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Resumo 
 

Esta tese de doutoramento, desenvolvida no âmbito do programa de Estudos Internacionais, analisa 

de que forma o empreendedorismo local pode responder a desafios globais, em particular ao 

desenvolvimento sustentável, procurando identificar o papel dos agentes locais na resolução de 

problemas internacionais. Tendo como referência o caso de São Tomé e Príncipe, a investigação 

examina como a atividade empreendedora contribui para o cumprimento dos Objetivos de 

Desenvolvimento Sustentável (ODS), aprofundando o conhecimento sobre áreas prioritárias de 

intervenção e apoiando a Agenda 2030. 

O estudo adota uma abordagem mista, combinando dados qualitativos e quantitativos obtidos 

através de um questionário aplicado a 100 empreendedores. A análise foi estruturada em torno das 

cinco dimensões dos ODS (pessoas, planeta, prosperidade, paz e parcerias), permitindo uma avaliação 

abrangente das contribuições do empreendedorismo para o desenvolvimento sustentável. 

Os resultados mostram que os empreendedores em São Tomé e Príncipe apresentam 

desempenhos superiores em 33 dos 70 indicadores de proximidade (47%) alinhados com os ODS, 

sugerindo que a atividade empreendedora local pode situar-se acima da média nacional em várias 

dimensões. As respostas abertas geraram 726 tópicos associados aos 169 alvos dos ODS (média de 

3,63 tópicos por indicador), fornecendo evidência adicional e revelando novos desafios e perspetivas. 

O estudo destaca o potencial do empreendedorismo local para catalisar o progresso em 

direção aos ODS e identifica a redução da dependência externa como fator crítico para a 

sustentabilidade económica, social e ambiental. Conclui-se que ecossistemas empreendedores 

inclusivos e resilientes em contextos em desenvolvimento podem acelerar a sustentabilidade global, 

oferecendo recomendações políticas práticas e contribuindo para o debate académico. 

 

Palavras-chave: 

Empreendedorismo local; Objetivos de Desenvolvimento Sustentável (ODS); Desenvolvimento 

Sustentável; Pequenos Estados Insulares em Desenvolvimento (PEID); São Tomé e Príncipe (STP). 
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Abstract 
 

This doctoral thesis, developed within the doctoral programme in International Studies, examines how 

local entrepreneurship addresses global challenges, particularly sustainable development, and 

identifies the role of local actors in solving international problems. Using São Tomé and Príncipe as a 

case study, it explores how entrepreneurial activity contributes to the UN Sustainable Development 

Goals (SDGs), advancing knowledge on priority intervention areas and supporting the 2030 Agenda. 

A mixed-methods approach combined qualitative and quantitative data from a questionnaire 

administered to 100 entrepreneurs. The analysis was structured around the five SDG dimensions 

(people, planet, prosperity, peace, and partnerships), enabling a comprehensive assessment of 

entrepreneurial contributions to sustainable development. 

Findings show that entrepreneurs in São Tomé and Príncipe achieved stronger outcomes in 33 

of 70 (47%) proxy indicators aligned with the SDGs, suggesting local entrepreneurship may outperform 

national averages in several areas. Open-ended responses generated 726 topics mapped to 169 SDG 

targets (averaging 3.63 topics per indicator), offering further insights into entrepreneurial perspectives 

and challenges. 

The study underscores the potential of localised entrepreneurship to catalyse SDG progress 

and highlights reducing external dependence as a critical cross-cutting factor for economic, social, and 

environmental sustainability. It concludes that inclusive and resilient entrepreneurial ecosystems in 

developing contexts can accelerate global sustainability, offering both practical policy 

recommendations and theoretical contributions. 

 

Keywords:  

Local entrepreneurship; Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs); Sustainable development; Small 

Island Developing States (SIDS); São Tomé and Príncipe (STP). 
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IntroducƟon 
 

 In recent years, international attention has increasingly focused on the urgent need to address 

complex and interrelated global challenges such as climate change, persistent social inequality, and 

uneven economic development, these “grand challenges” threaten not only local well-being but also 

the viability of the planet’s ecological and socio-economic systems (Ricciardi et al., 2021; Fernhaber & 

Zou, 2022; Popkova et al., 2022). According to the World Meteorological Organization (WMO, 2025), 

2025 is projected to be the warmest year ever recorded, with continued glacier loss, rising sea levels, 

and extreme weather events posing significant threats to biodiversity, infrastructure, and human 

health. Also, inequality is worsening across regions, since the 2024 Commitment to Reducing Inequality 

Index reveals that most countries have regressed in key areas of social protection, taxation, and 

workers rights, increasing economic disparities and undermining social cohesion (Kamande et al., 

2024). Economically, the world is facing one of the slowest growth periods in decades, with intersecting 

climate, social, and financial crises reversing development progress and weakening democratic 

legitimacy and public trust (WEF, 2024). 

Against this backdrop, entrepreneurship has emerged as a critical and adaptive force, because 

entrepreneurs are uniquely positioned to respond to local challenges with context-specific, innovative, 

and scalable solutions (Neumann, 2022). Particularly in resource-constrained environments, they have 

demonstrated the capacity to fill institutional voids, generate employment, deliver basic services, and 

foster social and environmental transformation, as noted by Seneler et al. (2019), entrepreneurs are 

playing a central role in climate mitigation and adaptation by rapidly deploying sustainable 

technologies and models. Further, Apostu and Gigauri (2023) emphasize the mutually reinforcing 

relationship between entrepreneurship and sustainable development, especially in emerging and 

developing economies where entrepreneurs catalyse both economic growth and social progress. 

At the same time, the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development (UN, 2015)., adopted by the 

United Nations in 2015, offers a shared global framework for building a just, inclusive, and ecologically 

viable future. It defines 17 Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs), supported by 169 measurable 

targets and organized around five strategic pillars, People, Planet, Prosperity, Peace, and Partnerships. 

This integrated vision encourages countries and stakeholders to pursue transformative, inclusive, and 

integrated action across sectors and scales. Yet despite global commitment, the 2024 UN SDG Progress 

Report confirms that less than 15% of targets are currently on track, with many countries experiencing 

reversals in environmental and social indicators (UN, 2024). Massive investment, stronger local 

engagement, and more innovative approaches are urgently needed to realize the agenda’s ambition. 

https://link.springer.com/content/pdf/10.1007/s11365-021-00771-5.pdf
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Stephanie-Fernhaber/publication/361797332_ADVANCING_SOCIETAL_GRAND_CHALLENGE_RESEARCH_AT_THE_INTERFACE_OF_ENTREPRENEURSHIP_AND_INTERNATIONAL_BUSINESS_A_REVIEW_AND_RESEARCH_AGENDA/links/62c5a5e52bdd98698ad8ba04/Advancing-societal-grand-challenge-research-at-the-interface-of-entrepreneurship-and-international-business-A-review-and-research-agenda.pdf
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Stephanie-Fernhaber/publication/361797332_ADVANCING_SOCIETAL_GRAND_CHALLENGE_RESEARCH_AT_THE_INTERFACE_OF_ENTREPRENEURSHIP_AND_INTERNATIONAL_BUSINESS_A_REVIEW_AND_RESEARCH_AGENDA/links/62c5a5e52bdd98698ad8ba04/Advancing-societal-grand-challenge-research-at-the-interface-of-entrepreneurship-and-international-business-A-review-and-research-agenda.pdf
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0160791X21003067?casa_token=m7sa4Ox8kbQAAAAA:FhYioEi8fFXMRejwTuvyP8ZLh9K9GnyPUQkTDicFAEk1JkuyZyhNxB8LxFrRINaaufexTIluNw
https://wmo.int/sites/default/files/2025-03/WMO-1368-2024_en.pdf
https://policy-practice.oxfam.org/resources/the-commitment-to-reducing-inequality-index-2024-621653/
https://policy-practice.oxfam.org/resources/the-commitment-to-reducing-inequality-index-2024-621653/
https://www.weforum.org/meetings/world-economic-forum-annual-meeting-2024/
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0959652622038896
https://pdxscholar.library.pdx.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1230&context=etm_fac
https://jemi.edu.pl/vol-19-issue-1-2023/sustainable-development-and-entrepreneurship-in-emerging-countries-are-sustainable-development-and-entrepreneurship-reciprocally-reinforcing
https://sdgs.un.org/publications/global-sustainable-development-report-2015-advance-unedited-version-gsdr-2015-17874
https://sdgtransformationcenter.org/reports/sustainable-development-report-2024
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One critical gap in both academic research and development policy is the limited exploration 

of how local entrepreneurship contributes to the SDGs, especially in Small Island Developing States 

(SIDS). These countries face overlapping vulnerabilities, limited infrastructure, external dependence, 

small domestic markets, and exposure to environmental risks, yet also possess untapped potential for 

localized innovation, community engagement, and inclusive development (Scobie, 2019). As Markman 

et al. (2019) and Del-Aguila-Arcentales et al. (2022) observe, entrepreneurship is often overlooked in 

international development models, despite growing evidence of its transformative potential. Local 

entrepreneurs, in particular, remain underappreciated actors in the global development landscape. 

Whit this, the present doctoral thesis responds directly to that gap by examining the influence 

of local development driven by entrepreneurship on addressing international sustainable challenges, 

using the São Tomé and Príncipe as a case study. Located in the Gulf of Guinea, São Tomé and Príncipe 

is a SIDS marked by profound development constraints, economic informality, infrastructure deficits, 

youth unemployment, and climate vulnerability, but also by significant entrepreneurial activity, strong 

cultural identity, and emerging governance reforms (UN, 2020). These factors make it a highly relevant 

context for understanding how local entrepreneurial ecosystems can promote sustainable and 

inclusive development. Also, the country has been the focus of renewed international cooperation 

through the United Nations Sustainable Development Cooperation Framework 2023 - 2027 (2019), 

which aims to foster green growth, social inclusion, and climate resilience. 

The research is guided by two central questions: 

1. What is the influence of entrepreneurship on local development? 

2. How does this local development contribute to the achievement of the Sustainable 

Development Goals (SDGs)? 

To address these questions, the thesis adopts a mixed-methods approach, integrating both 

quantitative and qualitative analysis. The research involved fieldwork with 100 local entrepreneurs 

across various sectors, using structured questionnaires with close-ended questions designed around 

SDG indicators, combined with open-ended responses. The aim was to assess the multidimensional 

contributions of entrepreneurs to social inclusion, environmental sustainability, and economic 

resilience with proximity indicators. The quantitative analysis allows for benchmarking progress 

against national and global SDG trends, while the qualitative data provides insight into the lived 

experiences, values, and strategies of São Toméan entrepreneurs in real-world contexts. Cross-

checking both these indicators this thesis offers a broad view of this influence. 

To provide a comprehensive and interdisciplinary understanding of the research topic, this thesis 

is structured into four chapters, integrating theory, empirical analysis, and policy recommendation. 

The chapters are organized as follows: 

https://library.oapen.org/bitstream/handle/20.500.12657/23566/1006579.pdf?sequence=1#page=115
https://d1wqtxts1xzle7.cloudfront.net/81977582/8649540-libre.pdf?1646917293=&response-content-disposition=inline%3B+filename%3DE_Pluribus_Unum_Impact_Entrepreneurship.pdf&Expires=1753803910&Signature=RTnRRwB0DRhVtA0mn7Sl6bsUGq8kEQbw-cBSXq~21fvS~wqxhQPeDOj32T9iUOfrEspHh9G134k6hrY41nKPrh~YwW2vbgdGl76JuZJ03Nten0MW1nMWmPW7wrxxWqPUHbpAXiaXht90CBziGITdTSsYNI6yA6pAG0jysh03DdFZ14cRhU6na0IwO5UGZDgE3BN0CMUgbl7cE2OCTL3sWHOiMdhpj1Rg9yJLfzaySKI~cWdB8lMn-vuFiVObd4pbk2qj~uNFCvIx309je5UyKe~zJ5dWGdUlo7-dQtqfILELt53srGp33wLUBIQUnD8O3hiWbgUWRdqviPnjlo7rRg__&Key-Pair-Id=APKAJLOHF5GGSLRBV4ZA
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S2199853122000142
https://news.un.org/pt/story/2020/09/1727472
https://unsdg.un.org/resources/united-nations-sustainable-development-cooperation-framework-guidance
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 Chapter 1 - Introduces the research problem, conceptual framework, and key literature, 

including a critical review of entrepreneurship as a development strategy and the relevance of 

the SDGs. 

 Chapter 2 - Outlines the research methodology, detailing the data collection tools, sampling 

strategy, SDG-based indicators, and the rationale for combining quantitative and qualitative 

approaches. 

 Chapter 3 - Presents the core empirical findings and is divided into two main analytical 

components: 

o The close-question analysis evaluates the performance of local entrepreneurs across 

selected SDG indicators, comparing their outcomes to national averages and 

identifying areas of convergence or divergence. 

o The open-question analysis explores the perceptions, motivations, and experiences of 

entrepreneurs regarding their roles in social development, environmental protection, 

and economic growth, drawing on narrative and thematic content analysis. 

 Chapter 4 - Offers a synthesis of findings across both analytical dimensions. It identifies key 

patterns, discusses implications, addresses research limitations, and provides evidence-based 

policy recommendations tailored to similar contexts. 

Each chapter begins with a general descriptive text explaining what is covered in that chapter, 

providing context to facilitate reading. This integrated structure supports a multi-dimensional and 

grounded understanding of how entrepreneurship can function as a tool for sustainable development 

in low-resource settings.  

Ultimately, the findings suggest that local entrepreneurship can be a strategic enabler of the SDGs, 

particularly when embedded within inclusive, supportive, and resilient ecosystems. While this thesis is 

grounded in an in-depth case study of São Tomé and Príncipe, the analysis also aims to generate 

insights for other SIDS and developing countries facing similar structural vulnerabilities. In this sense, 

STP serves as an illustrative lens through which broader reflections on entrepreneurship and 

sustainable development can be made. The path to international development may well begin from 

the bottom up, with empowered individuals creating local solutions to global challenges. 

 

 

 

 

Note: Artificial Intelligence applications were employed to support the translation and revision of 

the present text. Also, United Nations materials were used in accordance with established usage 

standards (UN, 2025). 

https://www.un.org/sustainabledevelopment/news/communications-material/
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CHAPTER 1 

1. Literature Review 
This chapter provides a comprehensive and critical review of the existing literature at the intersection 

of entrepreneurship, sustainable development, and the SDGs, with a specific focus on the potential of 

local entrepreneurship to catalyse inclusive and environmentally sustainable development in Small 

Island Developing States (SIDS) focusing on São Tomé and Príncipe reality. Drawing on interdisciplinary 

perspectives from development studies, innovation theory, sustainability science, and institutional 

economics, the chapter outlines both the theoretical underpinnings and empirical evidence that 

inform the research questions of this doctoral thesis. 

The section 1.1 reviews entrepreneurship as a response to grand challenges, highlighting how 

entrepreneurial actors can mobilize local knowledge, resources, and social capital to generate scalable 

solutions to complex problems. The literature underscores the dual potential of entrepreneurship as 

both a driver of innovation and an agent of structural transformation. 

The section 1.2 focus into the specificities of local entrepreneurship, examining its capacity to 

promote territorial development, build resilience, and support bottom-up pathways toward the 

achievement and/or contribution of the SDGs. Emphasis is placed on the differentiated impacts of 

entrepreneurial activity across various domains, social inclusion (people), environmental protection 

(planet), and economic revitalization (prosperity), underscoring its relevance in fragile contexts. 

Subsequently, the chapter in the section 1.3 explores the sustainable development and the 

architecture and relevance of the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development, offering a critical analysis 

of how entrepreneurship intersects with its five foundational pillars: People, Planet, Prosperity, Peace, 

and Partnerships. This section interrogates the extent to which entrepreneurial ecosystems can 

contribute to the localization of the SDGs and identifies key theoretical and empirical gaps in the 

existing literature. 

Finally, in the section 1.4 the chapter contextualizes global debates within the national setting 

of São Tomé and Príncipe, as an SIDS with acute socio-economic vulnerabilities and untapped 

entrepreneurial potential. The national context serves as an empirical grounding for the study, 

providing both the rationale and the comparative lens through which the role of local 

entrepreneurship in advancing sustainable development can be examined. 

Overall, this literature review aims to build a robust conceptual foundation for the thesis by 

identifying the main debates, tensions, and research lacunae in the field. It advances the proposition 

that local entrepreneurship, particularly in fragile and insular states, constitutes a critical but 

underutilized lever for achieving the SDGs, warranting deeper empirical investigation and theoretical 

elaboration. 
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1.1 Entrepreneurship as a solution to grand challenges 
The growing global concern associated with the need to solve transversal problems often referred to 

as grand challenges (Fernhaber & Zou, 2022; Popkova et al., 2022) has been recognised as one of the 

main international efforts to guarantee sustainable development in all its aspects. This effort has led 

to the emergence of various solutions in a wide variety of fields and areas, reflected in the 

identification, adaptation and/or implementation of behaviours that promote progressive practices to 

solve and/or reduce the aforementioned organised problems, defined and compiled in the UN’s  17 

sustainable development goals (2015). One of the practices identified in recent years has been 

entrepreneurship (Dean & McMullen, 2007; Hall et al. 2010; Shepherd & Patzelt, 2011; 

Apostolopoulos, 2018; Sreenivasan & Suresh, 2023) by discovering, creating, innovating and ultimately 

exploiting opportunities, which can be seen as agents of economic growth and means of solving 

environmental and human challenges (Neumann, 2022) and can vary depending on the type of 

purpose between economic, social and environmental development.  

By entrepreneurship, we can consider that it refers to the ability and willingness of individuals 

or groups to identify opportunities, organise resources and innovate to create economic or social 

value, often through the creation of businesses or products (Shane & Venkataraman, 2000; Aldrich, 

2005; Bygrave et al., 2024). Different authors have identified a number of positive factors, including 

the following advantages: 

 Innovation - Entrepreneurs are often driven by the need to innovate, creating new and creative 

solutions to old and emerging problems, this can lead to the development of technologies, 

products and services that address global issues more effectively (Andergassen et al., 2009; Bae 

and Yoo, 2015; Santacreu, 2015) and highlights the importance of fostering both entrepreneurial 

mindset and the ability to innovate for sustained success (Manigandan & Raghuram, 2024). 

 Flexibility and agility - Entrepreneurial companies tend to be more flexible and agile than larger, 

more bureaucratic organisations, they often quickly adjust their strategies and operations to 

respond to changing global needs and opportunities (Zang,2016; Rofiaty, 2022).  

 Focus on real problems - Many entrepreneurs identify real problems in their communities or 

around the world and dedicate themselves to finding practical solutions (Samara & Terzian 2021). 

This can include anything from a lack of access to clean water to quality education and healthcare 

(Santhi & Kumar (2011); Juliana et al (2021)).  

 Job creation - Entrepreneurship create jobs and stimulate local economies (Ajide & Dada, 2023), 

helping to reduce poverty and improve social welfare (Nor, 2023). Small businesses often employ 

people from the community, contributing to local economic development (Kulmie, 2023).  

