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ABSTRACT 
 
Drayton (2002) indicated several features of social entrepreneurs: they bring 
about strong and intense changes in the system; they are creative and their 
projects have the potential to influence the general public; they have a strong 
moral make-up. In other words, entrepreneurs exist in the world in order to shape 
society in accordance with their personal vision. Social entrepreneurs must 
possess the combined ability to determine goals and solve problems. They differ 
from regular professionals who are usually content and remain in the realm of 
solving problems for clients. Social entrepreneurs, on the other hand, try to change 
the world and years of difficulties and complexities will not stop them. Since social 
entrepreneurs are task-oriented, internal values and motivation are the significant 
drivers behind their initiatives (Hemingway, 2005). For example, Bornstine 
(2004) emphasizes the passion for providing a solution to the community’s needs 
as a central driving force among social entrepreneurs. Others stress charisma 
(Ropor and Cheney, 2005) or leadership skills (Thompson et al., 2000). 
 
Key words: Social Initiative, Measuring Motivation, Social Entrepreneurship and 
leadership skills    

 
 
INTRODUCTION 
 
The factors and considerations that influence social 
entrepreneurs to generate social change are critical in 
understanding the entrepreneurs' priorities and their 
involvement in social entrepreneurship. Until now, this 
subject has received very little research attention. In the 
current study, we focus on the entrepreneurs' attitudes and 
decision-making processes when trying to lead social 
change. 

Leading a social initiative or project demands that the 
entrepreneur arrive at a series of decisions as he or she 
must take into account the parameters of the project itself 
(for example, how the levels of innovation and interest are 
involved in the project) as well as personal parameters (for 
example, the amount of personal time the entrepreneur 
really has to invest in leading the project). One of the first 
considerations for an entrepreneur refers to leadership, 
whether he or she is personally ready and willing to lead 
the project. This is a central issue, regardless of whether the 
idea for the project originated with the entrepreneur, 
himself, or with others. In this study, we examined the 

considerations influencing social entrepreneurs' decision to 
lead an initiative. London and Morfopoulos (2010) 
identified five major strategies in managing social 
initiatives: 
 
1. Identifying the needs and creating a vision that provides 
an answer to these needs; 
2. Establishing suitable communication with the 
community, mainly for the development and arrangement 
of supporting sources from the community; 
3. Carrying out the initiative; 
4. Evaluating the results of the initiative; 
5. Maintaining continuity of the activity. 
 
 
The first two strategies, that is, the entrepreneur’s vision 
and the level of communication with the community led us 
to choosing two out of the five factors which influence  the 
entrepreneur’s decision to lead a social initiative: the 
compatibility     between     the project’s     vision    and    the 
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entrepreneur’s personal-social vision; and the community’s 
future level of cooperation in the project. In the research 
literature, much importance was placed on the initiative’s 
level of innovation (Thompson et al., 2000; Thompson, 
2000), as well as its level of continuity in the community 
(Sullivan et al., 2005), as core dimensions in social 
initiatives. Another factor in our study is the extent to 
which the project is interesting, innovative and will bring 
about long-term change within the community. 
The logistic complexity or simplicity of the initiative is often 
discussed in the literature. The creative use of minimal 
resources is one of the three important dimensions of a 
social initiative according to Leadbeater (1997). The 
initiative’s level of simplicity from a logistic point of view is 
another factor included in this study. This variable 
expresses, among other things, the absence of the need to 
raise money for the project, lack of involvement of public 
entities in the project and need for cooperation between a 
relatively small number of individuals, etc. 
Sharira and Lerenerb (2006) in a study examined the 
factors that led to a successful social venture in Israel and 
found eight factors that support success: 
 
1. The entrepreneur’s social network; 
2. Complete dedication to the initiative’s success; 
3. The basis of the funding in the establishment stage; 
4. Acceptance of the entrepreneur’s idea in a public forum; 
5. The initiative’s staff; 
6. Creating long-term cooperation in the public and third 
sectors; 
7. The service’s ability to withstand the market test; 
8. The entrepreneur’s prior managerial experience. 
 
