, 1(1): 32-53. 

Emerson, J., F. Twersky, 1996. New social entrepreneurs: The success, challenge and lessons of non-profit 
enterprise creation. San Francisco. 

Haugh, H., 2005. A research agenda for social entrepreneurship. Social enterprise journal, 1(1): 1-12. 
Kerr, J., 2008. Sustainability Meets Profitability: The Convenient Truth of How the Business Judgment 

Rule Protects a Board's Decision to Engage in Social Entrepreneurship. 
Lane, M.D., M. Casile, 2011. Angels on the head of a pin: The SAC framework for performance 

measurement in social entrepreneurship ventures. Social Enterprise Journal, 7(3): 238-258.  
Nicholls, A., 2006. Social Entrepreneurship: New Models of Sustainable Social Change: New Models of 

Sustainable Social Change. OUP Oxford. 
Nicholls, A., 2013. The social entrepreneurship-social policy nexus in developing countries. Social Policy 

in a Developing World. In press. 
Pavel, R., 2011. Social entrepreneurship and vulnerable groups. Journal of Community Positive Practices, 

59. 



Aust. J. Basic & Appl. Sci., 7(6): 527-532, 2013 

532 
 

Peredo, A.M., M. McLean, 2006. Social entrepreneurship: A critical review of the concept. Journal of 
world business, 41(1): 56-65. 

Reijman, M., J.M.W. Hazes, B.W. Koes, A.P. Verhagen, S.M.A. Bierma-Zeinstra, 2004. Validity, 
reliability, and applicability of seven definitions of hip osteoarthritis used in epidemiological studies: a 
systematic appraisal. Annals of the rheumatic diseases, 63(3): 226-232. 

Salamzadeh, A., Y. Salamzadeh, 2011. What is Social Entrepreneurship? In the 1st International 
Conference on Business, Strategy and Management, Kolkata, India. 

Salamzadeh, A., Y. Salamzadeh, M. Nejati, 2011. Social Entrepreneurship: Analyzing Literature and 
Proposing a Comprehensive Model. In Proceedings of the 9th Asian Academy of Management International 
Conference (pp: 520-525). 

Sherman, D.A., 2005. SOCIAL ENTREPRENEURSIP: SCALING SOCIAL IMPACT. Conceptual paper 
of the Executive Doctor of Management Program, Cleveland: Case Western Reserve University, 
http://weatherhead. case. edu/edm/archive/files/concept/SHERMAN--1st% 20Year% 20Conceptl% 20paper--4-
26-05. pdf (Zugriff: 01.11. 2007). 

Shinde, J.S., U.S. Shinde, 2011. The Perennial Perspective on Entrepreneurship. Journal of Strategic 
Innovation and Sustainability, 7(1): 72-86. 

Short, J.C., T.W. Moss, G.T. Lumpkin, 2009. Research in social entrepreneurship: Past contributions and 
future opportunities. Strategic entrepreneurship journal, 3(2): 161-194. 

Urban, B., 2008. Social entrepreneurship in South Africa: delineating the construct with associated 
skills. International Journal of Entrepreneurial Behaviour& Research, 14(5): 346-364. 

Weerawardena, J., G.S. Mort, 2006. Investigating social entrepreneurship: A multidimensional model. 
Journal of world business, 41(1): 21-35. 

Zahra, S.A., E. Gedajlovic, D.O. Neubaum, J.M. Shulman, 2009. A typology of social entrepreneurs: 
Motives, search processes and ethical challenges. Journal of business venturing, 24(5): 519-532. 