 Boosting impacts - More and more entrepreneurs are focusing on sustainable practices and social 

impact businesses (Cheng et al., 2021), seeking solutions that not only generate profit, but are also 

https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Stephanie-Fernhaber/publication/361797332_ADVANCING_SOCIETAL_GRAND_CHALLENGE_RESEARCH_AT_THE_INTERFACE_OF_ENTREPRENEURSHIP_AND_INTERNATIONAL_BUSINESS_A_REVIEW_AND_RESEARCH_AGENDA/links/62c5a5e52bdd98698ad8ba04/Advancing-societal-grand-challenge-research-at-the-interface-of-entrepreneurship-and-international-business-A-review-and-research-agenda.pdf
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0160791X21003067?casa_token=m7sa4Ox8kbQAAAAA:FhYioEi8fFXMRejwTuvyP8ZLh9K9GnyPUQkTDicFAEk1JkuyZyhNxB8LxFrRINaaufexTIluNw
http://www.cma-lifelonglearning.org/lll/wp-content/uploads/2015/001%20Transforming%20our%20world%20Agenda%20Sustainable%20Development%202030%20EngFreSpa%20AEL%20151004.doc
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0883902605000777
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0883902610000200
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Holger-Patzelt/publication/227921386_The_New_Field_of_Sustainable_Entrepreneurship_Studying_Entrepreneurial_Action_Linking_What_Is_to_Be_Sustained_With_What_Is_to_Be_Developed/links/56cc4c7508ae96cdd071aa0b/The-New-Field-of-Sustainable-Entrepreneurship-Studying-Entrepreneurial-Action-Linking-What-Is-to-Be-Sustained-With-What-Is-to-Be-Developed.pdf?_sg%5B0%5D=started_experiment_milestone&origin=journalDetail&_rtd=e30%3D
https://cronfa.swan.ac.uk/Record/cronfa44767/Details
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S2949736123000313
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0959652622038896
https://www.sjsu.edu/people/john.estill/courses/158-s15/The%20Promise%20of%20Entrepreneurship%20as%20a%20Field%20of%20Study.pdf
https://books.google.pt/books?hl=pt-PT&lr=&id=bNgjEQAAQBAJ&oi=fnd&pg=PA2&dq=entrepreneurship&ots=Tr4SgpxXu2&sig=7qwzLW9wctP3Nw483t4BvAZ1-6A&redir_esc=y#v=onepage&q=entrepreneurship&f=false
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S030590062100091X?casa_token=ehjP-prcrxsAAAAA:rGRZkCXzvCQjh4zlMpqY8GvdTVCuK7uRdVk9rGy92tt7eF_sk0JA6MAFqeMdVOtwA0O_O0DrVQ#bib0020
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S030590062100091X?casa_token=ehjP-prcrxsAAAAA:rGRZkCXzvCQjh4zlMpqY8GvdTVCuK7uRdVk9rGy92tt7eF_sk0JA6MAFqeMdVOtwA0O_O0DrVQ#bib0030
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S030590062100091X?casa_token=ehjP-prcrxsAAAAA:rGRZkCXzvCQjh4zlMpqY8GvdTVCuK7uRdVk9rGy92tt7eF_sk0JA6MAFqeMdVOtwA0O_O0DrVQ#bib0030
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S030590062100091X?casa_token=ehjP-prcrxsAAAAA:rGRZkCXzvCQjh4zlMpqY8GvdTVCuK7uRdVk9rGy92tt7eF_sk0JA6MAFqeMdVOtwA0O_O0DrVQ#bib0190
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S030590062100091X?casa_token=ehjP-prcrxsAAAAA:rGRZkCXzvCQjh4zlMpqY8GvdTVCuK7uRdVk9rGy92tt7eF_sk0JA6MAFqeMdVOtwA0O_O0DrVQ#bib0190
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0019850116300220?via%3Dihub
https://journal.unesa.ac.id/index.php/bisma/article/view/19574
https://library.oapen.org/bitstream/handle/20.500.12657/43282/2021_Book_DigitalEntrepreneurship.pdf?sequence=1#page=295
https://d1wqtxts1xzle7.cloudfront.net/54529862/Entrepreneurship_Challenges_and_Opportunities_in_India-libre.pdf?1506345370=&response-content-disposition=inline%3B+filename%3DEntrepreneurship_Challenges_and_Opportun.pdf&Expires=1721074184&Signature=gXPSbQNKUENZ3AcOkc2-vf3kk3SUjXe0a8QjNCu~Jv~WeLuokKKSnztoeYpO9ru9ThayxJp-hulU-M~dEE0zldBgo4NWOO98i31gORR9qh8Ca-Qb6ul1zkiTIvzYGWV0d9KD1QtHiuz1f9Mws9ycUvfyfqWFqzZGjqJ8aMoBrvtOyXTgxke1n82B7r~569ptr8KdwQzIr1TKTI-93wD~YugnDdFmS81qXCb~UNC9EhMUvVdzeQHgRxkQI87Aa7CksiOaqd4pccP65GxD8M1fMRjZ3W0SCIO42E9edK6W9rBpmRhltDBIgn6JtB2e-wuyJ4F9DdR2Ii363PDkhy4hRQ__&Key-Pair-Id=APKAJLOHF5GGSLRBV4ZA
https://www.scirp.org/journal/paperinformation?paperid=110573
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1002/pop4.368
https://ccsenet.org/journal/index.php/ijbm/article/view/0/48413
https://d1wqtxts1xzle7.cloudfront.net/107869530/655f546f6e0dc-libre.pdf?1701027580=&response-content-disposition=inline%3B+filename%3DEntrepreneurship_Training_Job_Creation_a.pdf&Expires=1723058342&Signature=hRqdLKsKgB6rnPVymSiWtBTExv20nzu-NPYvqAYbjy0NNfVo5JUoYZhl0Bq~Ifk1Ug7SDPQ2FpjJLe1QxPhrdRBWJcsPsoQlqQrk~K-9~8C6i8rpTyT3Vk2InHdmj4~2jSbplXgF4u1ssdRrfGzmjKLHzJTqjks97UNz8VsS0bNlJeizB~qVxiv9S14fBd6xcQHeQiyFQT5skpk~2IugXZ3i33SOuwfjPliEFD9JhBPNxGkvPakL9oxdOo3YwYAdoIn6gb-7hqkfk57WmFGNYUi6M9Lv6vD4z0LCqpx6H8HlS5lXJcOj8NVfGQ-ELD5Jz0xU4gKpLYjNtdyHOOEgJA__&Key-Pair-Id=APKAJLOHF5GGSLRBV4ZA
https://lutpub.lut.fi/bitstream/handle/10024/161743/cheng_et_al_how_do_technological_aam.pdf?sequence=1
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beneficial to the environment and society (Li  et al., 2022). Social entrepreneurship tackles both 

social and environmental issues through inclusive business models because creates opportunities 

for people with disabilities, highlighting the interconnectedness of social inclusion and sustainable 

development (Nguyen et al., 2024). Mishra et al. (2024) highlight the role of environmental values 

in driving green entrepreneurial intentions, suggesting that it fostering these values can promote 

more sustainable business practices. 

 Empowerment and inclusion – Is a powerful force for empowering young and/or marginalised 

groups and promote social inclusion (Baxter et al., 2014). Women, young people and minorities 

often find entrepreneurship as a way of overcoming barriers (Adegun, 2013) and contribute 

positively to their communities (Omeje et al., 2020). Education and financial support significantly 

boost women’s entrepreneurial intentions, highlighting the need to empower women to be 

independent rather than dependent on government or social support (Hossain et al., 2024). 

Research by Freiha and Sassine (2024) highlights how organizational justice impacts workplace 

outcomes, suggesting that fair treatment and support can boost employee commitment and 

positive behaviours. 

 Scalability and policies - Solutions developed by entrepreneurs are scaled up to achieve greater 

impact (Henrekson & Stenkula, 2016). Effective technologies and business models can be adapted 

and implemented in different geographical and cultural contexts (Dias et al., 2023).   

 Partnerships and collaborations - Entrepreneurs often form partnerships with governments, NGOs 

and other companies to maximise the impact of their initiatives (Klein et al., 2013). These 

collaborations can leverage additional resources and expertise, increasing the effectiveness of the 

proposed solutions (Xing et al., 2018). 

 Attracting investment - Startups and innovative companies have the ability to attract venture 

capital investments, social investors and philanthropists who are willing to fund initiatives that 

promise to solve critical problems on a global scale (Honjo & Nakamura, 2020). 

 Consumer behaviour - Research indicates that consumers value significantly influence sustainable 

purchasing and how factors like environmental attitude and concern mediate this relationship, 

impacting the demand for eco-friendly products and highlighting the role of consumer behaviour 

in environmental protection (Mishra & Barik, 2025).  

 Problem-solving culture - The entrepreneurial spirit fosters a culture of problem-solving and 

resilience, because entrepreneurs have to identify challenges, seek solutions and persist in the 

face of obstacles, an essential mindset for tackling global problems (Garba, 2010).  

These advantages are changing over time, as is the concept of entrepreneurship itself, which 

is related to the evolution of mentality, creativity and innovation towards a paradigm shift to respond 

https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychology/articles/10.3389/fpsyg.2022.925768/full
https://www.inderscience.com/info/inarticle.php?artid=142635
https://www.inderscience.com/offers.php?id=137826&o=2&jid=368&is=
https://www.emerald.com/insight/content/doi/10.1108/S1479-3679(2013)0000023010/full/html
https://journals.co.za/doi/abs/10.10520/EJC145165
https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/10.1177/2158244020982996
https://www.inderscience.com/info/inarticle.php?artid=139473
https://www.inderscience.com/info/inarticle.php?artid=130038
https://scholar.google.com/scholar_lookup?&title=Understanding%20entrepreneurship%3A%20definition%2C%20function%20and%20policy&publication_year=2016&author=Henrekson%2CM&author=Stenkula%2CM
https://repositorio.iscte-iul.pt/bitstream/10071/22414/1/article_81195.pdf
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Joseph-Mahoney-3/publication/264372977_Capabilities_and_Strategic_Entrepreneurship_in_Public_Organizations/links/5c1dd2cb299bf12be391437b/Capabilities-and-Strategic-Entrepreneurship-in-Public-Organizations.pdf
https://centaur.reading.ac.uk/81586/3/Local%20Government%20as%20Institutional%20Entrepreneur_accepted%20version%20201801_BJM_final.pdf
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S092214252030013X
https://www.inderscience.com/offers.php?id=145252
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Abubakar-Garba/publication/228618193_Refocusing_Education_System_towards_Entrepreneurship_Development_in_Nigeria_a_Tool_for_Poverty_Eradication/links/563c678308ae34e98c4924a2/Refocusing-Education-System-towards-Entrepreneurship-Development-in-Nigeria-a-Tool-for-Poverty-Eradication.pdf
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to the progress of change and adaptation to environmental alterations associated with local presence 

and focused on a single problem (Rofiaty, 2022).  

Despite the numerous benefits highlighted, several authors warn of structural limitations of 

entrepreneurship as an engine of development. In contexts marked by informality, as in many 

developing economies, entrepreneurial activity can perpetuate social and economic inequalities, 

especially when entrepreneurs operate outside formal labour, tax or legal protection systems (Naudé, 

2011; Williams & Youssef, 2014). Similarly, micro and small enterprises, although essential for the 

survival of families and communities, rarely achieve sufficient scale to generate significant 

macroeconomic impacts or to alter structural dynamics of poverty and exclusion (Ketchen & Ireland, 

2013). Thus, there is a risk of overvaluing entrepreneurship as a single solution to complex challenges, 

when it often depends on adequate public policies and institutional infrastructure to produce 

sustainable results. 

Another critical point of debate concerns the dilemma between economic growth and 

environmental sustainability. While entrepreneurship is often promoted as a way to reconcile 

economic development and environmental responsibility, in practice, not all business models follow 

this path. Many enterprises continue to adopt practices geared primarily towards rapid growth, even 

at the expense of intensive exploitation of natural resources or precarious working conditions (Hahn 

et al., 2015). This paradox reflects the tension between the imperative to generate economic value 

and the need to respect environmental and social limits, raising questions about the extent to which 

entrepreneurship alone can fully align with the Sustainable Development Goals. 

Furthermore, the positive impact of entrepreneurship varies according to the type of sector, 

market and level of global integration. Social and sustainable enterprises, for example, face difficulties 

in attracting capital and competing with traditional profit-driven companies, which limits their ability 

to scale up solutions (Dacin et al., 2010). Dependence on external investment or donor support can 

also create vulnerabilities, making it difficult to build autonomous development trajectories (Branzei 

et al., 2018). For these reasons, the critical literature suggests that entrepreneurship should be 

analysed in conjunction with institutional, political and cultural factors, recognising that it does not 

always produce equitable and sustainable effects on a large scale. 

 

1.2 Local Entrepreneurship 
Among the various possible actions of entrepreneurship with impact, local entrepreneurship emerges 

as a means of changing realities through the dynamism associated with the creation of individual 

and/or collective local businesses/projects (Fini et al., 2018). Local entrepreneurship is understood to 

be the set of entrepreneurial initiatives that take place within a specific community, usually involving 

small and medium-sized enterprises that seek to promote sustainable economic development while 

https://journal.unesa.ac.id/index.php/bisma/article/view/19574
https://www.econstor.eu/bitstream/10419/45166/1/616078927.pdf
https://www.econstor.eu/bitstream/10419/45166/1/616078927.pdf
https://eprints.whiterose.ac.uk/id/eprint/87290/1/WRRO_87290.pdf
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0883902613000499
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0883902613000499
https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/S10551-014-2047-5
https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/S10551-014-2047-5
https://dhriiti.com/wp-content/uploads/2017/11/SE-why-we-dont-need-a-new-theory.pdf
https://d1wqtxts1xzle7.cloudfront.net/76392573/AMBPP.2017-libre.pdf?1639578043=&response-content-disposition=inline%3B+filename%3DThe_Opportunity_not_Taken_Entrepreneursh.pdf&Expires=1755718543&Signature=NNgfCP8YylbquzdNlvLnU5x86ppPjpv8qPJgylV6w9EvrV57ChgqI3~6fV8dk3zxrt3JO5zZcLwrJEMEZVgdxLhGFHriZOmoMR-rlf3xO3J9Jtwwi48LP3Y8Vt9KEh-e8F4sVhF0NhQQm4SdFCVH5UOUFcVDkxhSKtWXvz0XFZn9s2CAy~kv5~3Q3qfpgeLAsWFA37Ls2FsE1rPcYTMrIkncN9MMjhcIFG4Il6uln4R~zE8MHuZdzX81rSIyu-OXdCv56PzPopJ2W4GJj4XjhVvsXzmJcdtp7Af3ULjmAQGQTK18ueuGOBruCkUR0H3JZyAV6lBBCclQlFl0R4hIsQ__&Key-Pair-Id=APKAJLOHF5GGSLRBV4ZA
https://d1wqtxts1xzle7.cloudfront.net/76392573/AMBPP.2017-libre.pdf?1639578043=&response-content-disposition=inline%3B+filename%3DThe_Opportunity_not_Taken_Entrepreneursh.pdf&Expires=1755718543&Signature=NNgfCP8YylbquzdNlvLnU5x86ppPjpv8qPJgylV6w9EvrV57ChgqI3~6fV8dk3zxrt3JO5zZcLwrJEMEZVgdxLhGFHriZOmoMR-rlf3xO3J9Jtwwi48LP3Y8Vt9KEh-e8F4sVhF0NhQQm4SdFCVH5UOUFcVDkxhSKtWXvz0XFZn9s2CAy~kv5~3Q3qfpgeLAsWFA37Ls2FsE1rPcYTMrIkncN9MMjhcIFG4Il6uln4R~zE8MHuZdzX81rSIyu-OXdCv56PzPopJ2W4GJj4XjhVvsXzmJcdtp7Af3ULjmAQGQTK18ueuGOBruCkUR0H3JZyAV6lBBCclQlFl0R4hIsQ__&Key-Pair-Id=APKAJLOHF5GGSLRBV4ZA
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Riccardo-Fini/publication/323741977_Rethinking_the_Commercialization_of_Public_Science_From_Entrepreneurial_Outcomes_to_Societal_Impacts/links/5ad8565faca272fdaf8038dc/Rethinking-the-Commercialization-of-Public-Science-From-Entrepreneurial-Outcomes-to-Societal-Impacts.pdf
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utilising local resources and aligning themselves with the needs and characteristics of the region 

(Anderson, 2000; Audretsch & Thurik, 2001). Local entrepreneurship refers also to the creation and 

management of businesses developed by individuals or groups within a specific community, aimed at 

meeting local needs and promoting territorial development (Buratti et al., 2022 ).  

Entrepreneurship typologies include traditional, profit-oriented, social, focused on solving 

community problems, impact and sustainable, which incorporates environmental and social concerns 

into economic activity (Ratten, 2023 ). Regardless of the type, local entrepreneurs act as agents of 

change, identifying opportunities, mobilizing resources and implementing solutions adapted to the 

context in which they live (Prokopenko, 2024). In the context of local development, they play a 

fundamental role in generating employment, boosting local economies and strengthening social 

capital, helping to reduce regional inequalities and promote social cohesion (Manning & Vavilov, 2023). 

In recent years, the literature has recognized the transformative potential of entrepreneurship 

to promote sustainable development (Liguori & Bendickson, 2020). Sustainable entrepreneurship 

integrates environmental and social concerns into economic activity, acting as a mechanism for 

responsible innovation (Rosário et al., 2022). Studies show that local entrepreneurs are in a privileged 

position to respond to complex challenges specific to their communities, promoting solutions adapted 

to the territory, with positive impacts in multiple dimensions (Kim & Kim, 2022). On the economic side, 

they create jobs and boost local production chains (Kurpayanidi, 2022 ), on the social side, they 

promote inclusion, education and equity (Anh et al., 2022 ), and on the environmental, they adopt 

conscious practices and use resources efficiently (Ahmad et al., 2022 ) among other impacts. Social 

and environmental entrepreneurship, in particular, has gained prominence as a strategic tool for 

achieving the SDGs, by combining social impact, economic viability and ecological awareness 

(Sreenivasan & Suresh, 2023).  

In Small Island Developing States (SIDS), such as São Tomé and Príncipe, entrepreneurship 

takes on particular characteristics due to structural limitations of scale, external dependence and 

vulnerability to environmental and economic shocks (UN-OHRLLS, 2015; Briguglio, 2016). Compared 

to larger countries, opportunities for productive diversification are more limited, which accentuates 

the role of local entrepreneurship as a driver of livelihoods and adaptive innovation (Baldacchino, 

2017). In this context, the informal economy is highly relevant, functioning as a network of social and 

economic resilience, but also raising challenges related to job insecurity, lack of regulation and limited 

access to formal financing (Williams & Kedir, 2018). In São Tomé and Príncipe, the predominance of 

the informal sector suggests that understanding entrepreneurial dynamics requires looking not only at 

formalised initiatives, but also at everyday practices that contribute to family livelihoods and economic 

circulation. Thus, analysing local entrepreneurship in SIDS allows us to question the balance between 

https://rgu-repository.worktribe.com/preview/299252/ANDERSON%202015%20The%20economic%20reification%20of%20entrepreneurship.pdf
https://www.econstor.eu/bitstream/10419/85927/1/01074.pdf
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/08985626.2022.2047797
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/full/10.1002/joe.22217
https://ees-journal.com/index.php/journal/article/view/246
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0048733323000793
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/26437015.2020.1827900
https://www.mdpi.com/2071-1050/14/9/5556
https://journals.aom.org/doi/abs/10.5465/amj.2018.0041
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Konstantin-Kurpayanidi/publication/365455260_INSTITUTIONAL_CONDITIONS_FOR_THE_DEVELOPMENT_OF_ENTREPRENEURSHIP_IN_THE_CONTEXT_OF_THE_TRANSFORMATION_OF_THE_NATIONAL_ECONOMY/links/64ae38098de7ed28ba9211e7/INSTITUTIONAL-CONDITIONS-FOR-THE-DEVELOPMENT-OF-ENTREPRENEURSHIP-IN-THE-CONTEXT-OF-THE-TRANSFORMATION-OF-THE-NATIONAL-ECONOMY.pdf
https://www.inderscienceonline.com/doi/abs/10.1504/IJESB.2022.120553
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0959652622043712
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S2949736123000313
https://sustainabledevelopment.un.org/content/documents/2189SIDS-IN-NUMBERS-CLIMATE-CHANGE-EDITION_2015.pdf
https://www.um.edu.mt/library/oar/bitstream/123456789/100332/1/Briguglio_Moncada_2022_Small%20states%20Vulnerability%20and%20Resilience.pdf
https://api.taylorfrancis.com/content/books/mono/download?identifierName=doi&identifierValue=10.4324/9781315764528&type=googlepdf
https://api.taylorfrancis.com/content/books/mono/download?identifierName=doi&identifierValue=10.4324/9781315764528&type=googlepdf
https://eprints.whiterose.ac.uk/id/eprint/127629/5/williams%20formatted-1.pdf
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informality, innovation and sustainable development, highlighting the need for inclusive policies that 

value the diversity of entrepreneurial forms. 

 

1.3 Sustainable Development and the SDGs  
The concept of sustainable development, consolidated by the Brundtland Report (1987), refers 

to development that meets present needs without compromising the ability of future generations to 

meet their own needs. This paradigm is based on three interconnected dimensions: social, economic 

and environmental, as represented in the pillars of the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) of the 

2030 Agenda (UN, 2015). The social dimension is associated with inclusion, equity and quality of life, 

the economic dimension with growth, innovation and stability, and the environmental dimension with 

the preservation of ecosystems and responsible use of natural resources (Fu et al., 2019). The 

interdependence between these dimensions means that actions in one of them have an impact on the 

others, requiring integrated approaches (Lusseau & Mancini, 2019 ). The interactions of the three 

dimensions are Eco-Economy (for the environmental and economic), Socio-Environmental, (for social 

and environmental), and Social Economy, (for Social and Economy), and combine all in the sustainable 

development (Redclift, 1991). 