The entrepreneur’s complete dedication to the initiative’s 
success stems, to a large extent, from the fifth factor, which 
will be examined in this study: “the extent to which the 
entrepreneur is available and has time to deal with the 
initiative, ”in relation to his current level of activity in the 
different areas of his life (work, studies, family and 
hobbies), (Sadeh and Aderet, 2016). 
To conclude the five factors that influence the social 
entrepreneur’s level of willingness to lead a project 
examined in this study are as follows: 
 
a) The extent to which the project is interesting, innovative 
and will bring about long-term change in the community 
(“innovation and influence”); 
b) The level of cooperation in the target community (the 
willingness of key individuals in the community to 
undertake the initiative and the community members’ 
response to take an active part in the initiative 
(“cooperation”); 
c) The initiative’s level of logistic simplicity. Logistic 
simplicity, among other things relates to the lack of a need 
to raise funds for the project, the lack of involvement of 
public entities in the initiative and the need for cooperation 

between a relatively small numbers of people, etc ("logistic 
simplicity"); d) The extent to which the entrepreneur is 
able to invest time in the project in relation to his current 
level of activity in the different areas of his life 
("entrepreneur availability"); 
e) The extent to which the project’s vision and the 
entrepreneur’s social vision are compatible (“compatibility 
with personal vision”). 
 
Consequently, three research questions are of interest: 
 
RQ1: Is there an effect for conditions (innovation and 
influence, cooperation, logistic simplicity, entrepreneur 
availability and compatibility with personal vision), 
questionnaire distribution time, gender, involvement in 
social projects, number of social projects involved, time 
spent in social projects (hour/week), number of years 
involved in social projects, age, presence of children and 
income on the willingness to initiate a social 
entrepreneurship project (Model 1, Figure 1)? 
 
RQ2: How do the effects of each condition (innovation and 
influence, cooperation, logistic simplicity, entrepreneur 
availability and compatibility with personal vision) on the 
willingness to initiate a social entrepreneurship project 
differ from one another? 
 
RQ3: Are there any unobserved or latent underlying 
variables, or factors, that can explain the pattern of 
correlations within a set of following observed variables: 
willingness to initiate a social entrepreneurship project on 
the condition of innovation and influence, willingness to 
initiate a social entrepreneurship project on the condition 
of cooperation, willingness to initiate a social 
entrepreneurship project based on the condition of logistic 
simplicity, willingness to initiate a social entrepreneurship 
project based on the condition of entrepreneur availability 
and willingness to initiate a social entrepreneurship project 
based on the condition of compatibility with personal 
vision (Model 2)? 
 
RQ4: Can a second-order structure based on the obtained 
factors be created in order to create a second-order 
measurement model, capturing the complex structure of 
willingness to initiate a social entrepreneurship project on 
different conditions (Model 3)? 
 
 
MATERIALS AND METHODS 
 
Participants 
 
The sample consisted of a total of three hundred and 
twenty-six (326) students from several higher education 
institutes who responded to the research questionnaire. 
The sample consisted of a mix of first and second degree  
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Figure 1:Structural hypothesized equation model (Model 1

 
 
students in management, engineering and teaching 
programs. The majority of the sample were females 
(82.3%); 27.5% were singles, 64.6% were married; the 
majority (89.2%) had children. In regards to age 
distribution, 6.3% of the participants were between the 
ages of 18 to 22; 17.9% were between the ages of 23 to 29; 
28.9% were between the ages of 30 to 39; 34.2% were 
between the ages of 40 to 49; 9.5% were between the ages 
of 50 to 59 and 3.2% were over the age of 60. Participants’ 
average income was distributed as follows: 7.4% reported a 
“far below average” income; 11.4% “below average”; 23.4% 
average; 47.5% above average and 10.3% “far above 
average”. A total of 82.5% said they were currently 
involved in social projects; 15.7% reported involvement in 
at least three or more social projects. A total of 35.7% of the 
participants invested up to two hours a week in social 
projects; 37.6% invested between 2 to 4 hours a week and 
26.7% invested more than 4 hours a week on social 
projects. A total of 29% of participants were involved in 
these projects on a managerial level; 41.9% dealt with 
project coordination and 29.1% were involved in activities 
related to training, education and fund raising. Only 12.8% 
of the participants said they are not involved in social 
projects in any capacity. A total of 32.3% reported 

 
 
involvement in social activities for 1 to 2 years; 17.7% 
indicated 3 to 5 years and 37.2% reported involvement in 
social activities for over a period of 5 years. 
 