In this context, the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs), established by the United Nations 

in 2015 as part of the 2030 Agenda, constitute a widely recognized normative and operational 

framework to guide policies, practices and initiatives aimed at equitable, inclusive and environmentally 

responsible development (Weiland et al., 2021 ). The 17 SDGs are organized along five central 

thematic/dimensions/areas, known as the "5 Ps" of sustainable development: People, Planet , 

Prosperity, Peace and Partnerships, which synthesize the fundamental dimensions of sustainability 

(UN, 2015). The aggregation of the SDGs into the three pillars of sustainable development reflects this 

interconnection, reinforcing the importance of strategies that simultaneously address equity, 

prosperity and environmental sustainability (Fu et al., 2020). While organisations, authors, and 

countries vary in how they categorise the 17 SDGs within the five pillars, they agree that these pillars 

nonetheless serve as a common framework for structuring Common Country Assessments (CCAs), 

Voluntary National Reviews (VNRs), as well as various policies, strategies, programmes, and reports 

(Tremblay et al., 2020). 

 For this study, since it has a focus to highlight the local entrepreneurship as an solution for 

the grand challenges it will consider the organization of the SDGs per P, according with the  

“Municipalities and the Sustainable Development Goals: Local Action Manual for Global 

Transformation” of IMVF (IMVF, 2020), due to its relevance in the Portuguese national context, as it is 

a reference document for the local implementation of the SDGs in Portugal and in Portuguese-speaking 

countries, such as STP. Prepared by recognised entities in this area, it clearly presents the division of 

https://d1wqtxts1xzle7.cloudfront.net/95841313/BrundtlandReport-libre.pdf?1671133578=&response-content-disposition=inline%3B+filename%3DReport_of_the_World_Commission_on_Enviro.pdf&Expires=1746207560&Signature=ONgtcHCt~d7boyaU1G0dzGruDUcC1SgVlRysuzvLPtjMVsYQYQpmHAFYOncTrU9m2S~ol-l2fbfeefXikfdeXbUwOpQ3U2LdhPRQ15xQMHD6-iUgzQBvMngE5ZETTRIQYFVbu-RGwiOjgRWibdZou1D5o1sNzSUAR9Ud6bOqfJ~tCi9lz2CKm8mB9vwM~ZPI3NT~uZ78s8gNAOQlFGmIeSjcpnEYE7h7moVJ5FCWTjxRAxdzXgB7Rgr8qls41MFGhfEJn4RZDMq0bwMBVTHut3rftnOF1qHDMJfAHUp5TGwJVuq~CjJt-xdrqnbXOTxy9YhETCYwKDMM8g9hZhu07w__&Key-Pair-Id=APKAJLOHF5GGSLRBV4ZA
https://sdgs.un.org/2030agenda
https://academic.oup.com/nsr/article/6/3/386/5381567
https://www.nature.com/articles/s41893-019-0231-4
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/20436564.1991.12452296
https://www.cogitatiopress.com/politicsandgovernance/article/view/4191
https://sdgs.un.org/2030agenda
https://academic.oup.com/nsr/article/7/5/838/5809982
https://constellation.uqac.ca/id/eprint/5815/1/Tremblay_2020_SDG_interactions_analysis_5P_maintext_figures.pdf
https://rumoa2030.pt/wp-content/uploads/2020/06/AF_IMVF-Manual-ODS.pdf
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the SDGs into the 5 Ps and promotes the practical application of the 2030 Agenda at the municipal 

level, while aligning with international guidelines (figure 1.1). It therefore constitutes an appropriate 

scientific and methodological basis for academic work focused on the implementation of the SDGs in 

local contexts. With this the People axis includes SDGs 1, 2, 3, 4 and 5 aimed at eradicating poverty, 

food security, access to health and quality education, as well as promoting gender equality. The Planet 

axis includes SDGs 6, 12, 13, 14 and 15, aimed at conserving natural resources, mitigating climate 

change and the sustainable management of terrestrial and marine ecosystems. The Prosperity axis, in 

turn, covers SDGs 7, 8, 9, 10 and 11, which emphasize inclusive economic growth, innovation, reducing 

inequalities and promoting sustainable cities. The Peace axis is represented by SDG 16, which aims to 

strengthen effective, transparent and accountable institutions and promote peaceful and inclusive 

societies. Finally, the Partnerships axis corresponds to SDG 17, which underlines the need for 

international cooperation and multisectoral synergies for the effective implementation of the 2030 

Agenda.  

 

 

Each of the 17 SDGs is broken down into a set of specific goals, called targets, totaling 169 for 

the agenda as a whole (UN, 2015). These targets represent concrete commitments to be achieved 

within the established timeframe, often expressed in a quantifiable or verifiable way. To monitor 

progress towards these commitments, the UN has established a system of statistical indicators, which 

Figure 1.1 - Alignment of the SDGs with the 5 Ps 
Source – UNPD, 2016 

https://unstats.un.org/sdgs/files/meetings/iaeg-sdgs-meeting-02/Outcomes/Agenda%20Item%204%20-%20Review%20of%20proposed%20indicators%20-%202%20Nov%202015.pdf
https://www.local2030.org/library/348/3/Guia-para-el-capacitador-Primer-Modulo-de-Capacitacion-sobre-Localizacion-de-los-ODS.pdf
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currently comprises more than 244 global indicators, however, since nine indicators repeat under two 

or three different targets (see below), the actual total number of individual indicators in the list is 232. 

These indicators play a crucial role in operationalizing the SDGs by enabling systematic monitoring, 

international comparability and evidence-based guidance for the formulation of public policies and 

organizational strategies. 

In light of this framework, entrepreneurship can be analysed as an agent for implementing the 

SDGs, contributing transversally to multiple goals by generating innovative, scalable and 

contextualized solutions (Sreenivasan & Suresh, 2023). Their ability to intervene simultaneously in 

economic, social and environmental dimensions is in line with the integrated and indivisible nature of 

the SDGs, reinforcing the role of local actors and the private sector in achieving truly sustainable 

development (Del-Aguila-Arcentales et al., 2022 ). 

Despite its global legitimacy, the 2030 Agenda has been widely criticized for the slow pace of 

implementation and the uneven progress across regions and countries. Many SIDS and least developed 

countries remain heavily dependent on external financing and international aid, which raises concerns 

about the long-term sustainability and local ownership of SDG initiatives (Fukuda-Parr & McNeill, 2019; 

UN, 2022). Furthermore, scholars have noted the risk of “SDG washing,” where governments, 

corporations, or organizations symbolically adopt the language of the SDGs without introducing 

substantial changes in practices or policies (Bexell & Jönsson, 2019). These critiques highlight the 

tension between the global, top-down framing of the Agenda and the practical need for bottom-up, 

context-sensitive approaches that account for local priorities, knowledge, and institutional capacities 

(Graute, 2016; Georgeson & Maslin, 2018). The debate over SDG localization thus emphasizes the 

importance of enabling municipalities, civil society, and grassroots entrepreneurs to actively shape the 

agenda, ensuring that its targets are not only formally endorsed but also effectively translated into 

transformative action at the community level. 

 

1.3.1 Entrepreneurship for the People dimension 
Entrepreneurship has traditionally been recognized as an economic growth and innovation catalyst. 

However, its pivotal role in driving social development is now gaining significant attention (Urbano et 

al., 2019). By utilizing local knowledge, networks, and resources, entrepreneurs enhance economic 

resilience, strengthen social infrastructure, and promote inclusive development (Ribeiro-Soriano, 

2017). They create jobs, drive innovation, and empower communities, making entrepreneurship a vital 

tool for addressing social disparities and fostering societal progress (Yani & Ausat, 2024). 

Entrepreneurial activities often address the immediate socio-economic needs of local 

communities while creating opportunities for employment and innovation (Toxirovna, 2024). This is 

https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S2949736123000313
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S2199853122000142
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/full/10.1111/1758-5899.12604
https://digitallibrary.un.org/record/3980029?v=pdf
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/pdf/10.1080/08039410.2016.1252424
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/00343404.2016.1161740
https://rgs-ibg.onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/pdfdirect/10.1002/geo2.49
https://durham-repository.worktribe.com/preview/1332729/24698.pdf
https://durham-repository.worktribe.com/preview/1332729/24698.pdf
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/full/10.1080/08985626.2016.1255438
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/full/10.1080/08985626.2016.1255438
https://journal.literasisainsnusantara.com/index.php/tirakat/article/view/236
https://sirpublishers.org/index.php/jomb/article/view/558
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particularly impactful in rural and underserved areas, where entrepreneurial initiatives often bridge 

gaps in public services and infrastructure (Henderson, 2002; Ajide, 2020; Robertson, et al 2020). 

At the same time social entrepreneurship, a specialized form of local entrepreneurship, aims 

to tackle societal challenges such as inequality, unemployment, and limited access to essential services 

(Phillips et al., 2015; Phan Tan, 2022). With this, social entrepreneurs establish ventures that prioritize 

social value over profit, addressing systemic issues through innovative solutions (Mair & Marti 2006). 

For instance, initiatives focusing on marginalized groups, such as women (Assaf, A. 2024), youth (Ong, 

2021), and people with disabilities (Ortiz, 2021), not only create economic opportunities but also 

promote social inclusion and cohesion (Sundin, 2011). 

Additionally, local entrepreneurship plays a vital role in preserving and promoting cultural 

heritage (Brinia et al., 2024). Entrepreneurs leverage traditional knowledge and local resources to 

develop businesses that celebrate (Mars, 2022) and sustain cultural identities (Cohen & Winn, 2007). 

This is particularly relevant in regions with rich cultural histories, where entrepreneurship can serve as 

a bridge between modernization and heritage preservation (Lyon & Sepulveda, 2009). 

Despite its potential, the impact of local entrepreneurship on social development faces significant 

challenges, such as limited access to capital (Odeyeme et al., 2024), inadequate infrastructure (Ratten, 

2023), and unsupportive policy environments can hinder the growth and influence of local businesses 

(Bruton et al., 2010). Moreover, while entrepreneurship can promote inclusivity, uneven access to 

entrepreneurial opportunities may inadvertently reinforce social inequalities (Welter et al., 2017). 

However, the understanding of how local entrepreneurial initiatives can address grand societal 

challenges, often framed through frameworks like the UN Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs), it’s 

not clear, creating the opportunity of studying more the real impact of local entrepreneurs on solving 

local problems that are a world concern. Among the 17 SDGs identified (2015), the social dimension 

encompasses goals aimed at promoting equity, justice, and well-being, such as eradicating poverty, 

ensuring quality education, achieving gender equality, and reducing inequalities, and can be 

represented by: 

 SDG 1 No Poverty - Aims to eradicate poverty in all forms by 2030, focusing on income 

deprivation, access to basic services, and resilience to shocks. Key strategies include social 

protection systems, equitable resource access, and climate adaptation. 

 SDG 2 Zero Hunger - Seeks to end hunger and malnutrition while promoting sustainable 

agriculture. Targets include improving food access, doubling small-scale farmers” productivity, 

and enhancing agricultural resilience. 

 SDG 3 Good Health and Well-Being - Focuses on reducing preventable diseases, improving 

healthcare access, and addressing health disparities. Goals include lowering maternal and child 

mortality and combating epidemics. 

https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/abs/10.1177/0891242409350917
https://www.worldscientific.com/doi/abs/10.1142/S1084946720500156
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0038012119304653
https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/abs/10.1177/1059601114560063
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/full/10.1080/23311975.2022.2124594
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S1090951605000544
https://www.pjlss.edu.pk/pdf_files/2024_1/4993-5009.pdf
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/17516234.2020.1815274
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/17516234.2020.1815274
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychology/articles/10.3389/fpsyg.2021.699833/full
https://www.emerald.com/insight/content/doi/10.1108/17506201111156689/full/html
https://www.mdpi.com/2071-1050/16/13/5459
https://www.mdpi.com/2071-1050/14/24/16744
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0883902605000571
https://www.emerald.com/insight/content/doi/10.1108/17508610910956426/full/html
https://fepbl.com/index.php/ijmer/article/view/874
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/full/10.1002/joe.22217
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/full/10.1002/joe.22217
https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/abs/10.1111/j.1540-6520.2010.00390.x
https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/full/10.1111/etap.12258
http://www.cma-lifelonglearning.org/lll/wp-content/uploads/2015/001%20Transforming%20our%20world%20Agenda%20Sustainable%20Development%202030%20EngFreSpa%20AEL%20151004.doc
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 SDG 4 Quality Education - Ensures inclusive, equitable education and lifelong learning 

opportunities. It targets eliminating education disparities and promoting global citizenship. 

 SDG 5 Gender Equality - Aims to empower women and girls by eliminating discrimination, 

violence, and harmful practices while ensuring equal opportunities in leadership, education, 

and healthcare. 

These SDGs are essential for fostering social development by addressing critical issues such as 

poverty, inequality, education, health, and gender equity. They aim to create inclusive societies where 

everyone has access to opportunities, resources, and services necessary for a dignified life. By 

prioritizing social justice, equality, and empowerment, these goals lay the foundation for resilient and 

cohesive communities, ensuring a fairer and more equitable future for generations to come. 

 

1.3.2 Entrepreneurship for the Planet dimension 
Entrepreneurship plays a pivotal role in advancing environmental protection by fostering 

innovative approaches that align economic development with ecological sustainability. Environmental 

protection, as defined by Morelli (2011), is a condition of balance, resilience, and interconnectedness 

that enables human society to meet its needs without surpassing the regenerative capacity of 

ecosystems or diminishing biological diversity. Within this framework, entrepreneurship has 

increasingly shifted towards sustainable practices that integrate ecological considerations into 

business models, emphasizing the need to create long-term value beyond financial profit (Cheng et al., 

2021). 

Sustainable entrepreneurship, also referred to as “ecopreneurship” or “green 

entrepreneurship,” represents a critical mechanism through which economic activity and ecological 

stewardship are reconciled. By integrating sustainability into their value propositions, entrepreneurs 

are not only responding to market demand for environmentally responsible products and services but 

are also proactively contributing to systemic change (Li et al., 2022). This includes the promotion of 

renewable energy technologies, circular economy initiatives, and low-carbon innovations that directly 

mitigate environmental degradation (Haldar, 2019). 

A key positive impact of entrepreneurship in this dimension is its capacity to accelerate the 

transition towards sustainable production and consumption systems. Entrepreneurs act as change 

agents who disrupt conventional business models by introducing resource-efficient technologies, 

reducing waste, and promoting sustainable supply chains (Dean & McMullen, 2007). Such 

entrepreneurial activities contribute to decoupling economic growth from ecological harm, thereby 

advancing the principles of sustainable development (Schaltegger & Wagner, 2011). 

Moreover, entrepreneurial ventures frequently operate as experimental platforms for 

ecological innovation, enabling the testing and scaling of solutions that traditional industries may be 

https://repository.rit.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1007&context=jes
https://lutpub.lut.fi/bitstream/handle/10024/161743/cheng_et_al_how_do_technological_aam.pdf?sequence=1
https://lutpub.lut.fi/bitstream/handle/10024/161743/cheng_et_al_how_do_technological_aam.pdf?sequence=1
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychology/articles/10.3389/fpsyg.2022.925768/full
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/abs/10.1002/csr.1763
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0883902605000777
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/abs/10.1002/bse.682
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reluctant to adopt. This agility allows entrepreneurs to respond rapidly to environmental challenges, 

from climate change mitigation to biodiversity conservation (Cohen & Winn, 2007). Importantly, 

sustainable entrepreneurship fosters a cultural shift towards environmental responsibility, 

demonstrating that profitability and ecological care are not mutually exclusive but can be mutually 

reinforcing. 

However, despite this trend, gaps persist in both the scholarly and empirical understanding of 

the relationship between entrepreneurship and environmental sustainability. Many existing studies 

emphasize conceptual frameworks or isolated case studies but fail to provide robust, data-driven 

analyses that establish causal links or measurable outcomes (Lejuste et al., 2024). This is particularly 

true in low-income or fragile contexts where environmental entrepreneurship is under-researched, 

under-supported, and often constrained by systemic challenges such as low digitalization, lack of 

training, and infrastructure deficits. As Lejuste et al. (2024) point out, many local businesses struggle 

with both digital and ecological transitions, limiting their capacity to innovate and contribute 

meaningfully to sustainability goals. 

Another significant research gap is geographic. Much of the literature is concentrated in high-

income or industrialized regions, with limited studies addressing entrepreneurship’s role in 

environmental protection in Small Island Developing States (SIDS) and other vulnerable contexts (Riti, 

et al., 2015). This lack of localized insight inhibits the formulation of tailored strategies that could 

amplify the environmental impact of entrepreneurial activity in regions most at risk from ecological 

degradation. 

The environmental dimension, more fully defined as environmental protection, includes: 

 SDG 6 Drinking Water and Sanitation - aims to ensure universal access to safe drinking water 

and sanitation by 2030.  

 SDG 12 Responsible Consumption and Production - emphasizes the critical role of 

entrepreneurial innovation in transitioning to sustainable patterns of production 

and consumption. 

 SDG 13 Climate Action - focuses on urgent global action to combat climate change and its 

impacts.  

 SDG 14 Protect Marine Life - focuses on conserving and sustainably using oceans, seas, and 

marine resources, which are vital for regulating the climate, supporting biodiversity, and 

providing food and livelihoods.  

 SDG 15 Life on Land - DG 15 focuses on protecting, restoring, and promoting the sustainable 

use of terrestrial ecosystems, combating desertification, halting biodiversity loss, and ensuring 

the conservation of forests. The goal addresses critical environmental challenges that threaten 

global ecological balance and human well-being. 

https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0883902605000571
https://www.inderscience.com/info/inarticle.php?artid=140144
https://www.inderscience.com/info/inarticle.php?artid=140144
https://irepos.unijos.edu.ng/jspui/bitstream/123456789/1817/1/Entreprenuership%20&%20Environmental%20Sustainability.pdf
https://irepos.unijos.edu.ng/jspui/bitstream/123456789/1817/1/Entreprenuership%20&%20Environmental%20Sustainability.pdf
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These SDGs are fundamental to ensuring environmental sustainability and the protection of 

natural resources and are the key to achieving a more balanced future for future generations. 

 

1.3.3 Entrepreneurship for the Prosperity Dimension 
Entrepreneurship has increasingly been acknowledged not only as a fundamental engine of economic 

growth and innovation, but also as a transformative force capable of reshaping societies by fostering 

job creation, enhancing competitiveness, and addressing social and environmental challenges (Sagar, 

2018). Scholars and policymakers emphasize that local entrepreneurship, in particular, plays a pivotal 

role in fostering sustainable development and addressing socioeconomic disparities (Audretsch et al., 

2007). Joseph Schumpeter (1934) posited that entrepreneurs act as agents of economic development 

by introducing innovations, creating new industries, and disrupting existing market structures, 

resulting in a "creative destruction" process that underpins the dynamism of capitalist economies. This 

position, maintained since the publish and Local entrepreneurs, often deeply embedded in their 

communities, are uniquely positioned to identify context-specific opportunities, mobilize local 

resources, and address market inefficiencies. 

The endogenous growth theory further highlights entrepreneurship as a catalyst for 

technological advancement and human capital development (Khan et al., 2023). By fostering 

innovation and increasing productivity, entrepreneurial activities contribute to sustained economic 

growth, particularly in regions with underutilized resources or limited access to external investments 

(Adetoso et al., 2013). 

Studies have consistently shown that local entrepreneurship enhances economic resilience by 

diversifying income sources and reducing dependency on external economic actors (Iacobucci & 

Perugini, 2021; Enaifoghe & Vezi-Magigaba, 2023; Rahmaddian, 2024).  

Local entrepreneurship also plays a transformative role in addressing structural challenges in 

developing economies. By fostering inclusive growth, entrepreneurs help bridge income gaps, 

empower marginalized populations, and stimulate community-led development (Hossain et al., 2021; 

Leong et al., 2022). Women-led enterprises, for example, have been shown to generate positive 

spillover effects on household welfare and education, contributing to broader socio-economic 

advancements (Ubfal, 2024). The role of local entrepreneurship in driving economic growth is well-

established in both theoretical and empirical literature. By stimulating innovation (Kostakis & 

Tsagarakis 2022), generating employment (Sirojiddin, 2022), and fostering inclusive development 

(Satar et al., 2023), local entrepreneurs contribute to the resilience and sustainability of economies, 

particularly in resource-constrained settings.  