 
The experimental design 
 
Table 1 displays the variables based on the demographic 
questionnaire. Respondents were asked to imagine they  
were presented with an initiative that deals with social or 
educational activity for the good of the community, while 
the “project itself is interesting and significantly contributes 
to a community that is important to the respondent, and 
that he/she is thinking about leading the project.” 
In order to examine various combinations of conditions 
that may affect the dependent variable, an experimental 
design was used. For each of the five factors there are two 
possible responses- high or low. Therefore, 25 possible 
combinations were needed for a full factorial experiment.  
In order to make the ranking easier for the respondents, the 
32 combinations were divided into two series of 16 profiles 
with each series given to half of the respondents. It is 
important to note that a series of 16 profiles was 
considered a factorial experiment for 5 main effects and  
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Table 1: Explanatory variables in the study. 

 

Variable name Variable description Value label 

Conditions   

 Innovation and influence 
The extent to which the project is interesting, 

innovative and will bring about long-term 
change in the community 

Low and high 

 Cooperation 
People’s level of cooperation in the community 

where the initiative will be carried out 
Low and high 

 Logistic simplicity 

The lack of a need to raise funds for the project, 
the lack of involvement of public entities in the 
initiative, the need for cooperation between a 

relatively small numbers of people, and so forth 

Low and high 

 Entrepreneur availability 

The extent to which the entrepreneur is able to 
invest time in the project, in relation to his 

current level of activity in the different areas of 
his life 

Low and high 

Compatibility with personal 
vision 

The extent to which the project’s vision and the 
entrepreneur’s social vision are compatible 

 

Demographic  - - 

Gender - Male, female 

Involvement in social projects Are you currently involved in social projects? Yes, no 

Number of social projects 
involved 

In several projects you're involved in now? 
Not currently involved in social projects, 

one, two, three, four and more 

Time spent in social projects 
How long on average do you spend on social 

projects week now? 

Up to two hours, between two and four 
hours, between four and six hours,  

between six and eight hours, more than 
eight hours 

Number of years involved in 
social projects 

How many years have you been involved in 
social activities? 

Not at all, between one and two years, 
more than two years to five years, more 
than five years to ten years, more than 

ten years 

Marital status - Single, married, divorced, widower 

Presence of children Do you have children? Yes, no 

Belonging to age group What age group do you belong? 18-22, 23-29, 30-39, 40-49, 50-59, 60+ 

Income 
The monthly average income of families in 

Israel is NIS 11,000 net. What is your family's 
income compared to the average? 

A lot of below average, below average, 
average, above average, a lot of above 

average 

 
  



Academia Journal of Educational Research; Sadeh et al .         133 
 

 
 

Profile 1

Profile 2

Profile 3

Profile 16

Profile 15

Profile 14

Respondent

1,  2,  3, ... , 324, 325, 326

i

i 

 
 

Figure 2: The experimental design in the study. 

 
 
second-order interactions (Box et al., 1978). These factorial 
experiments allowed us to examine all of the possible 
interactions for all profile types (Bilitzki and Sadeh, 2005). 
Figure 2 provides illustration of the experimental design. In 
the present study, we examined the influence of 
fiveconditions on willingness (the willingness to initiate a 
social entrepreneurship project) - innovation and influence, 
cooperation, logistic simplicity, entrepreneur availability 
and compatibility with personal vision. In addition to the 
aforementioned five conditions, we also examined the 
influence of demographic variables on the willingness to 
initiate a social entrepreneurship project. 
 
Innovation and influence: This relates to the extent to 
which the project is interesting, innovative and will bring 
about long-term change in the community.  
 
Cooperation: This relates to the people’s level of 
cooperation in the target community.  
 
Logistic simplicity: This relates to the lack of a need to 
raise funds for the project, the lack of involvement of public 
entities in the initiative and the need for cooperation 
between a relatively small number of people, etc.  
 
Entrepreneur availability: This relates to the extent to 
which the entrepreneur is able to invest time in the project, 
in relation to his current level of activity in the different 

 
 
areas of his life.  
 
Compatibility with personal vision: This relates to the 
extent of compatibility between the project’s vision and the 
entrepreneur’s social vision.  
 
 
The dependent variable was defined as the chance (on a 
scale from 0 to 100 with 10-point intervals: 0, 10, 20, … , 90, 
100) that a respondent would have taken upon himself to 
lead a social enterprise with reference to a set of conditions 
for each profile. Each respondent was asked to indicate this 
chance sixteen times, once for each profile.  
 
 
Procedure 
 
First step: The Optimal Scaling technique (Kruskal, 1965; 
Meulman, 2003; Meulman and Heiser, 2004) was applied to 
transform the original arbitrary categorical values. The 
optimal quantification for each scaled variable was 
calculated through an iterative method known as 
"alternating least squares" in which the quantifications 
were updated using the original solution found.  
 
 
Second step: To test RQ1 and RQ2, an analysis was 
conducted using Structural Equation Modelling (SEM) with  
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Figure 3: Structural equation model (Model 1); ***p<0.001. 

 
 
IBM Amos software version 23 (Arbuckle, 2014). Two main 
advantages of SEM are extensive assessment of a-priori 
specified model, which is clearly advantageous for the 
model specified in this study (Figure 2), as well as, the fact 
that SEM corrects for error variance and thus more 
accurately identifies the parameters of interest. 
 
 Third step: Five new variables were created by multiplying 
the operationalization of the conditions (innovation and 
influence, cooperation, logistic simplicity, entrepreneur 
availability and compatibility with personal vision) by the 
operationalization of willingness to initiate a social 
entrepreneurship project. Five of these variables 
(willingness to initiate a social entrepreneurship project on 
the condition of innovation and influence, willingness to 
initiate a social entrepreneurship project on the condition 
of cooperation, willingness to initiate a social 
entrepreneurship project on the condition of logistic 
simplicity, willingness to initiate a social entrepreneurship 
project on the condition of entrepreneur availability and 
willingness to initiate a social entrepreneurship project 
based on the condition of compatibility with personal 
vision) were integrated in the two measurement models 
(Models 2 and 3, Figures 3 and 4 respectively).  

 
 
To test RQ3, an Exploratory Factor Analysis was conducted 
using the Specification Search. In this approach to 
exploratory factor analysis, any measured variable can 
(potentially) depend on any factor. A specification search is 
performed to find the subset of single-headed arrows that 
provides the optimum combination of simplicity and fit. It 
also demonstrates a heuristic specification search that is  
practical for models that are too big for an exhaustive 
 
 
specification search (Arbuckle, 2014). 
 
 
Estimating the models' goodness-of-fit  
 
The goodness-of-fit of each model in RQ1 to RQ4 were 
computed in accordance with the recommendations of 
Schreiber et al. (2006). In addition to the chi-square 
statistic, we reported three approximate fit indices: the 
Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI), Comparative Fit Index (CFI) and 
the Root Mean-Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA). 
TLI and CFI close to or above 0.95, combined with RMSEA 
of 0.06 or lower indicated a reasonably good fit (Hu and 
Bentler, 1999). The significance level criterion for all 
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statistical tests was set at 0.05.  
 
 

Treating missing values 
 

To address the presence of missing values, we computed 
Little’s Missing Completely at Random (MCAR) test (Little, 
1988). The data were not missing completely at random. As 
a result, a Full Information Maximum Likelihood (FIML) 
estimation method was used to deal with missing data 
estimation method was used to deal with missing data 
when testing structural equation models.  
 