Despite its celebrated role in driving economic growth, entrepreneurship does not guarantee 

inclusive or sustainable prosperity. In many developing contexts, entrepreneurial activity is 

https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Sahil-Sagar-5/publication/377363303_Entrepreneurship_Catalyst_for_Innovation_and_Economic_Growth/links/65a232cbc77ed940477385b2/Entrepreneurship-Catalyst-for-Innovation-and-Economic-Growth.pdf
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Sahil-Sagar-5/publication/377363303_Entrepreneurship_Catalyst_for_Innovation_and_Economic_Growth/links/65a232cbc77ed940477385b2/Entrepreneurship-Catalyst-for-Innovation-and-Economic-Growth.pdf
https://personal.eur.nl/thurik/Research/Books/intro%20handbook%20entrepreneurship%20policy%20TEXT%20CH01.pdf
https://personal.eur.nl/thurik/Research/Books/intro%20handbook%20entrepreneurship%20policy%20TEXT%20CH01.pdf
https://mx.nthu.edu.tw/~cshwang/all-my-teaching/Reading-Writing/RW09-Growth/Schumpeter-JA=CSD-ch7-Creative%20Destruction.pdf
https://d1wqtxts1xzle7.cloudfront.net/116743145/2544-libre.pdf?1720791670=&response-content-disposition=inline%3B+filename%3DTechnology_as_a_Catalyst_for_Tourism_Ent.pdf&Expires=1738012972&Signature=FACD1nrp6N1f6iq0PMvb9ymOOHTAKAS7PwM4FjXvs2GoE4Ot2nDe6AfgdbbY4PwaE4Rdve8heiOw-x6sFYVGsyuhw9c0a9oLUr-iz9e5MH2r2~3jTiDDnHSgaakjJXUVrZUB7c4jSbz-3Ar2u-2NtzlMe7J56P0em0XLpmydtd3kRS51wvrnHdrYCMP1s9UqM4zbVXYv4nA3l0Ly6PKHsA7eRQay-pjeKM4Fu6CkR6G27tHjsNnPgLK0TBstgk86j97Hkpc2zuAaVfPe~DwyC863~JJebgi3iYDdMaqaXHPmdJJc6nbX~McX-kGTOe7LyE~Y83mAGkQktNMCxDh2WQ__&Key-Pair-Id=APKAJLOHF5GGSLRBV4ZA
https://citeseerx.ist.psu.edu/document?repid=rep1&type=pdf&doi=7d2ebd7f142bfeeea71daf2a45cdb7402c39ffd6
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Francesco-Perugini/publication/349684418_Entrepreneurial_ecosystems_and_economic_resilience_at_local_level/links/604b1a32a6fdcc4d3e598813/Entrepreneurial-ecosystems-and-economic-resilience-at-local-level.pdf
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Francesco-Perugini/publication/349684418_Entrepreneurial_ecosystems_and_economic_resilience_at_local_level/links/604b1a32a6fdcc4d3e598813/Entrepreneurial-ecosystems-and-economic-resilience-at-local-level.pdf
https://www.ssbfnet.com/ojs/index.php/ijrbs/article/view/2444
https://wsj.westscience-press.com/index.php/wsbm/article/view/748
https://ieeexplore.ieee.org/stamp/stamp.jsp?arnumber=9468326
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0378720620303220
https://academic.oup.com/wbro/advance-article-abstract/doi/10.1093/wbro/lkae012/7917989
https://circulareconomy2050.eu/000_proc/72-D.pdf
https://circulareconomy2050.eu/000_proc/72-D.pdf
https://ijournal.uz/index.php/jartes/article/view/358
https://www.mdpi.com/2071-1050/15/7/5626
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concentrated in the informal sector, marked by precarious work conditions, weak social protections, 

and limited institutional support (Naudé, 2011; Williams & Youssef, 2014). High failure rates of small 

ventures further undermine economic stability, often leaving entrepreneurs and communities 

vulnerable to financial and social setbacks (Shane, 2009; Bosma et al., 2020). Moreover, 

entrepreneurial success tends to be unevenly distributed, with many micro-entrepreneurs trapped in 

low-productivity activities while a small elite captures the benefits, reinforcing rather than reducing 

structural inequalities (Minniti, 2008; Bruton et al., 2010). 

Entrepreneurial prosperity can also come at the expense of long-term sustainability. Growth-

driven ventures may prioritize short-term profits over social and environmental responsibility, 

contributing to resource depletion, labour exploitation, and ecological harm (Hahn et al., 2015). 

Without strong institutional frameworks and enabling policies, entrepreneurship risks perpetuating 

economic dualism and external dependency rather than generating resilient and inclusive 

development (Branzei et al., 2018). Thus, while entrepreneurship holds promise for fostering 

prosperity, its negative externalities highlight the need for a more critical and context-sensitive 

approach to harness its benefits. 

In the context of the SDGs, the economic dimension encompasses targets aimed at inclusive 

economic growth, sustainable industrialization, and the promotion of responsible consumption and 

production patterns. Entrepreneurship can contribute to achieving the economic growth by the 

following economic SDGs: 

 SDG 7 Affordable and Clean Energy - focuses on ensuring access to affordable, reliable, 

sustainable, and modern energy for all. Entrepreneurs play a vital role in advancing this goal 

through innovative solutions and technologies. 

 SDG 8 Decent Work and Economic Growth - emphasizes the crucial role of entrepreneurship 

and Small and Medium-sized Enterprises (SMEs) in driving economic growth, job creation, and 

sustainable development. 

 SDG 9 Industry, Innovation and Infrastructure - emphasizes the critical role of entrepreneurs 

in driving industrial modernization, technological innovation, and sustainable economic 

development. 

 SDG 10 Reduced Inequalities - Addresses economic and social inequalities within and among 

nations by promoting inclusion, equal opportunities, and fair resource distribution. 

 SDG 11 Sustainable Cities and Communities - focuses on making cities inclusive, safe, resilient, 

and sustainable. Entrepreneurs play a crucial role in addressing urban challenges and developing 

innovative solutions for sustainable urban. 

https://www.econstor.eu/bitstream/10419/45166/1/616078927.pdf
https://eprints.whiterose.ac.uk/id/eprint/87290/1/WRRO_87290.pdf
https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/s11187-009-9215-5
https://pureportal.strath.ac.uk/en/publications/global-entrepreneurship-monitor-20212022-global-report-opportunit
https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/10.1111/j.1540-6520.2008.00255.x
https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/abs/10.1111/j.1540-6520.2010.00390.x
https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/S10551-014-2047-5
https://d1wqtxts1xzle7.cloudfront.net/76392573/AMBPP.2017-libre.pdf?1639578043=&response-content-disposition=inline%3B+filename%3DThe_Opportunity_not_Taken_Entrepreneursh.pdf&Expires=1755718543&Signature=NNgfCP8YylbquzdNlvLnU5x86ppPjpv8qPJgylV6w9EvrV57ChgqI3~6fV8dk3zxrt3JO5zZcLwrJEMEZVgdxLhGFHriZOmoMR-rlf3xO3J9Jtwwi48LP3Y8Vt9KEh-e8F4sVhF0NhQQm4SdFCVH5UOUFcVDkxhSKtWXvz0XFZn9s2CAy~kv5~3Q3qfpgeLAsWFA37Ls2FsE1rPcYTMrIkncN9MMjhcIFG4Il6uln4R~zE8MHuZdzX81rSIyu-OXdCv56PzPopJ2W4GJj4XjhVvsXzmJcdtp7Af3ULjmAQGQTK18ueuGOBruCkUR0H3JZyAV6lBBCclQlFl0R4hIsQ__&Key-Pair-Id=APKAJLOHF5GGSLRBV4ZA
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Based on this entrepreneurship serves as a catalyst for sustainable development by driving 

innovation, creating jobs, and promoting responsible business practices across various sectors. By 

aligning entrepreneurial activities with the SDGs, we can foster a more inclusive, resilient, and 

sustainable global economy and stimulating innovation (Kostakis & Tsagarakis, 2022), generating 

employment (Sirojiddin, 2022), and fostering inclusive development (Satar et al., 2023), local 

entrepreneurs contribute to the resilience and sustainability of economies, particularly in resource-

constrained settings. 

 

1.3.4 Entrepreneurship for the Peace and Partnerships Dimension 
While entrepreneurship is often associated with economic growth and innovation, its role in fostering 

peaceful societies and global partnerships has only recently begun to receive scholarly attention 

(George et al., 2016). Entrepreneurship can be an effective tool for peacebuilding by addressing the 

root causes of conflict, poverty, inequality, and lack of opportunity (Fernhaber & Zou, 2022). In the 

beginning of the century Lundström and Stevenson (2005) already highlight that inclusive 

entrepreneurship policies can empower marginalized communities, reduce youth unemployment, and 

prevent radicalization. Studies in post-conflict settings such as Rwanda and Liberia (Brück et al., 2013) 

show that entrepreneurship contributes to social cohesion by creating intergroup economic 

dependencies and promoting dialogue through trade. It fosters local ownership of solutions, enhancing 

trust in communities where state presence is limited or contested (Dacin et al., 2011).  

Also Entrepreneurship can help build institutional resilience by fostering demand for better 

governance and accountability. According to Acemoglu and Robinson (2015), economic empowerment 

through business can pressure governments to provide improved legal and regulatory frameworks. 

Entrepreneurship also fosters a sense of ownership and empowerment, encouraging self-reliance 

within communities (Peredo & Chrisman, 2006; Ademokun & Ajayi, 2012; Amri, et al., 2024). Small and 

medium-sized enterprises (SMEs), which are often the backbone of local entrepreneurship, play a 

critical role in skill development, enhancing human capital, and building community resilience 

(Morrison, et al., 2017; Bosma et al., 2020). 

Although entrepreneurship is often framed as a tool for peacebuilding and fostering 

cooperation, it can also generate dynamics that undermine stability and inclusive partnerships. In 

fragile and conflict-affected settings, entrepreneurial activity may be captured by elites or war 

economies, entrenching existing power asymmetries rather than diffusing opportunities (Naudé, 2007; 

Brück et al., 2013). Informal and unregulated enterprises can become sources of rent-seeking and 

corruption, fueling tensions between groups instead of promoting reconciliation (Williams & Kedir, 

2018). Moreover, entrepreneurial competition in resource-scarce environments can exacerbate 
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rivalries and increase social fragmentation, particularly where market access and capital are unevenly 

distributed (Bruton et al., 2010). 

At the international level, partnerships driven by entrepreneurial ventures can also reproduce 

dependencies and inequalities. Cross-border collaborations frequently privilege actors with greater 

financial and institutional capacity, sidelining local entrepreneurs in favour of multinational 

corporations or donor-driven agendas (Branzei et al., 2018). This imbalance risks reducing local 

ownership and reinforcing economic dependency, limiting the transformative potential of 

entrepreneurship as a peacebuilding mechanism. Furthermore, without robust governance structures, 

entrepreneurship-led initiatives may remain vulnerable to political capture or exploitation, 

undermining trust in both institutions and partnerships (Hahn et al., 2015). Thus, while 

entrepreneurship holds promise for advancing peace and partnerships, it also carries the risk of 

perpetuating exclusion, instability, and dependency if not embedded in inclusive and equitable 

frameworks. 

Entrepreneurship relates with the peace and partnerships development on the following SDGs: 

 SDG 16 – Peace, Justice and Strong Institutions - Focuses on promoting peaceful and inclusive 

societies, ensuring access to justice for all, and building effective, accountable institutions. 

 SDG 17 – Partnerships for the Goals - Focuses on strengthening the means of implementation 

and revitalizing the global partnership for sustainable development. 

By reducing poverty, empowering marginalized groups, and enhancing institutional accountability, 

it supports the foundations of peaceful and inclusive societies (Morison et al., 2017; Fernhaber & Zou, 

2022; Amri et al., 2024). SMEs also contribute to local resilience and capacity-building, particularly in 

fragile contexts (UNDP, 2023; OECD, 2022). Aligned with SDG 16 and SDG 17, entrepreneurship acts as 

a bridge between local innovation and global cooperation, offering a practical pathway for countries 

 

1.4 SIDS and São Tomé and Príncipe context 
In order to measure the influence of Local Entrepreneurship in the resolution of the major 

international challenges, through the perspective of Sustainable Development, it was understood that 

a case study would be the most appropriate to collect the necessary information based on (Ricciardi 

et al., 2021; Ambos & Tatarinov, 2022; Enthoven, 2023). The decision to focus on a case study led to 

the choice of field research, as it allows for the collection of specific data and a deeper understanding 

of the actual conditions on the ground. This approach, more detailed in the chapter 2 (Field Research 

- Methods) prompted a reflective process, during which various regional options were considered, 

ultimately leading to the selection of São Tomé and Príncipe for its alignment with the achievement of 

the SDGs. 
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Initially this decision came upon reviewing the HDI data, it was clear that Africa, with 28 of the 

33 lowest-ranked countries in 2017 (UNDP, 2017), faced the greatest difficulties. Given Africa’s vast 

size of 30,370,000 square kilometres, the diversity of its cultures, societies, and geography is immense 

(Barros, 1991), this necessitated the search for a cultural group with similarities to the Portuguese 

language and customs, which would ease the field research process and provide richer, more intimate 

data collection. This led to the consideration of the PALOP countries, Angola, Mozambique, Cape 

Verde, Guinea-Bissau, and São Tomé and Príncipe. Factors such as geographic accessibility, political 

stability, and existing environmental and social vulnerabilities were then analysed. Angola and 

Mozambique (CPLP ARES, 2024) due to the large dimension, were initially excluded related with the 

financial capital to develop the study. Guinea-Bissau was excluded due to political instability 

(Gonçalves & Leandro, 2024), and Cape Verde although stable, posed logistical challenges due to its 

archipelagic structure of nine inhabited islands (ITCV, 2024). São Tomé and Príncipe, with just two main 

islands and a more compact territory, offered a more feasible setting for fieldwork, and also the 

compromise of the country to turn more sustainable showed the possibility and interested related 

(UNFAD, 2015; Carvalho et al., 2022). UN SDG performance reports confirmed its relevance, 

highlighting challenges in social inclusion, environmental protection, and sustainable development 

(UN, 2020). 

At the same time the consideration that STP is a SIDS (Small Island Developing States) 

increased the need for this territory, mainly because SIDS are a UN-recognized group of 39 developing 

island economies that share structural characteristics shaping their development trajectories, such as, 

small domestic markets and populations, remoteness and high transport costs, extreme exposure to 

external shocks, both economic and climatic, narrow export bases, and fragile ecosystems (UN, 2025). 

These features compound development risks and raise the cost of public service provision and private 

enterprise, making “the special case” for tailored international support first articulated in Rio  in 1992 

(Ghina, 2003) and subsequently in the Barbados Programme of Action, the Mauritius Strategy, and the 

Samoa Pathway (Kohona, 2024). The UN Office of the High Representative for the Least Developed 

Countries, Landlocked Developing Countries and Small Island Developing States (OHRLLS) summarizes 

these persistent constraints, which are widely cited across policy and academic literatures that SIDS’ 

vulnerability, indebtedness and finance nexus is binding disaster and climate impacts drive fiscal stress, 

high import dependence and narrow sectors magnify external shocks, and limited data systems hinder 

targeting (Mikheeva, 2019; UN, 2024).  

Within this frame, local entrepreneurship have been identified as a practical mechanism to 

advance SDGs in SIDS, because it can shorten supply chains and substitute imports in thin markets, 

create livelihood niches in the blue economy, mobilize community knowledge for climate adaptation, 

and catalyze public-private-community partnerships where state capacity is stretched (Pounder & 
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Gopal, 2021; Coy, 2023; Junhua, 2024). Whit this STP exemplifies the SIDS while offering distinctive 

features that make it analytically tractable for field research.  

São Tomé and Príncipe, officially the Democratic Republic of São Tomé and Príncipe, is a small 

island nation in the Gulf of Guinea, off the west coast of Central Africa. Composed of two main islands 

located about 140 kilometres apart and around 250 kilometres from Gabon, it has a population of 

approximately 204,454 (CIA, 2023). It is the second least populous country in Africa and the smallest 

Portuguese-speaking nation. Although currently classified as underdeveloped, it was projected to 

transition to middle-income status by the UN by 2024 (UN, 2020). Socially, the country faces significant 

inequalities in access to education, healthcare, and economic opportunities, particularly in rural areas 

(Ballew, et al. 2019). Nevertheless, strong community ties and cultural traditions serve as key assets in 

promoting local entrepreneurship, particularly initiatives that value local identity (Barros, 1991). 

Environmentally, São Tomé and Príncipe grapples with deforestation, poor waste management, land 

degradation, and threats to biodiversity (DGA, 2016). Its vulnerability to climate change is high, calling 

for community-based adaptation strategies that emphasize sustainable resource use (Grantham et al. 

2020). Local entrepreneurship, through initiatives such as organic farming, circular economy projects, 

and sustainable tourism, can offer practical responses to these issues. The country’s economy is fragile 

and highly dependent on imports, foreign aid, and sectors like agriculture and tourism (Bishop et al., 

2021; Boswell, 2024). Cocoa remains the main export crop, and ecotourism has been identified as a 

promising opportunity, albeit limited by infrastructure and structural constraints (Fonseca et al., 2020; 

Carvalho et al., 2022; Seibert 2022). This dependence makes the country susceptible to external 

shocks, such as fluctuations in international prices and climate change (Briguglio, 1995; De Marez, 

2022; Raman, 2024). Related with peace and partnerships, It fosters local ownership of solutions, 

enhancing trust in communities where state presence is limited or contested in São Tomé and Príncipe, 

where fragile institutions and limited employment opportunities persist, local entrepreneurship has 

potential to serve as a peacebuilding mechanism, especially among youth and rural populations 

vulnerable to exclusion (Dacin et al., 2011) Entrepreneurial activity also encourages the formation of 

civil society organizations and informal institutions that help bridge the gap between state and society 

(Welter & Smallbone, 2011). This is particularly important in SIDS like São Tomé and Príncipe, where 

governance capacity is often constrained. Entrepreneurship can catalyse innovation in public service 

delivery through public-private partnerships and community-driven development models. In terms of 

policy, the country has developed national strategies like the National Sustainable Development Plan 

and engages in international partnerships that support green entrepreneurship, youth skills training, 

and small business development (IMF, 2023). However, limitations in institutional capacity and 

resources remain major barriers to building a resilient entrepreneurial ecosystem (Eduardo, 2022). 
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With this, STP as a SIDS offers methodological advantages for a case study, as compact 

geography, because two main inhabited islands reduce fieldwork frictions, communities are tightly 

networked facilitating access to entrepreneurs and civic actors and sectoral priorities (ecotourism, 

sustainable agriculture, circular waste solutions, small-scale fisheries) are sufficiently visible to permit 

rich, ground-truth data. Importantly, in 2023, the UN and the Government of São Tomé and Príncipe 

launched a new Cooperation Framework (2023–2027), involving eight resident UN agencies and ten 

signatories. This marks a stronger collaborative effort to support the country’s progress towards 

achieving the SDGs, particularly in areas of climate resilience, inclusive development, and sustainable 

economic transformation (UN, 2023). 

 

1.4.1 STP’s Social Reality 
Despite some progress in certain socioeconomic indicators, São Tomé and Príncipe continue to face 

persistent social inequalities. Poverty remains widespread, with many families dependent on 

subsistence farming. While access to healthcare and education has improved, these services are still 

limited, especially in rural areas. The gap between urban and rural regions intensifies disparities, with 

services and opportunities concentrated in the capital, São Tomé (WBG, 2024). 

The healthcare system grapples with challenges such as inadequate infrastructure, a shortage 

of medical professionals, and a reliance on external aid. Common health issues include malaria, 

respiratory infections, and malnutrition. Although life expectancy has risen due to healthcare 

improvements, progress is still slow (Uhatela, 2022). Education is a priority, with the government 

aiming for universal primary education. However, high dropout rates, a lack of resources, and limited 

access to higher education hinder the country’s development prospects. Educational reform is 

necessary to address these challenges and equip the population with the skills needed for a modern 

economy (Luísa, 2022). Since gaining independence in 1975, São Tomé and Príncipe has evolved into 

a multi-party democracy, with regular elections indicating relative political stability compared to other 

African nations (Sanches, 2022). However, issues like corruption and inefficiencies in public 

administration continue to pose challenges. Civil society organizations play a crucial role in addressing 

social issues and advocating for greater transparency and accountability (Violante, 2022). Despite 

these challenges, São Tomé and Príncipe benefits from strong social cohesion, which is rooted in its 

shared cultural identity and tight-knit communities. This social unity provides a solid foundation for 

collective action to tackle developmental challenges and create a more inclusive society (Berthet, 

2012). 

In conclusion, the social landscape of São Tomé and Príncipe is marked by both resilience and 

vulnerability. Overcoming its developmental challenges will require targeted policies, international 

collaboration, and the empowerment of its people to fully unlock the nation’s potential. 
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1.4.2 STP’s environmental heritage 
São Tomé and Príncipe achieves an average score of 6.64 on the Forest Landscape Integrity Index, 

which is measured on a ten-point scale. With this score, the country ranks 68th globally out of 172 

nations, standing out in terms of the preservation and integrity of its forest landscapes compared to 

other countries around the world (Grantham et al. 2020). São Tomé and Príncipe has a limited fauna 

of native mammals, but the archipelago stands out for its rich biodiversity of endemic birds and plants. 

São Tomé and Príncipe also plays a crucial role as a nesting site for sea turtles, which find the 

archipelago’s beaches a favourable environment for breeding (Dinerstein et al. 2017). 

Recognising its natural heritage, STPs General Directorate for the Environment aims to make 

economic and social development compatible with the preservation of environmental quality and 

ecological balance, as well as establishing criteria and standards for environmental quality and rules 

on the use and management of environmental resources in accordance with the legal framework 

created and in force in the country.  To this end, the way of working was defined as contributing to the 

sustainable development of São Tomé and Príncipe, based on high standards of protection and 

enhancement of environmental systems and integrated approaches through policies and management 

plans, environmental monitoring and assessment, implementation of climate adaptation and 

vulnerability projects, awareness campaigns, information and communication for citizens on 

environmental matters. (DGA, 2016). 

The DGA (Direção Geral Ambiente e Ação Climática) coordinates national efforts and has 

signed international protocols to promote environmental development. Notably, in 2008, a protocol 

was established with Portugal’s Climate Change Commission to support creating São Tomé and 

Príncipe’s National Designated Authority for the Kyoto Mechanisms. Additionally, two Memoranda of 

Understanding were signed: one in 2011 for training environmental inspectors and another in 2012 for 

immediate climate change action between the governments of Portugal and São Tomé and Príncipe 

(SGA, 2014). In 2023, the UN and the Government of São Tomé and Príncipe began implementing a 

new Cooperation Framework (CF) lasting until 2027. This collaboration includes 8 resident UN agencies 

and 10 signatories, reflecting increased support and greater access to UN expertise compared to the 

previous CF. (ONU, 2023).  

In terms of green and blue growth, according to the 2023 Annual Report (ONU, 2023), stood 

out for increasing the productivity and commercialisation of local green and blue economy products, 

entrepreneurs” access to financial and non-financial services for companies, and the governance of 

the blue economy. 

 

https://www.nature.com/articles/s41467-020-19493-3
https://academic.oup.com/bioscience/article/67/6/534/3102935?login=false
http://dga.st/pt/dga
https://www.sgambiente.gov.pt/sao-tome-e-principe/
https://saotomeeprincipe.un.org/pt/265688-relat%C3%B3rio-anual-2023-da-onu
https://saotomeeprincipe.un.org/pt/265688-relat%C3%B3rio-anual-2023-da-onu
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1.4.3 STP economical context 
The economic development of SIDS has been a topic of growing interest among researchers and 

policymakers (Bishop et al., 2021, Boswell, 2024). These nations often face structural challenges such 

as geographic isolation, limited natural resources, and vulnerability to external shocks, including 

climate change and fluctuations in global commodity prices (Briguglio, 1995; De Marez, 2022; Raman, 

2024). Literature on SIDS emphasizes the importance of economic diversification, sustainable tourism, 

and foreign aid in fostering economic resilience (Baldacchino, 2006; Booth, 2020). 

In the case of São Tomé and Príncipe, studies highlight the country’s reliance on agriculture, 

particularly cocoa production, which has historically been the backbone of its economy (Seibert, 2022). 

However, economic literature also underscores the need for modernization of the agricultural sector, 

the promotion of eco-tourism, and the development of the blue economy as potential drivers of 

sustainable growth (Lopes dos Santos, 2023; UNCTAD, 2024). Moreover, the role of foreign direct 

investment (FDI) and international partnerships in enhancing economic stability and infrastructure 

development has been widely discussed in the literature (Fisker, 2022; World Bank, 2022). 

Despite its challenges, São Tomé and Príncipe have been recognized for their relative political 

stability and efforts to improve governance and transparency, which are crucial factors in attracting 

investment and ensuring long-term economic growth (IMF, 2023). Scholars also point to the need for 

strategic planning in sectors such as renewable energy, fisheries, and digital transformation to reduce 

dependency on imports and create employment opportunities (AfDB, 2021; Eduardo,2022). 

In the context of SIDS like in Sao Tomé and Príncipe, local entrepreneurship assumes even 

greater significance. The island’s economy, historically reliant on agriculture and tourism, faces 

challenges such as geographic isolation, limited market size, and vulnerability to external shocks 

(Carvalho et al., 2022). Local entrepreneurs have the potential to mitigate these vulnerabilities by 

leveraging natural resources, cultural heritage, and indigenous knowledge to create sustainable 

business models (Asterbo et al., 2011; Gobena et al., 2022; Yeboah et al., 2023). São Tomé and Príncipe 

can benefit from targeted policies that support local entrepreneurs in sectors such as agribusiness, 

eco-tourism, and renewable energy, aligning with the SDGs” focus on poverty reduction, 

environmental sustainability, and inclusive economic growth (Fonseca et al., 2020). 

 

1.4.4 STP Peace and Partnership situation 
São Tomé and Príncipe is frequently cited as one of Africa’s most politically stable nations. Since gaining 

independence in 1975, the country has maintained peaceful democratic governance and avoided 

violent conflict (Freedom House, 2023; World Bank, 2022). However, despite this peaceful 

environment, STP faces challenges with institutional capacity, bureaucratic inefficiencies, and limited 

access to justice in remote regions (Afrobarometer, 2021; UNDP, 2023). 

https://media.odi.org/documents/SIDS_sustained_development_WP_jr.pdf
https://eprints.soton.ac.uk/491050/
https://www.um.edu.mt/library/oar/bitstream/123456789/18180/1/OA%20-%20%20Small%20Island%20Developing%20States%20and%20Their%20Economic%20Vulnerabilities.pdf
https://bvearmb.do/handle/123456789/3770
https://www.mdpi.com/2071-1050/16/17/7463
https://www.mdpi.com/2071-1050/16/17/7463
https://www.um.edu.mt/library/oar/bitstream/123456789/3487/1/Island%20Studies%20Journal%2C%20Vol.%201%2C%20No.%201%2C%202006%2C%20pp.%203-18.pdf
https://gala.gre.ac.uk/id/eprint/46984/9/46984_MORRISON_Tourism_and_entrepreneurship_in_island_contexts_A_systematic_review_of_the%20tourism_and_hospitality_literature%20%281%29.pdf
https://journals.openedition.org/lerhistoria/10264
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/19376812.2022.2073241
https://unctad.org/publication/trade-and-development-report-2024
https://documents1.worldbank.org/curated/en/099135010252263269/pdf/P176471047cadc0240ba5d08ef8a2bc86b3.pdf
https://data.worldbank.org/country/sao-tome-and-principe?locale=pt
https://www.imf.org/en/Countries/STP
https://www.taylorfrancis.com/chapters/edit/10.4324/9781003292548-85/african-development-bank%E2%80%94afdb-ileana-citaristi
https://repositorio.iscte-iul.pt/bitstream/10071/27424/1/master_lilete_oliveira_eduardo.pdf
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Joao-Silveira/publication/364213507_Evaluation_of_the_UNDP_Country_Programme_Document_CPD_for_Sao_Tome_and_Principe_-2017-2022/links/633f4af8ff870c55ce06ae49/Evaluation-of-the-UNDP-Country-Programme-Document-CPD-for-Sao-Tome-and-Principe-2017-2022.pdf
https://books.google.pt/books?hl=pt-BR&lr=&id=SEPUm7P7rA8C&oi=fnd&pg=PA252&dq=local+entrepreneurship+development&ots=oNreEgAXOE&sig=DOwULs4sOfd7KNrjDcj-oa5hWf0&redir_esc=y#v=onepage&q=local%20entrepreneurship%20development&f=false
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Shashi-Kant-41/publication/362700448_ASSESSING_THE_EFFECTS_OF_ENDOGENOUS_CULTURE_LOCAL_RESOURCES_ECO-FRIENDLY_ENVIRONMENT_AND_MODERN_STRATEGY_DEVELOPMENT_ON_ENTREPRENEURIAL_DEVELOPMENT/links/62fa7d51aa4b1206fab339bb/Assessing-the-Effect-of-Endogenous-Culture-Local-Resources-Eco-Friendly-Environment-and-Modern-Strategy-Development-on-Entrepreneurial-Development.pdf
https://mpra.ub.uni-muenchen.de/118385/1/FDI%20STRATEGIES%20FOR%20MAXIMISE%20BENEFITS%20FOR%20MPRA.pdf
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Cristino-Mandinga-Fonseca/publication/341373961_The_organic_pepper_Piper_nigrum_L_value_chain_in_Sao_Tome_e_Principe_under_a_value_chain_analysis_for_development_methodology_perspective_Direct_Research_Journal_of_Agriculture_and_Food_Science_Vol8_4/links/602bc1de92851c4ed5757a2b/The-organic-pepper-Piper-nigrum-L-value-chain-in-Sao-Tome-e-Principe-under-a-value-chain-analysis-for-development-methodology-perspective-Direct-Research-Journal-of-Agriculture-and-Food-Science-Vol8-4.pdf
https://freedomhouse.org/country/sao-tome-and-principe/freedom-world/2023
https://documents.worldbank.org/en/publication/documents-reports/documentdetail/118521635537529841/sao-tome-and-principe-systematic-country-diagnostic
https://www.afrobarometer.org/countries/sao-tome-and-principe/
https://dppa.un.org/sites/default/files/undp_joint_annual_23_web_single_page_0.pdf
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While large-scale violence is absent, governance issues persist. Public trust in institutions is 

weakened by corruption, clientelism, and a lack of legal accountability mechanisms. These factors 

hinder social inclusion and limit state effectiveness. In this context, grassroots entrepreneurship can 

play a meaningful role by creating economic opportunities, enhancing social cohesion, and fostering 

bottom-up trust in institutions (Amri et al., 2024). 

São Tomé and Príncipe’s development relies heavily on international aid and cooperation. Key 

development partners include the UNDP, World Bank, African Development Bank, CPLP, Portugal, and 

Brazil (UNDP, 2022). These partnerships have supported initiatives in education, health, environmental 

sustainability, and governance, often framed within the scope of SDG 17 (Partnerships for the Goals). 

However, STP remains vulnerable due to its aid dependency and limited internal capacity to 

independently sustain or scale development interventions. 

Recent projects in eco-tourism, digital education, and sustainable cocoa farming illustrate the 

growing role of entrepreneurship in development. These efforts often emerge through collaboration 

between local actors and international partners, highlighting the potential of entrepreneurial 

ecosystems to serve as a bridge between local development needs and global partnerships (FAO, 2021; 

UNCTAD, 2021; UNECA, 2022). 

As a SIDS, STP is especially vulnerable to external shocks, including climate change and global 

market fluctuations. Strengthening peace and partnerships through inclusive entrepreneurship and 

local innovation can help build institutional resilience and align national efforts with SDG 16. This 

would not only enhance community well-being but also reduce long-term dependency on international 

aid. 

 

1.4.5 Entrepreneurship in STP 

Entrepreneurship in São Tomé and Príncipe is largely informal and centred around subsistence 

activities such as agriculture, handicrafts, and small-scale local commerce (UNDP, 2022). Around 80% 

of businesses are micro or small enterprises, often family-run, and they face common challenges such 

as limited access to credit, inadequate infrastructure, and low levels of technical and entrepreneurial 

training (African Development Bank, 2021). 

These challenges are deeply rooted in the country’s historical and structural context. After 

gaining independence in 1975, São Tomé and Príncipe adopted a centralized economic model, 

nationalizing former colonial plantations and extending state control over most sectors (Santiago, 

2012). However, in recent decades, economic reforms have shifted the country toward a market-based 

model, encouraging private initiative and entrepreneurship (Tiny, 2011). Despite these shifts, São 

Tomé and Príncipe still ranks poorly in international assessments of ease of doing business. According 

to the World Bank, it remains one of the most difficult countries in its region for starting a business, 

https://journal.universitaspahlawan.ac.id/index.php/cdj/article/view/27411
https://digitallibrary.un.org/record/3998973?v=pdf
https://www.fao.org/giahs/giahs-around-the-world/sao-tome-and-principe-cocoa-agroforestry-system/en
https://dgff2021.unctad.org/sao-tome-and-principe/
https://justtransitionforall.com/wp-content/uploads/2022/10/1863_b12000218.pdf
https://www.undp.org/publications/undp-annual-report-2022
https://www.afdb.org/en/documents/annual-report-2021
https://repositorio.iscte-iul.pt/bitstream/10071/7907/1/master_ludmila_afonso_santiago.pdf
https://repositorio.iscte-iul.pt/bitstream/10071/7907/1/master_ludmila_afonso_santiago.pdf
https://repositorio.iscte-iul.pt/handle/10071/10093
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with capital investment costs exceeding three times the national per capita income (WB, 2012, World 

Bank Group, 2020). 

One major barrier to entrepreneurship is the education system. Higher education has 

historically not prepared graduates to pursue entrepreneurial paths (Dominguinhos et al., 2005). This 

suggests the need for educational reform starting from the pre-university level, to install 

entrepreneurial attitudes and skills from an early age (Santiago, 2012; UNESCO, 2024). 

Despite the constraints, opportunities for entrepreneurship are emerging in several strategic areas: 

 Sustainable Tourism: The country’s rich biodiversity and ecotourism appeal have attracted 

both local and international interest (Brito, 2020). 

 Agriculture and Agroindustry: Initiatives promoting organic cocoa and modernization of 

farming practices show potential for value addition and rural development (FAO, 2020). 

 Digital Entrepreneurship: Growing internet access has created new spaces for startups in e-

commerce and digital services (Pontes, 2022). 

Additionally, a growing interest in social entrepreneurship, with ventures focused on 

environmental sustainability, renewable energy, and community empowerment—suggests a shift 

toward more inclusive and impact-driven business models (Cardoso et al., 2016). 

Several international organizations, such as the UNDP and the African Development Bank, are 

actively promoting entrepreneurship through programs that improve access to finance, strengthen 

value chains, and empower local entrepreneurs. Meanwhile, the São Toméan government has adopted 

policies aimed at encouraging private sector growth and attracting foreign investment (UNDP, 2022). 

In conclusion, entrepreneurship in São Tomé and Príncipe remains constrained by systemic 

barriers but holds significant potential to drive socio-economic progress and contribute to achieving 

the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs). Realizing this potential requires integrated efforts to 

reform education, expand financial access, and improve infrastructure, laying the foundation for a 

more resilient and inclusive entrepreneurial ecosystem. 

This leads to the question “What is the influence of entrepreneurship on local development?”, 

which will then lead to research question “What is the influence of local development due to 

entrepreneurship on the realization of the SDGs?”.  
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CHAPTER 2 

2. Field Research – Methods 
To address the central research questions (1) “What is the influence of entrepreneurship on local 

development?”, and (2) “How does this local development contribute to the achievement of the 

SDGs?”, the study employs a mixed-methods approach, combining quantitative analysis based on SDG-

aligned indicators with qualitative inquiry derived from open-ended survey responses. This 

methodological choice reflects both the complexity of the research objectives and the need for a 

flexible, context-sensitive design capable of capturing the nuanced dynamics of entrepreneurship in 

low-resource environments. 

To ensure methodological transparency and analytical rigor, this chapter is organized into 

three main sections.  

Section 2.1 discusses the epistemological orientation and overall research strategy, situating 

the study within the broader literature on entrepreneurship and grand challenges. It justifies the 

choice of São Tomé and Príncipe as a case study and explains the adoption of a mixed-methods 

approach, integrating quantitative SDG-aligned indicators with qualitative insights from 

entrepreneurs’ narratives. 

Section 2.2 details the design and operationalization of the structured survey. It outlines the 

sampling rationale and recruitment of 100 entrepreneurs across diverse sectors, as well as the 

adaptation of UN SDG indicators to the local context. The section also presents the ethical safeguards, 

inclusion criteria, and practicalities of fieldwork conducted in February 2024, ensuring that questions 

were understandable and culturally appropriate. 

Section 2.3 introduces the qualitative instrument designed to capture perceptions across the 

“5 Ps” of the 2030 Agenda. It describes how open-ended responses were analyzed through systematic 

coding, thematic grouping, and dashboard visualizations, enabling both categorical content analysis 

and cross-dimensional exploration. The section emphasizes how quantitative and qualitative data 

streams were triangulated to generate robust evidence on entrepreneurship’s role in advancing 

sustainable development. 

By integrating standardized indicators into locally adapted research tools, this study connects 

global development frameworks with the realities of local entrepreneurship. The design captures the 

multiple ways in which entrepreneurs contribute to sustainable development, generating insights 

relevant to both academia and policy, particularly in São Tomé and Príncipe and other fragile contexts. 

This chapter lays the methodological foundation for the results (Chapter 3) and analysis 

(Chapter 4), ensuring that the thesis’s empirical claims rest on a transparent, rigorous, and context-

sensitive research process. 
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2.1 Methodology identification 
Aiming to measure the Influence of Local Entrepreneurship in the resolution of major international 

challenges through the perspective of Sustainable Development, using other related and recognized 

studies linking Entrepreneurship and major international challenges such as "Grand challenges and 

entrepreneurship: Emerging issues, research streams, and theoretical landscape" (Ricciardi et al., 

2021), "Unpacking opportunity recognition for sustainable entrepreneurship (Enthoven, 2021)" or 

"Building Responsible Innovation in International Organizations through Intrapreneurship" (Ambos & 

Tatarinov, 2022), created the notions of how to explore the topic and ensure measurement part with 

a consolidated and defined basis of what approach to take. Additionally the inspiration in these 

documents and the original symposium "E Pluribus Unum: Impact Entrepreneurship as a solution to 

grand challenges" by Markman, Waldron, Gianiodis and Espina (2019) grounded knowledge of the 

topic facilitates the discussion and flexible approach of this study. It is with this reflection that the 

initial choice of measuring this influence becomes so important and leads to the possibility of taking a 

close look at localities as drivers of public policies, examples of good practices and implementation of 

guidelines (Owen et al., 2013; Ribeiro et al., 2017), giving rise to the desire to do a case study, in order 

to make the research more real and not only theoretical. Adding to the interest of doing this research, 

bringing the UN’s Agenda 2030 into the research increases the interest by broadening the spectrum of 

those interested in the topic while creating theoretical and practical knowledge in solving major 

international challenges, enabling comparison between reports on the general population and those 

on the entrepreneurial population alone. 

With this, and to answer the research question “What is the influence of Entrepreneurship in 

Local Development?" and "What is the impact of the influence of Local Development due to 

Entrepreneurship in achieving the SDGs?", using São Tomé and Príncipe and the achievement of the 

SDGs as the case study six steps were defined to answer this: 

Research Question 1 – What was the influence of Entrepreneurship on Local Development? 

 The creation of the questionnaire was based on official UN reports, from which the main 

indicators were identified to ensure comprehensive coverage of the topic and to allow for the 

measurement and comparison of the information collected. During the development process, 

considerations were made to include elements characterising the entrepreneur, as well as the 

type and size of the business. In parallel, an analysis of the national context was carried out to 

guarantee that the sample would be adequately representative of the entrepreneurial 

landscape in São Tomé and Príncipe. Prior to implementation in the field, the questionnaire 

was validated through a review process involving local entrepreneurs. 

 Fieldwork was then conducted, during February 2024 (15 days), for the administration of the 

questionnaire and collection of relevant data. Local organisations were engaged both before 

https://link.springer.com/content/pdf/10.1007/s11365-021-00771-5.pdf
https://link.springer.com/content/pdf/10.1007/s11365-021-00771-5.pdf
https://pure.rug.nl/ws/portalfiles/portal/160443598/Chapter_6.pdf
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/pdf/10.1111/joms.12738
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/pdf/10.1111/joms.12738
https://d1wqtxts1xzle7.cloudfront.net/81977582/8649540-libre.pdf?1646917293=&response-content-disposition=inline%3B+filename%3DE_Pluribus_Unum_Impact_Entrepreneurship.pdf&Expires=1754340792&Signature=TnG4zrB7VD8nBiUqAhgmcdJeadwIU-Sdy~Tu1jn5Kd4dSPIg7KfWuIU~iKJwWGmubjx2s8MZIriuNVroodZm8prf9TylZ02FPv0IgelUgyrfrrar9xFTsaVJ3r4Q6Vv3G3s3snERSGEGG8xt5h8Wwaf4g6rOLtpREyvjua~1FDJcli6L-S5dyoVlP9nCxkF-toOi8wovorjR~oexZxpTWhBA9J7fJjU2HPeKdbJmXUyk0zBPFrgdX9gJhyvBdvqHR6gll24cCqin41qz7u25RSEbyCp1pQE1IF~4ppE46FIJ~ac76UH0vEdc93V1zic3QUKSlRUFtvfLg6duQxggTw__&Key-Pair-Id=APKAJLOHF5GGSLRBV4ZA
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/book/10.1002/9781118551424
https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/s11948-016-9761-6
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and during the data collection phase, providing essential support to ensure the process was 

effective and contextually appropriate. Entrepreneurs were contacted directly, and the 

necessary consents for the use of the collected information were obtained. 