 
RESULTS 
 
RQ1  
 
To test RQ1, an analysis was conducted using Structural 
Equation Modelling (SEM). We tested the structural 
hypothesized model (Model 1, Figure1). In the 
hypothesized structural model, controlling for innovation 
and influence, cooperation, logistic simplicity, entrepreneur 
availability, compatibility with personal vision, 
questionnaire transfer time, gender, involving in social 
projects, number of social projects involved, time spent in 
social projects (hour/week), number of years involved in 
social projects, age, presence of children and income 
predict the willingness to initiate a social entrepreneurship 
project. Since this is a saturated model with zero degree of 
freedom, the model fit is sufficient. Figure 3 presents the 
parameter estimates of this structural model. 

A positive significant effect of innovation and influence (β 
= 0.24, p<0.001), cooperation (β = 0.23, p<0.001), logistic 
simplicity (β = 0.09, p<0.001), entrepreneur availability (β 
= 0.20, p<0.001), compatibility with personal vision (β = 
0.43, p<0.001) and questionnaire transfer time (β = 0.12, 
p<0.001) based on the willingness to initiate a social 
entrepreneurship project was observed (Figure 3). In 
addition, there was no effect of gender, involving in social 
projects, number of social projects involved, time spent in 
social projects (hour/week), number of years involved in 
social projects, age, presence of children and income on the 
willingness to initiate a social entrepreneurship project. In 
other words, conditions in which there are innovations and 
influence, cooperation, logistic simplicity, entrepreneur 
availability and compatibility with personal vision 
increased the willingness to initiate a social 
entrepreneurship project. In addition, the workshop 
exposure also increased the willingness to initiate a social 
entrepreneurship project. 
 
 
RQ2  
 
To test RQ2, exploring whether or not any effect of each 
condition (innovation and influence, cooperation, logistic  

 
 
 
simplicity, entrepreneur availability, compatibility with 
personal vision) based on the willingness to initiate a social 
entrepreneurship project is different from one to another, a 
chi-square difference test was used.  

Based on Model 1, the conditions were compared pair-by-
pair by constraining the paths from each condition in the 
pair to the willingness to initiate a social entrepreneurship 
project. The comparison between compatibility with 
personal vision (β=.43, p<.001) and entrepreneur 
availability (β=0.20, p<0.001) revealed the model had 
significantly worse fit than Model 1 (Satorra-Bentler scaled 
Δχ2(1)=210.76, p=0.001), indicating that the effect of 
compatibility with personal vision on the willingness to 
initiate a social entrepreneurship project was stronger than 
the effect of entrepreneur availability. 

Using the same approach, the analysis found that there 
was a significant difference between compatibility with 
personal vision (β=0.43, p<0.001) and logistic simplicity 
(β=0.09, p<0.001) (Satorra-Bentler scaled Δχ2(1)=454.05, 
p=0.001), cooperation (β=0.23, p<0.001) (Satorra-Bentler 
scaled Δχ2(1)=167.05, p=0.001), innovation and influence 
(β=0.24, p<0.001) (Satorra-Bentler scaled Δχ2(1)=144.00, 
p=0.001) in terms of effect on the willingness to initiate a 
social entrepreneurship project, meaning that the effect of 
compatibility with personal vision on the willingness to 
initiate a social entrepreneurship project was stronger than 
the effect of logistic simplicity, cooperation, innovation and 
influence.  

In addition, there was a significant difference between 
entrepreneur availability (β=0.20, p<0.001) and logistic 
simplicity (β=0.09, p<0.001) (Satorra-Bentler scaled 
Δχ2(1)=50.37, p=0.001) and innovation and influence 
(β=0.24, p<0.001) (Satorra-Bentler scaled Δχ2(1)=6.66, 
p=0.010) in terms of the effect on the willingness to initiate 
a social entrepreneurship project, meaning that the effect of 
entrepreneur availability on the willingness to initiate a 
social entrepreneurship project was stronger than the 
effect of logistic simplicity and weaker than the effect of 
innovation and influence.   