 Following the completion of the questionnaires, the data were compiled to facilitate 

structured comparison and subsequent analysis. A multiple linear regression analysis was 

performed with the aim of graphically demonstrating the influence of entrepreneurship on 

local development that allowed the results of Chapter 3. 

Research Question 2 – What was the impact of the influence of Local Development due to 

Entrepreneurship on achieving the SDGs? 

 Based on the outcomes of the first research question (Chapter 3), the collected data were 

analysed to identify key patterns and recurring relationships. Specific factors and variables 

were selected to enable a more detailed examination of the influence of entrepreneurial 

activity on sustainable development. 

 These selected factors were subsequently cross-referenced with official UN indicators, 

including those from the Statistical Capacity Country Profile for SDG Indicators. Various 

graphical representations were utilised to test potential relationships and explore the scope 

of influence across the SDGs. 

 Upon completing the cross-referencing phase and identifying significant correlations, the 

findings were compiled and interpreted (Chapter 4). The results were then synthesised and 

visually presented to facilitate clarity and comprehension.  

Throughout the six methodological steps, three research approaches were taken into account, as 

proposed by Branski, Franco and Lima Jr. (2010), and their commonalities were considered in the 

development of the study. An exploratory approach was applied to investigate and understand the 

phenomenon in depth, including its specificities and both theoretical and practical dimensions. An 

explanatory approach was adopted to analyse the essence of the relationships associated with the 

identified factors and contributions, as well as their underlying causes. Finally, a descriptive approach 

was employed to ensure that the empirical study would reflect the observed reality as accurately as 

possible.  

2.1.1 Questionnaire Creation 
Research adopts a qualitative and quantitative approach through open and close questions survey, 

with the aim of gaining an in-depth understanding of the perceptions and experiences of local 

entrepreneurs regarding their role in the sustainable development of communities in São Tomé and 

Príncipe and the influence it has on achieving the SDGs. It was opted content analysis of responses 

from questionnaires, as it allows to identify meanings, patterns and categories emerging directly from 

the participants narratives, while respecting the complexity and specificity of the context studied 

https://lalt.fec.unicamp.br/scriba/files/escrita%20portugues/ANPET%20-%20METODOLOGIA%20DE%20ESTUDO%20DE%20CASO%20-%20COM%20AUTORIA%20-%20VF%2023-10.pdf
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(Martin, 2006; Ikart, 2019; Aithal, 2020). Based on the possible comparative analysis that would be 

possible to do to compare the general population with the entrepreneur population, the questionnaire 

was structured into four sections (annexes) to provide a comprehensive understanding of the reality: 

1. Description of the Respondent: Collected individual data regarding personal and family 

contexts to enable generic comparisons between groups (Annex A). 

2. Description of the Business: Gathered information about the entrepreneur’s organization 

to facilitate comparative analysis between different businesses (Annex B). 

3. Closed-Answer Questions on the SDGs: Used limited-response options to quantitatively 

measure trends and assess progress on the selected SDGs (Annex C, D and E). 

4. Open-Ended Questions on the SDGs: Allowed unlimited responses to qualitatively capture 

respondents” opinions and perspectives on the SDGs, and at the same time quantitative 

analysis combine with the available targets (Annex F). 

To ensure an equitable and representative analysis, the study employed a diverse purposive 

sample of 100 entrepreneurs, selected to capture variation across sectors, regions, and business sizes. 

This approach was designed for breadth of coverage, not statistical representativeness, and therefore 

does not support population-level estimates. The sample was defined as N = 100 in order to balance 

representativeness with feasibility in the specific context of São Tomé and Príncipe. Given the relatively 

small size of the entrepreneurial ecosystem in the country, a sample of 100 respondents provides 

sufficient diversity across sectors, age groups, and business types to capture heterogeneous 

entrepreneurial practices, while remaining feasible in terms of data collection logistics and resource 

constraints (Creswell, 2014). From a statistical perspective, a sample of this size allows for meaningful 

descriptive analysis and the identification of trends across subgroups, without aiming for probabilistic 

generalization. Furthermore, the decision aligns with similar studies on entrepreneurship in Small 

Island Developing States (SIDS), where limited population size and access challenges often necessitate 

modest but contextually robust samples (Baldacchino, 2017; Naudé, 2011). Thus, N = 100 was 

considered an appropriate compromise to ensure both analytical depth and practical viability. The 

distribution of entrepreneurs to be surveyed was determined based on population data from the most 

recent census previous to the field work  (2017). 

https://www.census.gov/content/dam/Census/library/working-papers/2006/adrm/rsm2006-13.pdf
https://d1wqtxts1xzle7.cloudfront.net/89599522/422-libre.pdf?1660428254=&response-content-disposition=inline%3B+filename%3DSurvey_Questionnaire_Survey_Pretesting_M.pdf&Expires=1754341159&Signature=dvRRqhh~VTV7LQzV7u9oR75HWXtnKqHzrn7j4B3dHSbOnaobCB8ECi22PK7pVThPyhrT3ZflmskRow7jFKO4uMMNCm9PYyL3MdsTqFvWpGcwRXXxrl2HAWr07z96piEW5AcVoYOV0dAIRcAwetWwmHVM8QyyokrlOcJkb1k8HCnGmWdkQSvbjQhGHTjjRyIP8EvsP9ExU4KtRKS1hRsquADsq1KznSTbywmM~GiVQXXjqXldsLXuhi4YFCCbNKjlVTQRaShz9Z~92~6rmUzaTaO9BwxTvbMpfEH3-Fud0ZEXnWQup7xz5T3MuU33doMqZWAdtDP1vMk2veMEG1a2FQ__&Key-Pair-Id=APKAJLOHF5GGSLRBV4ZA
https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=3724105
https://books.google.pt/books?hl=pt-PT&lr=&id=335ZDwAAQBAJ&oi=fnd&pg=PT16&dq=Research+design:+Qualitative,+quantitative,+and+mixed+methods+approaches+(4th+ed.).+Sage.&ots=YExUOItrrH&sig=9iXPONBzXm4riyun-nOccigdlzs&redir_esc=y#v=onepage&q=Research%20design%3A%20Qualitative%2C%20quantitative%2C%20and%20mixed%20methods%20approaches%20(4th%20ed.).%20Sage.&f=false
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Table 2.1 - Coverage plan for sectoral and regional diversity in the purposive sample for a population of n=100 

Source - Data organised by the Author based on data from STP census 2017 
 

Inclusion criteria required respondents to be active entrepreneurs, defined as individuals whose 

primary source of income derived from an operating business at the time of the survey. Recruitment 

was conducted through local business associations, municipal contacts, and snowball referrals. 

Participation was voluntary. This sampling design prioritizes coverage and diversity rather than 

probabilistic representativeness 

The research was conducted in full compliance with the ethical principles applicable to research 

with human beings. All participants were informed about the aims of the study and how the data would 

be used and gave their free and informed consent before taking part. Anonymity and confidentiality 

of responses were guaranteed, ensuring that no individual information could be associated with a 

specific participant as described in the signature part of consent declaration (Annex F). Participation 

was voluntary and the questionnaires were administered in a safe environment that respected local 

cultural and social norms. The case study approach allows for contextual depth while enabling 

exploratory extrapolation to other comparable contexts 

 

2.2 SDG close-answer question indicators 
The question, "What is the influence of Local Development due to Entrepreneurship in achieving the 

SDGs?" served as the basis for analysis. To answer it, understanding how the United Nations assesses 

progress toward the SDGs is essential. The UN uses a structured approach with over 169 global 

indicators approved by the UN Statistical Commission to measure progress across all 17 SDGs. These 

indicators are disaggregated by factors such as gender, age, location, and economic status to ensure 

inclusivity. Progress is summarized in reports like the Global Sustainable Development Report (GSDR) 

and the annual SDG Progress Report, which highlight advancements, gaps, and priority areas. Member 

states also present Voluntary National Reviews (VNRs) during the High-Level Political Forum (HLPF), 

outlining national progress and challenges. 
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Data for these reports is collected through partnerships with organizations such as the OECD, 

World Bank, IMF, and UN agencies like UNICEF and UNESCO. Countries adapt global indicators to local 

contexts, with national statistics agencies playing a key role. The UN has also embraced technologies 

like big data and satellite imagery to improve data collection in challenging regions. A public database 

provides detailed statistics for follow-ups at global, regional, and national levels. Tools like the SDG 

Index and Dashboards visually rank countries performances using a "traffic light" system (Figure 2.1), 

while SDG Trend Panels track whether countries are on track to meet goals by 2030 based on historical 

growth rates. The HLPF serves as the main platform for reviewing SDG progress, fostering discussions 

on challenges, best practices, and shared experiences. 

 

 
Figure 2.1 - SDG traffic light indicator panels 

Source: UN SDG Progress Report, 2024 
 

The UN’s comprehensive system for tracking SDG progress faces significant challenges, 

particularly in the context of entrepreneurship and its impact on achieving the SDGs. Despite the 

robust global indicators, reports, partnerships, and innovative monitoring technologies employed by 

the UN, there are notable data gaps that hinder comprehensive comparative analyses. The lack of 

specific data on entrepreneurs presents a significant obstacle in understanding their role in broader 

SDG achievement. To address this gap, a focused approach on collecting data from entrepreneurs, 

defined as individuals or groups running operational businesses as their primary income source, has 

been proposed. 

Based on the identified indicators and the absence of national data on entrepreneurs in São 

Tomé, it was determined that documentary analysis would not be feasible, necessitating field research 

to gather the required data for comparison. Various data collection methods were considered, 

including direct observation, interviews, questionnaires and surveys, focus groups, participant diaries, 

and ethnographic approaches. 

Given the constraints of a 15-day timeframe for fieldwork and the need for nationally 

representative data, the use of a questionnaire was deemed the most suitable approach. This method 

not only facilitated efficient data collection but also allowed for brief direct observations of working 

conditions. For the closed-response section, adjustments were made following consultations with São 

Tomense nationals to accommodate the country’s low education levels. The questions were adapted 

for clarity and simplicity, with each entrepreneur required to answer two questions per each SDG 

indicator: 
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● Question 1 – Regarding the raking, the entrepreneur whether the current situation could be 

categorized as "Yes," "No," or "More or less." 

● Question 2 – Regarding the trending, whether the situation since becoming an entrepreneur 

had "improved significantly," "improved slightly," "remained the same," or "worsened." 

Responses were compiled and assigned values, allowing an average value to be calculated for each 

indicator (Table 2.2). These averages, divided as necessary, corresponded to the predefined indicators 

established by the UN. The resulting values formed the basis for subsequent analyses. 

 
Table 2.2 - Question values per answer of the survey  

Source - Data organised by the Author based on data from UN SDG Progress Report 2024 
 

These values were selected to enable a consistent and well-founded basis for analysis. By 

calculating averages, the results could be categorized into response groups for further interpretation 

(Table 2.3).  

 
Table 2.3 - Answers values per answer of the survey 

Source - Data organised by the Author based on data from UN SDG Progress Report 2024 
 

Responses to categorical items were numerically coded to construct a composite ordinal index, 

allowing directional comparison across indicators. This transformation is not intended to imply precise 

interval distances but rather to enable a structured, heuristic assessment of relative positioning 

between entrepreneurs and national dashboards. All results are therefore interpreted qualitatively in 

terms of direction and ordering, rather than precise magnitudes. 

To enable comparison between the two dashboards, an analysis system was developed to 

assess progress based on rating and trend levels. This system evaluates 8 parameters, reflecting the 

evolution of levels within the available options. The evolution can be categorized as negative, neutral, 
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positive, or not applicable (Table 2.4). For positive and negative progress, the difference may involve 

three parameters or an improvement of 1, 2, or 3 levels. 

 
Table 2.4 - Analyse system to compare the evolution according to rating and trend levels 

Source - Data organised by the Author based on data from UN SDG Progress Report 2024 

Like already referred the methodology was based on the Sustainable Development Report 

2024 (UN, 2024), which ranks São Tomé and Príncipe 118th out of 167 countries, with an overall SDG 

score of 63. Given this challenging context, the research focused on selecting the weakest-performing 

indicators across the SDGs. Specifically, two to three indicators were chosen for each SDG, prioritizing 

those with the poorest results. This approach ensured alignment with the research objective of 

analysing solutions to global challenges, since improvements in low-performing areas are more visible 

and meaningful than in areas already performing at average or high levels. 

For each selected indicator, two survey questions were designed. These questions were 

carefully adapted to preserve the intent of the original UN indicator while also reflecting local realities, 

vocabulary, and levels of knowledge. This adaptation was necessary to ensure comprehension among 

entrepreneurs and to allow the questionnaire to run smoothly. In some cases, questions were 

rephrased to maintain their meaning while using alternative wording. The adapted indicators thus 

serve as perception-based, micro-level proxies conceptually aligned with the UN SDG targets, but not 

directly comparable in statistical terms. After this first adaptation, the questionnaire was reviewed and 

validated by São Toméan participants to confirm clarity and suitability and then revised into its final 

version for use in the study. 

Next, we will look at each dimension of the SDGs, the status of each SDG in STP, the selected 

indicators, and their adaptation for the questionnaire: 

 

2.2.1 People indicators: 
São Tomé and Príncipe faces multidimensional social development challenges that hinder its progress 

toward achieving key people-centered Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs). The country is off track 

or progressing too slowly on SDG 1 (No Poverty), SDG 2 (Zero Hunger), SDG 3 (Good Health and Well-

being), SDG 4 (Quality Education) and SDG 5 (Gender Equality). These challenges are closely linked to 

systemic inequalities, structural weaknesses in public services, and limited institutional capacity. 

Under SDG 1 (No Poverty), poverty remains widespread and deeply entrenched, especially in 

rural and peri-urban areas. A significant portion of the population relies on informal and subsistence 
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livelihoods with little access to formal social protection mechanisms. Economic opportunities are 

scarce outside the public sector, and youth unemployment is notably high, contributing to cycles of 

intergenerational poverty and out-migration. 

SDG 2 (Zero Hunger) remains a critical concern due to continued food insecurity, 

undernutrition, and a high dependency on food imports. Despite the country’s agricultural potential, 

productivity remains low due to outdated practices, land degradation, and limited access to inputs and 

markets. Malnutrition disproportionately affects children and women of reproductive age, and school 

feeding programs often struggle with irregular implementation. 

In relation to SDG 3 (Good Health and Well-being), the country faces challenges in both access 

and quality of healthcare. While there have been improvements in vaccination coverage and maternal 

health, health infrastructure remains underdeveloped, especially in rural districts. There is a shortage 

of qualified medical personnel, limited access to essential medicines, and frequent stock-outs in 

primary health centers. Non-communicable diseases are rising, while malaria, respiratory infections, 

and diarrheal diseases continue to pose serious public health threats. 

For SDG 4 (Quality Education), the education system is marked by disparities in access, quality, 

and learning outcomes. Primary school enrolment is relatively high, but dropout rates increase 

significantly in secondary education, particularly among girls. Many schools operate with insufficient 

teaching materials, overcrowded classrooms, and underqualified staff. Technical and vocational 

training remains underdeveloped, limiting the alignment between education and labor market needs. 

Finally, SDG 5 (Gender Equality) presents persistent challenges across economic, social, and 

political dimensions. Women face barriers to accessing decent work, land ownership, and financial 

services, and are underrepresented in leadership and decision-making roles. Gender-based violence 

remains underreported and poorly addressed, due in part to limited institutional responses and 

cultural stigmas. 

These interlinked issues demonstrate the urgent need for cross-sectoral and inclusive 

development strategies. Strengthening human capital, expanding social protection, improving the 

equity and quality of basic services, and promoting gender-responsive policies are key to accelerating 

progress. A more holistic and coordinated approach aligned with the 2030 Agenda is essential to 

improve the well-being and resilience of the population. 

 
Figure 2.2 - Indicator dashboards of São Tomé’s People SDG 1, 2, 3, 4 and 5 in 2024 

Source - UN SDG Progress Report 2024 
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The following indicators were selected for the people focused SDGs:  

Based on the methodology, to facilitate the surveys, it was necessary to adapt the questions 

to facilitate the perception of the survey participants. Whit this, in the first two questions (SDG 1) it 

was necessary to convert from dollars to dobras, the national currency of STP. In the case of SDG 

indicator 5, the two questions “Ratio of average years of schooling received between women and men 

(%)” and “Ratio of labour force participation rate between women and men (%)”, due to their similar 

placement of the question, mainly changed the theme to “Should men and women have the same 

opportunities at school and at work?”, thus managing to assess together these which had the same 

results in the UN report. That result in the following table:  

In this table, it should be noted that the indicator “Traffic deaths (per 100,000 population)”, 

which in the 2024 report appears with a rating of “Moderately Improving” and a trend of “On track or 

Maintaining”, was initially chosen because in the 2023 report it had values for the “Major Challenges” 

rating with a trend of “Decreasing”, having values of 27.9 in 2019 data, making it one of the worst 

indicators of SDG 3 in STP, a situation that has seen an extremely positive evolution, changing to the 

Table 2.4 - Dashboards of São Tomé’s SDG 1, 2, 3, 4 and 5 in 2024 
Source - Data organised by the Author based on data from UN SDG Progress Report 2024 

Table 2.5 - Questions adapted based on the dashboards of São Tomé’s SDG 1, 2, 3, 4 and 5 in 2024 
Source - Data organised by the Author based on data from UN SDG Progress Report 2024 
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current values. This improvement was only made public after the field investigation, which meant that 

the indicator could not be changed, so we are keeping the same indicator, which can be analysed. 

2.2.2 Planet Indicators 

São Tomé and Príncipe’s environmental performance across the "planet-related" Sustainable 

Development Goals (SDGs) reveals both areas of progress and critical vulnerabilities. The country is 

making uneven strides in SDG 6 (Clean Water and Sanitation), SDG 13 (Climate Action), SDG 14 (Life 

Below Water), and SDG 15 (Life on Land). While it has demonstrated political commitment to 

sustainability, structural constraints and environmental fragilities continue to pose major obstacles to 

achieving long-term ecological resilience. 

In contrast, SDG 6 (Clean Water and Sanitation) remains a high-risk area. A large share of the 

population, particularly in rural areas and on the smaller island of Príncipe, lacks access to safely 

managed water sources and improved sanitation facilities. Water quality monitoring systems are 

underdeveloped, and there is limited capacity for wastewater treatment or solid waste management. 

Seasonal variability, aging infrastructure, and weak institutional coordination further compromise 

access to clean and safe water. Inadequate hygiene infrastructure also exacerbates health risks, 

particularly among children and vulnerable populations. 

SDG 12 (Responsible Consumption and Production) remain undefined due to limited or 

inconsistent data but STP is advancing through renewable energy, sustainable agriculture, and marine 

conservation, backed by international partnerships and private sector engagement. However, scaling 

up sustainable consumption and production remains an ongoing challenge tied to financing gaps, data 

limitations, and broader structural constraints. 

SDG 13 (Climate Action) shows moderate progress. São Tomé and Príncipe is actively 

participating in global climate agreements, including the Paris Agreement, and has developed a 

Nationally Determined Contribution (NDC) outlining adaptation and mitigation goals. The government 

has initiated measures such as coastal protection, reforestation, and early warning systems. However, 

the country remains highly vulnerable to climate-related hazards including rising sea levels, increased 

coastal erosion, and more intense rainfall patterns, all of which threaten agriculture, infrastructure, 

and livelihoods. The lack of climate financing and limited adaptive capacity at the local level present 

ongoing challenges. 

SDG 14 (Life Below Water) is an area of significant concern. As a small island developing state 

(SIDS), São Tomé and Príncipe depends heavily on marine resources for food security and economic 

activity, particularly artisanal fisheries. However, unsustainable fishing practices, lack of regulation, 

and growing marine pollution, including plastics and untreated waste, are leading to coastal and 

marine ecosystem degradation. Coral reefs and fish populations are under pressure, and marine 
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protected areas remain limited in scope and enforcement. This undermines both biodiversity and the 

livelihoods of coastal communities. 

Meanwhile, SDG 15 (Life on Land) shows gradual progress. The country has rich terrestrial 

biodiversity, with high levels of endemism, particularly in its forests and mountain ecosystems. 

Conservation initiatives, such as the Obó Natural Park, have improved protected area coverage and 

promoted sustainable land use practices. Nonetheless, deforestation—driven by agricultural 

expansion, logging, and charcoal production—continues to threaten biodiversity. Soil erosion and land 

degradation also remain serious challenges, especially in upland farming areas where slash-and-burn 

techniques are still practiced. 

 
Figure 2-2 - Indicator dashboards of São Tomé’s planet SDG 6, 12, 13, 14 and 15 in 2024 

Source - UN SDG Progress Report 2024 

Despite national and international commitments to environmental sustainability, São Tomé 

and Príncipe faces cross-cutting constraints including limited institutional capacity, inadequate funding 

for environmental initiatives, and weak enforcement of environmental regulations. The country’s SIDS 

status further amplifies its exposure to climate and ecological risks. 

Moving forward, accelerating progress on planet-related SDGs will require integrated 

environmental governance, enhanced access to climate finance, stronger partnerships with 

international organizations, and the inclusion of local communities in conservation and climate 

adaptation strategies. A holistic approach that links ecological sustainability with poverty reduction 

and local economic development is essential to achieving the 2030 Agenda in São Tomé and Príncipe. 

The following indicators were identified for the 4 SDGs in the environmental area: 

 
Table 2.6 - Dashboards of São Tomé’s SDG 6, 12, 13, 14 and 15 in 2024 

Source - Data organised by the Author based on data from UN SDG Progress Report 2024 
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The 2 questions for each of the indicators needed to be adapted in order to maintain the 

objective of the indicator but to be adapted to the local reality, their vocabulary and knowledge. This 

transition meant that most of the questions only changed the way they were presented, so that they 

could be understood when the entrepreneurs were asked. However, in indicator 12 five indicators, 

were identified, as those relating to municipal solid waste (kg/capita/day) and electronic waste 

(kg/capita) have the same results and can be combined in the same question, “Do you have access to 

rubbish bins and/or recycling bins?”, as for the other three indicators, since they are related to 

emissions linked to product consumption, it is possible to relate them to “Do you pay attention to the 

origin of the products you buy?”. Also in the SDG 13, a combination of the questions associated with 

exports and imports led to a question associated with the impacts of climate change, with the notion 

that it would need to be contextualised during the questionnaire. This combination made the 

indicators “Information Unavaiable” because it crossed two different indicators.  

In addition, in the Clean Waters indicator, the concern for keeping water clean was analysed. 

Finally, in SDG 15, freshwater was combined with terrestrial sites important to biodiversity, as they 

have the same rating and trending, and in the question “Permanent deforestation (% of forest area, 3-

year average)” an attempt was made to understand the notion and use of forest resources. 

After this initial adaptation, the questionnaire was presented to native São Toméans, who suggested 

changing some words and rephrasing others to ensure consistency, resulting the the following version: 

 

 
Table 2.7 - Questions adapted based on the dashboards of São Tomé’s SDG 6, 12, 13, 14 and 15 in 2024 

Source - Data organised by the Author based on data from UN SDG Progress Report 2024 

2.2.3 Prosperity/Economic Indicators 

São Tomé and Príncipe’s progress across selected SDG beyond the environmental domain reveals a 

complex landscape of persistent risks, emerging improvements, and data gaps. The country’s 

performance on infrastructure, urban development, and energy-related SDGs 7 (Affordable and Clean 

Energy), SDG 8 (Decent Work and Economic Growth), SDG 9 (Industry, Innovation, and Infrastructure), 
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SDG 10 (Reduced Inequalities) and SDG 11 (Sustainable Cities and Communities) reflects both the 

structural limitations of a SIDS and the incremental efforts to build resilience and capacity. 

SDG 7 (Affordable and Clean Energy) remains an area of major concern. The country faces 

stagnant progress in expanding access to reliable, affordable, and sustainable energy services. 

Electricity access remains limited and uneven, especially in rural and remote areas, and the energy 

supply is heavily reliant on imported fossil fuels, contributing to energy insecurity and economic 

vulnerability. Although there have been efforts to promote renewable energy, such as small-scale solar 

projects, these remain fragmented and underfunded, with weak institutional capacity to scale up green 

energy infrastructure. 

SDG 8 (Decent Work and Economic Growth) remain undefined due to limited or inconsistent 

data. However, anecdotal evidence suggests that challenges persist in promoting inclusive economic 

growth, reducing informality in the labour market, and fostering sustainable consumption patterns. A 

lack of robust monitoring systems and comprehensive data hampers policy effectiveness and 

accountability in these areas. 

SDG 9 (Industry, Innovation, and Infrastructure) is characterized by significant challenges but 

shows signs of moderate improvement. Investment in basic infrastructure, such as roads, ports, and 

digital connectivity, has been increasing, albeit slowly, with support from international partners. 

However, industrial development is constrained by a small domestic market, high production costs, 

and limited technological capacity. Innovation remains low, and access to finance for small and 

medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) is limited, impeding broader economic diversification and 

sustainable industrialization. 

SDG 10 (Reduced Inequalities) highlights the country’s difficulty in ensuring inclusive 

development. Regional disparities, especially between the capital and rural areas or smaller islands, 

are pronounced. Vulnerable groups such as people with disabilities, the elderly, and youth often lack 

access to services and opportunities. Economic inequality is exacerbated by limited formal 

employment and unequal access to basic infrastructure and services. 

SDG 11 (Sustainable Cities and Communities) similarly reflects significant challenges with 

modest upward momentum. Urban areas, particularly the capital city of São Tomé, face issues related 

to informal settlements, poor housing conditions, and insufficient urban planning. Waste management 

systems are underdeveloped, and urban resilience to climate-related risks such as flooding and 

landslides remains weak. Nonetheless, ongoing urban development projects and international support 

for municipal planning provide a foundation for more inclusive and sustainable urbanization in the 

future. 

Overall, São Tomé and Principe’s progress on these SDGs highlights the interplay between 

infrastructure deficits, capacity constraints, and external dependencies. Moving forward, targeted 
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investments in renewable energy, sustainable infrastructure, and institutional strengthening, 

supported by improved data collection and monitoring, will be critical to advancing these 

interconnected goals. A multi-sectoral approach that aligns with the country’s environmental priorities 

and socioeconomic needs is essential to delivering on the broader vision of sustainable development. 

 

 
Figure 2-3 - Indicator dashboards of São Tomé’s Prosperity SDG 7, 8, 9, 10 and 11 in 2024 

Source - UN SDG Progress Report 2024 

 

For the economical focused SDGs, the following indicators were chosen: 

 

 
Table 2.8 - Dashboards of São Tomé’s SDG 7, 8, 9, 10 and 11 in 2024 

Source - Data organised by the Author based on data from UN SDG Progress Report 2024 

 

The adaptation of these indicators was similar to that of the previous Ps, with the main change 

being translation and adaptation to the context of São Tomé and Príncipe. However, in the SDG 

indicators, the two associated indicators “Victims of modern slavery (per 1,000 population)” and 

“unemployment rate (% of total labour force, ages 15+)” were combined into “Do you receive 

compensation for your work?” because if they receive compensation, they are not slaves and are 

employed. For SDG 11, three indicators were identified and these three were translated, as it is the 

only SDG with three indicators, due to their relevance. With this the questions where adapted to this 

version: 



 

42 

 
Table 2.9 - Questions adapted based on the dashboards of São Tomé’s SDG 7, 8, 9, 10 and 11 in 2024 

Source - Data organised by the Author based on data from UN SDG Progress Report 2024 

2.2.4 Peace and Partnerships Indicators 

São Tomé and Príncipe’s performance on the “peace and partnership”, SDG 16 (Peace, Justice and 

Strong Institutions) and SDG 17 (Partnerships for the Goals), reflects both systemic governance 

constraints and promising diplomatic engagement. These two goals are critical enablers of the entire 

2030 Agenda, underpinning institutional legitimacy, rule of law, and international cooperation. While 

there are areas of resilience, the country continues to face significant challenges, particularly in 

governance capacity and institutional effectiveness. 

SDG 16 (Peace, Justice and Strong Institutions) presents significant challenges and shows 

stagnating progress. Despite São Tomé and Príncipe’s reputation for relative political stability and 

peaceful democratic transitions compared to many of its regional peers, underlying institutional 

weaknesses persist. Issues such as limited access to justice, inefficient public administration, and low 

levels of transparency and accountability hinder more inclusive governance. Corruption remains a 

concern, especially in public procurement and service delivery, and law enforcement institutions often 

operate with insufficient resources and capacity. Efforts to improve legal frameworks and strengthen 

civic participation have not yet translated into measurable progress, and there is limited data 

availability on key justice and human rights indicators. 

In contrast, SDG 17 (Partnerships for the Goals) shows significant challenges but is on track or 

maintaining achievement, reflecting São Tomé and Príncipe’s strong engagement with international 

development partners. The country benefits from sustained support through multilateral and bilateral 

cooperation, including with the United Nations, the African Development Bank, and various EU and 

Portuguese-led initiatives. These partnerships have been instrumental in financing public services, 

building institutional capacity, and supporting climate resilience and health system strengthening. 

However, São Tomé and Príncipe remains highly dependent on external aid, and domestic resource 
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mobilization continues to be a major constraint. Statistical capacity is also limited, affecting the ability 

to monitor SDG progress and inform evidence-based policymaking. 

To accelerate progress in the peace and partnership domain, São Tomé and Príncipe must 

strengthen the independence and functionality of its institutions, invest in judicial and public sector 

reforms, and build mechanisms for greater citizen engagement and accountability. At the same time, 

leveraging international cooperation for sustainable, long-term capacity development, particularly in 

data systems, financial governance, and institutional transparency, will be essential for advancing SDG 

16 and consolidating gains under SDG 17. 

 
Figure 2-4 - Indicator dashboards of São Tomé’s SDG 16 and 17 in 2024 

Source - UN SDG Progress Report 2024 

 

For the focused SDGs, the following indicators were chosen: 

 

Table 2.10 - Dashboards of São Tomé’s SDG 16 and 17 results in 2024 
Source - Data organised by the Author based on data from UN SDG Progress Report 2024 

As with all the other indicators, the four indicators for these two SDGs needed to be altered in the 

survey in order to be perceptible to the entrepreneurs and allow for the desired comparison. For SDG 

16, the indicator of the percentage of people unsentenced but detainees, the question was changed 

to whether they considered “Do you feel safe with the prison system?” as a way of understanding the 

entrepreneurs” perception of this indicator, and for the corruption indicator, it was changed to 

whether the entrepreneurs had ever accepted/made an undue payment, as a way of measuring their 

own corruption and understanding whether it is different from the general population. With regard to 

the indicator of the state budget for health and education, it was relatively translated in order to gather 

the entrepreneurs” perception of these investments, and finally the indicator associated with the 

country’s contribution to the UN was adapted to whether the entrepreneurs “knew the SDGs” in order 

to understand whether, despite not representing the country, they are aware of the UN’s  goals, 

thereby representing knowledge of the work carried out by the organisation, the latter, although more 

indirectly linked to the initial objective, seeks to identify the population’s recognition of the objectives. 
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These indicators were operationalized using exploratory proxies. these do not directly replicate UN 

measurement standards but were designed to elicit alignment in spirit with the official goals. 

These adaptations resulted in the following outcome: 

 
Table 2.11 - Questions adapted based on the dashboards of São Tome’s SDG 16 and 17 results in 2024 

Source - Data organised by the Author based on data from UN SDG Progress Report 2024 

 

2.3 SDG Open-Ended indicators 
 The instrument of open-ended was structured based to collect data specially on the three 

dimensions of sustainable development, social, economic and environmental, identified as People, 

Planet and Prosperity for the SDGs, and formulated with questions aimed at capturing the participants” 

perception of their performance in each of them. The questions asked were: 

 People: " What is the role of Local Entrepreneurs / Local Entrepreneurship in the social 

development of communities? 

 Planet: What is the role of Local Entrepreneurs / Local Entrepreneurship in the environmental 

protection of community territories? 

 Prosperity: What is the role of Local Entrepreneurs / Local Entrepreneurship in the Economic 

Growth of communities? 

 Peace and Partnerships: Although there were no specific questions for the area of Peace and 

Partnerships, combining the answers to the three questions allows for the collection of cross-

cutting information. 

The answers were analysed using categorical content analysis, following a systematic process of 

reading, coding and thematic grouping. For each of the three questions, they were identified and 

organized into two formats: 

 Analysis of the set of topics associated with each of the "5 P”s" (People, Planet, Prosperity, 

Peace and Partnerships) in relation to the 269 targets of the 17 SDGs aiming to systematize 

the thematic distribution of the 2030 Agenda goals. This approach makes it possible to 

identify patterns of incidence, gaps and interrelationships between the goals, facilitating 

an integrated understanding of the dimensions of sustainable development and offering a 

solid analytical basis for subsequent in-depth studies. 

 Analysis of the ten main thematic categories were identified based on the frequency and 

relevance of the topics mentioned by the participants. This was followed by a cross-
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analysis between the three dimensions of sustainable development (economic, social and 

environmental) to identify areas of convergence and cross-cutting themes. This analysis 

made it possible to highlight common factors, such as reducing external dependence, 

which stood out as a structuring element with simultaneous implications for the three 

aspects of sustainability.  

To support this process, both approaches, the Excel tool was employed to codify, categorize and 

cross-check the data, thereby ensuring a systematic and reliable organization of information that 

enhanced both the clarity and robustness of the subsequent analysis, making it possible to highlight 

the interrelationships between entrepreneurial actions and the Sustainable Development Goals 

(SDGs), even in the absence of an explicit intention on the part of the participants to align themselves 

with the 2030 Agenda. 
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CHAPTER 3 

3. Results 
This chapter presents the empirical findings of the field research conducted in São Tomé and Príncipe, 

aiming to understand the influence of local entrepreneurship on sustainable development and the 

achievement of the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs). It is organized into two main analytical 

components that correspond to the mixed-methods approach adopted in the study, the quantitative 

analysis of closed-ended questions, and the mixed-analysis of open-ended responses provided by 100 

local entrepreneurs across diverse sectors. 

 The section 3.1, presents the profile of entrepreneurs interviewed in São Tomé and Príncipe, 

outlining their demographic characteristics, educational background, place of residence, type and size 

of businesses, sectoral distribution, degree of formalization, roles within enterprises, and work 

experience. 

In the section 3.2, the results of the close-ended survey are analysed in alignment with selected 

SDG indicators, structured around the five dimensions of the 2030 Agenda, People, Planet, Prosperity, 

Peace, and Partnerships. These results are benchmarked against national SDG dashboards and trends 

to assess whether entrepreneurial activity contributes to progress on key indicators, as well as to 

identify areas of divergence between entrepreneurs and the general population. 

In the section 3.3, the open-ended responses are examined using thematic analysis, revealing 

entrepreneurs” perspectives on their role in promoting social inclusion, environmental protection, and 

economic growth. This qualitative component captures the subjective experiences, motivations, and 

challenges of local entrepreneurs, enriching the quantitative findings with contextual depth and 

narrative insight. 

Together, these analyses provide a comprehensive view of how entrepreneurship in São Tomé 

and Príncipe interacts with sustainable development imperatives. The findings serve as the basis for 

the subsequent discussion in Chapter 4, where patterns, cross-cutting themes, and implications for 

policy and practice are explored in greater depth. All comparisons between national dashboards and 

entrepreneurs’ responses should be read as heuristic juxtapositions. The survey results represent 

perception-based micro-indicators, which can conceptually align with SDG targets but are not 

statistically equivalent to population-level national indicators. 

 

3.1. Entrepreneurs Profile 
The profile of entrepreneurs interviewed in São Tomé and Príncipe reveals a diverse group with striking 

characteristics that reflect both the local reality and global trends in entrepreneurship. 
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The sample consisted of 100 entrepreneurs, of whom 52% were men and 48% women, 

showing relative gender parity. The average age of entrepreneurs was 40, with a distribution ranging 

from young adults to individuals over 70, but with a higher concentration between 30 and 47. 

In terms of educational attainment, the majority have basic or secondary education: 43% 

completed the 3rd Cycle (9th Grade), 30% have Secondary Education (12th Grade), while 15% have 

completed the 2nd Cycle (6th Grade), 8% the 1st Cycle (4th Grade), and only 4% have higher education 

(University). 

Urban residence predominates (65%), mainly in the regions of Água Grande (39%) and Mé-

Zóchi (25%). However, there is a considerable representation of entrepreneurs in rural areas (35%), 

especially in districts such as Lobata and Lemba. 

The business structure shows a predominance of micro and small enterprises: 48% are sole 

proprietorships (only one person) and 41% are microenterprises (2 to 5 people). Only a minority 

operate in medium-sized (7%) or large (4%) businesses. Most businesses operate in the trade sector 

(52%), followed by combinations of trade with services, tourism and other segments. 

In terms of the type and formalisation of enterprises, there is a strong presence of individual 

and informal initiatives (76%) and a significant presence of formal enterprises (22%), in addition to 

collective organisations and other legal arrangements. The position of “owner” predominates in 

businesses (70%), with some performing managerial functions (19%) or as partners (10%). 

The data show that many entrepreneurs started working early, with an average age of entry 

into the labour market at 16, and a significant proportion have more than one job (42%). The profile 

also suggests relative accumulated experience (the average length of business activity exceeds several 

decades in some cases), and few reported having no children or only one child. 

In summary, STP entrepreneurs are mostly adults with basic and secondary education, living 

in urban areas, running micro and small businesses predominantly in the trade sector, operating 

independently, often in informal settings, and with a history of starting work at an early age. 

 
3.2 Close-ended question 

The close-question analysis aims to measure the contribution of local entrepreneurs in São Tomé and 

Príncipe to sustainable development, using specific indicators aligned with the SDGs. Based on 

structured questionnaires with closed-ended questions, this section compares the overall national 

population with the sample of entrepreneurs across selected SDG targets indicators. The objective is 

to identify patterns of convergence or divergence between entrepreneurial performance and national 

progress. The findings provide an evidence-based overview of how entrepreneurship close-question 

influences local development and may serve as a foundation for targeted policy interventions.  
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For these indicators, the questions that were considered were adapted, considering that they 

represent in greater detail the questions asked to entrepreneurs, bearing in mind the limitations 

mentioned at the end of the thesis. The scoring system provides a heuristic mapping of entrepreneur’s 

responses to dashboard levels. It is interpreted as indicating whether entrepreneurs perform above, 

below, or in line with national indicators, but does not represent exact quantitative differences. 

3.2.1. People 

 
Table 3.1 - Comparison of Dashboards of São Tomé’s SDG 1, 2, 3, 4 and 5 results 

Source - Data organised by the Author based on data from UN SDG Progress Report 2024 and field research survey results 

3.2.1.1 SDG 1 - No Poverty 
Comparing the evolution of SDG 1, it is possible to see that the two indicators, associated with the 

amount received in terms of remuneration $2.15 or $3. 65/day, had a similar rating and trend, being 

Major Challenges in the case of the rating and Stagnating in the case of the trend, showing that this 

remains a major challenge with no great prospect of positive development for the general population. 

These values are quite different from those achieved by the entrepreneurial population, which 

obtained SDG Achieved for both indicators, regarding the trend of development, the difference being 

that for remuneration of $2.15, the value obtained was “On track or Maintaining” and for $3.65 

“Moderately Improving”. These figures allow us to make a comparison and show that in terms of rating 

there was a difference of 3 levels, thus obtaining the most positive evolution possible, and in terms of 

trending, for the first indicator the evolution maintained the evolution of 3 levels, while the second 

indicator had 2 levels. This evolution allows us to understand that, on average, entrepreneurs receive 

the amount indicated by the UN as an indicator for getting out of the poverty line.  This evolution 

allows us to understand that, on average, entrepreneurs receive the amount indicated by the UN as 

an indicator for getting out of the poverty line. This result, when compared to the population, can lead 

us to conclude that because they are responsible for their own income and profits, they are able to 

earn more than when they are employed and even more so when they are unemployed. These figures 

also allow us to reflect that if there were more incentives for entrepreneurship, more entrepreneurs 

might emerge, which could increase the amounts received from the general population. Despite these 

positive indicators, the drop in the trending from the first to the second indicator indicates that there 
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is a drop in the amounts received between wage brackets, revealing that although it is positive, it does 

not obtain the amounts necessary to end poverty, and may indicate that although it is positive, the 

guarantees of this value being stable are not secure. 

 

3.2.1.2 SDG 2 - Zero Hunger 
In the second SDG, related to combating hunger, the indicators in the UN report show values for the 

indicator related to nutrition associated with the question “How many meals do you eat a day? “ with 

a rating of “Significant Challenges” and a trend of “Moderately Improving”, while for the indicator 

associated with the efficiency of production and consumption of products to avoid inefficiency and 

waste, with the adapted question “Do you know if the products you consume are sustainable?”, it had 

a rating of “Major Challenges” and a trend of “Decreasing”, proving to be a growing problem in São 

Tomé and Príncipe. These figures, when compared with those of the entrepreneurial population, 

obtained the same results in the first question, i.e. “Significant Challenges” for the rating and 

“Moderately Improving” for the trending, with a neutral evolution, while in the second indicator of this 

SDG, the figures were SDG Achieved for the Rating and “Moderately Improving” for the trending, 

representing a positive evolution. This evolution, seen in detail, was neutral for both indicators of the 

first indicator, but saw an evolution of 3 levels in the rating and 2 levels in the second indicator. This 

evolution can be interpreted as the fact that, in terms of food, there is not a great deal of variation 

between the target populations, possibly due to the reality of food in STP, which represents a great 

difficulty to overcome, but in terms of the quality of the products consumed, we can see that being an 

entrepreneur means that there is greater concern and the possibility of buying more sustainable 

products.  