However, the analysis found no significant difference 
between entrepreneur availability (β=0.20, p<0.001) and 
cooperation (β=0.23, p<0.001) (Satorra-Bentler scaled 
Δχ2(1)=2.67, p=0.102) in terms of the effect on the 
willingness to initiate a social entrepreneurship project. 

Further, the analysis found that there was a significant 
difference between logistic simplicity (β=0.09, p<0.001) 
and cooperation (β=0.23, p<0.001) (Satorra-Bentler scaled 
Δχ2(1)=76.01, p=0.001) and innovation and influence 
(β=0.24, p<0.001)(Satorra-Bentler scaled Δχ2(1)=93.22, 
p=0.001) in terms of the effect on the willingness to initiate 
a social entrepreneurship project, meaning that the effect of 
logistic simplicity on the willingness to initiate a social 
entrepreneurship project was weaker than the effect of 
cooperation and innovation and influence.  

Lastly, the analysis found no significant difference 
between cooperation (β=0.23, p<0.001) and innovation and  
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Figure 4: First-order measurement hypothesized equation model (Model 2). 

 
 
influence (β=0.24, p<0.001) (Satorra-Bentler scaled 
Δχ2(1)=0.897, p=0.344) in terms of the effect on the 
willingness to initiate a social entrepreneurship project. 
 
 
RQ3 
 
To test RQ3, an Exploratory Factor Analysis was conducted 
using Specification Search. We tested the first-order  
measurement model (Model 2) (Figure 4) with two factors. 
The specification search was performed to find the sub-set 
of single-headed arrows that provides the optimum 
combination of simplicity and fit. In this search, there were 
10 optional parameters such that there were 210 = 1024 
candidate models. We used a branch-and-bound algorithm 
similar to the one used in all-possible-subsets regression 
(Furnival and Wilson, 1974) to avoid fitting some models 
unnecessarily. The Akaike's information criterion (AIC) and 
Bayesian information criterion (BIC) were used to choose 
the best model fit, with lower values indicating better fit 

 
 
(Morgan and Beaujean, 2014).  
 Figure 5 shows the first-order measurement model (Model 
2) with two factors with the best model fit obtained from 
1024 candidate models. The model demonstrated good fit 
to the data: χ2 (4, N = 5,216) = 4.85, p= 0.303, TLI = 0.981, 
CFI = 0.993, RMSEA = 0.006 (90%CI = 0.000; 0.023, AIC = 
36.85, BIC = 141.80). The factors, F1 and F2, seem roughly 
interpretable as willingness to initiate a social 
entrepreneurship project from seeing the future and 
willingness to initiate a social entrepreneurship project  
based on available resources, respectively (Figure 6, Model 
2). 
 
 
RQ4 
 
To test RQ4, the maximum likelihood procedures of 
confirmatory factor analysis were used (Figure 7, Model 3). 
Results indicated that hypothesized second-order 
measurement model provided a good explanation of the  



Academia Journal of Educational Research; Sadeh et al .         137 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 

Figure 5: First-order measurement equation model (Model 2). 

  
 
 

 
 

Figure 6: First-order measurement equation model with factor names (Model 2).  
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Figure 7: Second-order hypothesized measurement equation model (Model 3). 

 

 

 
willingness to initiate a social entrepreneurship project 
from seeing the future and based on resources available to 
the entrepreneurship project. The model demonstrated 
good fit to the data: χ2 (5, N = 5,216) = 9.74, p= 0.081, TLI = 
0.916, CFI = 0.958, RMSEA = 0.014 (90%CI = 0.000; 0.026, 
AIC = 38.15, BIC = 136.54) (Figure 8, Model 3). Thus, the 
willingness to initiate a social entrepreneurship project 
from seeing the future and based on available resources 
contributes more to the willingness to initiate a social 
entrepreneurship project from seeing the future(β = 0.90, 
p<0.001) than the willingness to initiate a social 
entrepreneurship project based on available resources(β = 
0.86. p<0.001). 
 
 
DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS 
 
The study examined students’ attitudes about social 
entrepreneurship and specifically, the importance of 

different factors in the decisions made by entrepreneurs 
when considering whether or not to lead a social initiative 
or project. The parameters we examined are related to the 
nature of the social initiative (its level of innovation and 
influence, logistic simplicity, the extent of cooperation it 
will achieve), as well as, the personal characteristics of the 
entrepreneur (the entrepreneur’s level of availability to 
dedicate himself to the project and the level of 
compatibility between the project’s vision and the 
entrepreneur’s personal vision). 

An experimental design framework was used in order to 
capture the impact of main effects of five conditions along 
with their first level of interactions. In other words, these 
parameters are apparently significant in regards to their 
influence on the considerations of the subjects-students 
about leading social initiatives. The study’s subjects were 
students in higher education institutes, some of whom were 
graduate students and teaching assistants.  

Without a doubt, additional studies are necessary, using  
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Figure 8: Second-order measurement equation model (Model 3); *** p<0.001. 

 
 
 
different populations and contexts in order to further 
establish the “status” of these five factors as determining 
the considerations of social entrepreneurs when deciding 
upon their willingness to lead a specific social project. The 
subjects were presented with a series of project profiles; 
each profile was different in regards to the five parameters 
earlier mentioned in accordance with the study’s 
methodology. This allowed us to examine the extent of each 
parameter’s influence in relation to the existence or 
absence of the other parameters in the project. 
Figure 3 presents the relative influence of each of the five 
conditions on the rankings. The condition most influential 
on students’ willingness to lead a social project is the level 
of compatibility between the project’s vision and personal 
vision. Although, the regression coefficients of the other 
four parameters – the project’s level of innovation and 
influence; the community’s willingness to cooperate with 
the project; the project’s level of logistic simplicity and the 
extent to which the entrepreneur is available to deal with 
the project were statistically significant; they all reflected 
only a minor influence when compared with the 
compatibility may be willing “to compromise” on the 
absence or weakness of other parameters and still be 
willing to lead the initiative. In addition, we endeavored to 
ascertain whether there are unobserved or latent variables 
or factors that would explain the pattern of correlations 

within a set of observed variables: willingness to initiate a 
social entrepreneurship project based on the condition of 
innovation and influence, willingness to initiate a social 
entrepreneurship project on the condition of cooperation, 
willingness to initiate a social entrepreneurship project 
based on the condition of logistic simplicity, willingness to 
initiate a social entrepreneurship project on the condition 
of the entrepreneur availability and willingness to initiate a 
social entrepreneurship project based on the condition of 
compatibility with personal vision. We proposed and tested 
a new measurement model in which the willingness to 
initiate a social entrepreneurship project was 
operationalized as two first-order latent variables. Two 
factors seemed to be dominant: willingness to initiate a 
social entrepreneurship project from seeing the future and 
willingness to initiate a social entrepreneurship project 
based on available resources. The first factor - willingness 
to initiate a social entrepreneurship project from seeing the 
future reflects equally the two observed variables: the 
willingness to initiate a social entrepreneurship project 
based on the condition of innovation and influence and 
willingness to initiate a social entrepreneurship project 
based on the condition of compatibility with personal 
vision. The second factor - willingness to initiate a social 
entrepreneurship project based on the available resources 
is closer to the willingness to initiate a social  
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entrepreneurship project on the condition of cooperation 
than willingness to initiate a social entrepreneurship 
project based on the condition of logistic simplicity and 
willingness to initiate a social entrepreneurship project 
based on the condition of the entrepreneur availability.  
Finally, we investigated whether a second-order structure 
of the willingness to initiate a social entrepreneurship 
project under different conditions can capture the complex 
structure of the concept. The structure model illustrated 
the strong relationship between the two first-order latent 
variables (willingness to initiate a social entrepreneurship 
project from seeing the future, willingness to initiate a 
social entrepreneurship project based on available 
resources) and second-order latent variable. Therefore, we 
concluded that each first-order latent variable is explained 
by the second-order variable that referred to the 
willingness to initiate a social entrepreneurship project 
from seeing the future and based on available resources. 
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