 

3.2.1.3 SDG 3 - Good health and well-being 
About SDG 3, the indicators for the general population are data associated with the rate of motor 

vehicle accidents with the question “Have you ever had a driving accident?” and with the question of 

access to health care with the question “Do you have access to health services?” The UN report’s 

figures for the driving question were “Challenges Remain” but with a trend of “On track or 

Maintaining”, while for access to health care they were “Major Challenges” with a trend of 

“Moderately Improving”. As for the values for entrepreneurs, for the rating of driving accidents they 

showed “Major Challenges” and a trend of “Moderately Improving”, while for access to healthcare 

they showed “SDG Achieved” and “Moderately Improving”. These results, when comparing the values 

for the general population with the entrepreneurial population, show a negative evolution of 2 levels 

for the rating and 1 level for the trending, showing that the entrepreneurial population not only has 

more accidents than the general population, but also a more negative tendency not to contribute to 
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solving this problem. Part of these figures can be explained by the greater need for transport, especially 

on an individual level, to keep businesses running, whether it’s dealing with their own supplies and 

resources or travelling to sales, and with this need the number of journeys increases and with it the 

likelihood of accidents. As for the indicator relating to access to health care, comparing the ratings of 

the report with that of the investigation, it improved by 3 levels, and in the trend, it maintained the 

same level. This positive evolution in the rating and neutral evolution in the trend can be explained by 

the entrepreneurial population’s greater access to and ability to use health services, which, linked to 

the SDG1 indicator in which it is perceived that they have better financial conditions, may make it 

easier for them to use health services. 

 

3.2.1.4 SDG 4 - Quality educaƟon 
For SDG 4 - Quality Education, both the indicators marked “Do you have carers at any pre-schools?” 

and “How literate are you?” show “Major Challenges” in the 2024 report in terms of rating and 

“Information Unavailable” for the trend. When questioned, the entrepreneurial population obtained 

“SDG Achieved” ratings for both indicators and “On track or Maintaining” ratings for the trend. For the 

first indicator of this SDG (carers at any pre-school), they obtained “Moderately Improving” and for 

“How literate are you?” they obtained “On track or Maintaining”. These values, when compared to the 

target group, had a positive evolution of 3 levels for both indicators in the rating question and as the 

trend did not have determined values, an inconclusive analysis was obtained, however, given that for 

both indicators the trend presented represents the path of progress and/or resolution of the SDG, it 

can be said that these are satisfactory and positive values when compared to the other more negative 

trend options. This evolution shows greater access to education services by the entrepreneurial 

population and their families, sometimes benefiting the communities themselves and wider family 

circles. 

 

3.2.1.5 SDG 5 - Gender equality 
With initial values for the two SDG Gender Equality indicators of “Major Challenges” in the case of 

“Have you done any family planning?” and “Significant Challenges” in the case of “Should men and 

women have the same opportunities in school and labour?” and a trend of “Stagnating” for both 

indicators, this SDG generally presents a delayed and challenging outlook for resolving the current 

challenges. About the entrepreneurial population, the rating and trend values were the same for each 

indicator, with “SDG Achieved” and “On track or Maintaining” representing full fulfilment of this goal. 

These results allow us to compare the general population with the entrepreneurial population and 

show that the entrepreneurial population has a difference of 3 levels on a positive scale in terms of 

the rating of the indicator “Have you done any family planning?” and for the remaining 3 indicators a 
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positive evolution of 2 levels. These results show that the entrepreneurial population, for reasons 

possibly linked to their knowledge of the importance of business planning, also end up planning their 

family life, resulting in a more constructive structure and development of their families, rather than 

simply a lack of planning, thereby achieving decisive results for all other spheres of personal life. In 

terms of women’s access to the same educational and work opportunities, entrepreneurs show an 

openness and concern for gender equality, seeking a society that is equal despite gender. Both 

indicators together are differentiated tools, but with extremely positive indicators through the lens of 

the entrepreneurial community. 

 

3.2.3 Planet 
 

 
Table 3.2 - Comparison of Dashboards of São Tomé’s SDG 6, 12, 13, 14 and 15 results 

Source: Data organised by the Author based on data from UN SDG Progress Report 2024 and field research survey results 

3.2.3.1 SDG 6 – Clean Water and SanitaƟon 
When comparing the initial values for access to drinking water and sanitation, the general population 

rated both as “Major Challenges” with “Stagnating” trends. In contrast, the entrepreneurial population 

showed “Challenges Remain” for both, with “Stagnating” for drinking water access and “Moderately 

Improving” for sanitation. This indicates that entrepreneurs have slightly better access to these 

resources, with three out of four indicators showing a positive shift of one level. 

The improved access to drinking water can be attributed to entrepreneurs” higher purchasing 

power, allowing more regular acquisition of the resource. However, the similar trend between the 

general and entrepreneurial populations suggests that while entrepreneurs have personal access, 

community access remains unchanged, with the issue still largely a government responsibility. 

In terms of sanitation, the improvement in both indicators reflects the positive impact of 

entrepreneurship. Entrepreneurs likely benefit from better financial resources and knowledge to 

improve their personal facilities, which may also be shared with their families and communities. 

Additionally, the resale of old materials can help improve others” sanitation. 
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These entrepreneurial practices contribute to measurable environmental improvements 

through increased access to improved sanitation infrastructure, waste reuse (via resale of materials), 

and promotion of hygienic practices in the community. While individual gains are clearer than 

collective shifts, such localized actions help reduce open defecation and environmental contamination 

risks. 

In summary, while entrepreneurs have better access to drinking water and sanitation, they 

mainly contribute to local improvements in sanitation rather than water access. Being an entrepreneur 

offers a slightly better quality of life, bringing benefits to both the individual and their community in 

terms of sanitation. 

 

3.1.3.2 - SDG 12 – Responsible ConsumpƟon and ProducƟon 
In relation to SDG 12, despite the relevance of the indicators, 3 out of 4 of the evaluation 

metrics had a result of “Information Unavailable” which, although it makes comparisons between the 

general population and the entrepreneurial population impossible, allows for a perception of reality. 

For the indicator associated with the question “Do you feel there are equal opportunities?” the general 

population’s rating was “SDG Achieved” and the trend “Information Unavailable”, while the 

entrepreneurial population’s rating was “Significant Challenges” with a trend of “Moderately 

Improving”, which represents a 2-level deterioration for this indicator. For the indicator with the 

question “Do you feel there is equal access?” as there was no initial data, only the entrepreneurs” data 

of “SDG Achieved” for the rating and “On track or Maintaining” for the trend, allow us to state that 

entrepreneurs are certainly doing their bit for sustainable development, while the general population 

may or may not be. These findings suggest that entrepreneurs” less favourable perception of equal 

opportunities, is possibly due to greater awareness of the challenges they face, entrepreneurs 

demonstrate a positive view of equal access, indicating their active role in sustainable development. 

These results are partially in line with previous reports highlighting São Tomé and Príncipe’s 

positive performance in SDG 12, especially in sustainable production and consumption. However, the 

scarcity of accurate data on many targets remains a challenge for a comprehensive assessment of the 

country’s progress. 

These findings highlight the need to improve data collection and implement targeted policies 

to promote responsible consumption and production, especially among entrepreneurs, as part of 

efforts to achieve SDG 12 in São Tomé and Príncipe. 
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3.2.3.3 SDG 13 – Climate AcƟon 
In SDG 13, which focuses on fossil fuel consumption and climate change knowledge, the analysis 

showed significant differences between the general population and entrepreneurs. The general 

population’s rating of fossil fuel consumption was “SDG Achieved” with a trend of “On track or 

Maintaining,” but entrepreneurs had a “Major Challenges” rating and “Moderately Improving” trend, 

showing a significant negative shift. This indicates higher fossil fuel consumption among entrepreneurs 

compared to the general population. 

Regarding climate change knowledge, while the general population had inconclusive data, 

entrepreneurs rated as “SDG Achieved” with a “Moderately Improving” trend, indicating better 

awareness of climate change impacts. 

Entrepreneurs reported no active efforts to reduce fossil fuel consumption, with many using 

more resources than before starting their businesses. This suggests that business needs, like 

transportation and materials, take priority over climate action due to limited alternatives in São Tomé 

and Príncipe, which faces solar and technological challenges. 

Despite this, entrepreneurs have a solid understanding of climate change and its impacts. This 

awareness has slightly improved since becoming entrepreneurs, mainly due to increased knowledge 

of business risks. Entrepreneurs can use this knowledge to raise local awareness and promote 

behaviour change. 

Although their practices currently increase environmental pressure, the improved knowledge 

base creates measurable long-term potential for impact. Entrepreneurs are positioned to influence 

sustainable transitions by adopting cleaner technologies when feasible, reducing dependency on fossil 

fuels, and promoting climate awareness in their networks. 

In conclusion, while entrepreneurs are more aware of climate change, their business needs 

often lead them to behaviours that increase fossil fuel consumption, presenting a paradox where they 

both contribute to and combat climate change. 

 

3.2.3.4 SDG 14 – Life Below Water 
For SDG 14, which focuses on the protection of marine life, São Tomé and Príncipe faces significant 

challenges with illegal fishing and marine life protection. The general population rated these issues as 

“Challenges Remain” with a “Decreasing” trend for marine life protection and “Major Challenges” with 

a “Stagnating” trend for illegal fishing. In contrast, the entrepreneurial population maintained the 

“Challenges Remain” rating for marine life protection but showed improvements in other indicators. 

Entrepreneurs demonstrated a “Positive difference of 2 levels” in the trending for both indicators and 

a “Positive difference of 3 levels” in the illegal fishing rating. 
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Entrepreneurs shared similar concerns about marine protection and water cleanliness as the 

general population, indicating common challenges. However, entrepreneurs have broadened their 

knowledge and changed their habits since starting their businesses. This evolution helps influence their 

local environment and can contribute to better protection of marine life. 

Regarding the consumption and commercialization of marine animals, entrepreneurs 

outperformed the general population in both rating and trend. This improvement is linked to their 

awareness of legal responsibilities, ensuring compliance with regulations while maintaining positive 

relationships with customers and suppliers. This contributes locally to addressing the challenge of 

illegal fishing. 

These behavioural shifts among entrepreneurs are environmentally measurable through 

reduced participation in illegal fishing activities, adherence to marine protection norms, and influence 

over others in the supply chain. Their actions help stabilize fish populations and preserve marine 

ecosystems in the long term. 

In summary, the positive comparison of 3 out of 4 indicators highlights the important role local 

entrepreneurs play in addressing ocean-related issues. They stand out as part of the solution, 

demonstrating a positive influence on marine life protection and illegal fishing. 

 

3.2.3.5 SDG 15 – Life on Land 
For SDG 15, which focuses on protecting terrestrial and freshwater biodiversity, the entrepreneurial 

population showed positive results. The general population received “SDG Achieved” and “On track or 

Maintaining” ratings for the protection of important biodiversity sites, and the entrepreneurial 

population mirrored these results in the survey. Regarding the illegal use of natural resources, there 

was no initial data for comparison, but entrepreneurs received a “Significant Challenges” rating and a 

“Moderately Improving” trend, highlighting a notable difference from the initial indicators. 

When examining the protection of terrestrial life, entrepreneurs, like the general population, 

expressed concern for preserving biodiversity and maintained a consistent attitude towards this issue 

despite business needs. This reflects a strong sense of responsibility, influenced by national protection 

efforts. 

Regarding the use of forestry resources, the lack of clear data in the national report resulted 

in partly negative ratings for entrepreneurs. On average, they continued practices that weren’t ideal 

for combating deforestation in non-protected areas. However, the slight improvement trend indicates 

that entrepreneurs are increasingly turning to sustainable and legal suppliers, suggesting long-term 

positive changes that could lead to improved environmental practices. 

These emerging practices are environmentally relevant, as they suggest a progressive shift 

toward responsible sourcing of raw materials. Over time, such actions can lead to measurable 
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outcomes like reduced deforestation rates and increased use of certified wood or alternative 

materials, contributing to biodiversity conservation and sustainable land use. 

Overall, while the entrepreneurial population has maintained similar positive standards as the 

general population, their efforts show potential for improvement. Business development is not 

worsening existing environmental conditions and, in some cases, is actively seeking more sustainable 

practices. 

 

3.2.4 Prosperity 

 
 Table 3.3 - Comparison of Dashboards of São Tomé’s SDG  7, 8, 9, 10, and 11 results in 2024  

Source - Data organised by the Author based on data from UN SDG Progress Report 2024 and field research survey results 

3.2.4.1 - SDG 7 – Affordable and Clean Energy 
Comparing the results of the UN report with the data collected by the entrepreneurial population, with 

regard to the first indicator concerning access to electricity, the indicators in the 2024 report had a 

rating of “Major Challenges” and trending of “Moderately Improving”, while the figures from the 

entrepreneurial population had a rating of “SDG Achieved” and “Moderately Improving” for the trend, 

which represents an improvement of 3 levels in terms of rating and maintenance of the trend. With 

regard to access to electricity or gas for cooking, the comparison was positive for both, with the rating 

going from “Major Challenges” to “Challenges Remain”, which represents an improvement of 2 levels, 

and from “Stagnating” to “Moderately Improving”, representing an improvement of 1 level.  

This data indicates that entrepreneurs have better access to electricity for both business and personal 

use. This advantage provides them with, access to a wider range of equipment promoting sustainable 

development, ability to transition from organic to renewable resources, potential for reduced 

consumption of raw materials and opportunities for energy transition 

It is important to note, however, that the source of the energy comes from groups of 

organizations that manage the generators and electricity. Electricity production in STP is not yet 

thermal, which means that although they have more access, most of them are not autonomous in 

terms of the production and use of this resource. 
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This reliance on shared energy sources highlights the need for further investments in 

infrastructure to ensure long-term sustainability and autonomy in electricity production. While access 

has improved, the dependence on centralized energy management groups suggests potential 

vulnerabilities, particularly in cases of maintenance issues, fuel shortages, or rising operational costs. 

Moreover, the disparity between the UN report’s assessment and the data collected from the 

entrepreneurial population suggests that businesses may have better access to energy compared to 

the general population. This could be due to targeted initiatives, private investments, or business-

driven solutions aimed at ensuring stable power supply for economic activities. 

To further enhance energy accessibility and sustainability, the following actions could be 

considered like expansion of renewable energy sources by investing in solar, wind, and hydroelectric 

power to reduce reliance on fuel-based generators, decentralization of energy production, by 

Encouraging localized, small-scale energy solutions to reduce dependency on centralized networks, 

policy incentives for sustainable energy use by Implementing tax benefits or subsidies for businesses 

and households that transition to renewable energy, and infrastructure development, by 

strengthening the national grid and integrating more resilient energy storage systems. 

In conclusion, while the entrepreneurial sector benefits from improved access to electricity, 

achieving widespread energy security in São Tomé and Príncipe (STP) will require systemic changes. 

Strategic investments in renewable energy and decentralized solutions will be crucial to ensuring that 

both businesses and households can sustainably achieve energy independence. 

 

3.2.4.2 - SDG 8 - Decent Work and Economic Growth 
Concerning SDG 8 (Decent Work and Economic Growth) in São Tomé and Príncipe, the analysis reveals 

significant disparities between the general population and entrepreneurs. While the UN report 

indicates “Major Challenges” for the general population regarding compensation for work, 

entrepreneurs reported “SDG Achieved”, representing a substantial improvement of three levels. The 

trend for entrepreneurs is “Moderately Improving”, suggesting ongoing positive changes in their 

working conditions. 

The entrepreneurial population’s perception of fair salary remains a challenge, with the 

indicator showing “Challenges Remain”. However, the “Moderately Improving” trend indicates gradual 

progress in this area. 

These findings highlight several benefits of entrepreneurship in São Tomé and Príncipe, Improved 

working conditions, because entrepreneurs are experiencing progressive enhancements in their work 

environment, better understanding of work value, due to business ownership provides entrepreneurs 

with a more comprehensive perspective on fair compensation, and increased income security, since 

entrepreneurs report greater certainty in receiving remuneration for their work. 
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Despite these positive trends, challenges persist. The country’s economy is projected to 

remain in mitigation mode or transition to a coping phase during 2024-20251. Economic policies are 

focused on mitigating the impact of rising prices and maintaining macroeconomic stability amid a 

global economic slowdown (UNPD, 2023)  

While entrepreneurship offers a promising path toward achieving SDG 8, ongoing efforts are 

needed to address broader economic challenges and ensure inclusive growth. The government’s focus 

on building human and physical capital and generating economic opportunities aligns with the 

intention to address current employment challenges. 

 

3.2.4.3 - SDG 9 – Industry, InnovaƟon and infrastructure 
With regard to SDG 9, the question “Do you have access to the internet and/or a mobile phone for 

work?”, which in the UN report has a rating of “Significant Challenges” and trending of “On track or 

Maintaining”, the entrepreneurial population obtained a rating of “SDG Achieved” and a trending of 

“Moderately Improving”, which meant that in terms of rating it improved by 2 levels, and in terms of 

trending there was a negative evolution of 1 level, which is curious due to these opposite variations. 

As for the indicator “Do you have access to transport?” where the rating was “Significant Challenges” 

and the trending “Information Unavailable”, the rating of the entrepreneurial population was 

equivalent to “SDG Achieved” and a trending of “Moderately Improving”, which represents an 

improvement of 2 levels in terms of rating and an improvement of “Not Applicable” because there is 

no term of comparison but which, like the previous indicator, allows us to say that the trend is more 

positive than indicated. 

These discrepancies suggest that entrepreneurs in São Tomé and Príncipe are experiencing 

significant improvements in infrastructure and technological access compared to the general 

population. This can be attributed to focus on digital infrastructure, because the country has invested 

in improving access to the internet and mobile technologies, particularly benefiting entrepreneurs, 

and transport infrastructure development, although overall data is limited, entrepreneurs seem to 

have better access to transport, possibly due to the nature of their business or location. 

Despite improvements, the country still faces “significant challenges” in industry, innovation, 

and infrastructure (SDG 9), as reported in previous assessments. These data gaps are due to the lack 

of accurate information on many SDG targets, which makes it difficult to comprehensively assess the 

country’s progress. 

These findings emphasize the importance of targeted policies to support entrepreneurship as 

a means of accelerating progress towards SDG 9 in São Tomé and Príncipe. However, it is crucial to 

address the disparities between entrepreneurs and the general population to ensure inclusive and 

sustainable development. 

https://sdgpush-insights.undp.org/reports/stp
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3.2.4.4 SDG 10 - Reduced Inequality 
Analysing the initial indicators for the general population of São Tomé and Princípe, we found two 

indicators, “Do you feel there are equal opportunities?” and “Do you feel there is equal access?” with 

equal values both in terms of rating (Major Challenges) and trending (Information Unavailable), which 

does not allow for comparison in this second parameter. On the entrepreneurs” side, we can see that 

in the first indicator the result was “Challenges Remain” with a trending of “Moderately Improving”, 

representing an evolution of two positive levels in the rating, while in the second indicator the 

evolution was one positive level, moving to “Significant Challenges”. Although this progress is lower 

when compared to other SDG indicators, it is still a positive comparison when analysing the 

entrepreneurial population, because although their values are still a reality and a population that has 

challenges well represented in their day-to-day lives, they end up being a target group that has more 

opportunities and seeks to ensure that their workers also have fair and comparable opportunities and 

access. This evolution can be related, as contextualised above, to the level of broad knowledge of the 

difficulties faced by the community, customers and suppliers and the search for solutions to their 

reality based on other realities. However, the distance between the indicators and the fulfilment of 

the objectives also makes it difficult to resolve these challenges, which in many ways go beyond the 

physical aspect and also include the political aspect of rights. 

 

3.2.4.4 - SDG 11 - Sustainable Cites and CommuniƟes 
For the 3 indicators associated with SDG 11, which focuses on life in the cities and towns of the 

entrepreneurs, the UN report for the equivalent of the question “Is your home in good condition?” has 

a rating of “Major Challenges” and a trend of “Stagnating” while the entrepreneurs” report has a trend 

of “Challenges Remain” and a trend of “Moderately Improving”, representing an improvement of 2 

levels for the rating and 1 positive level for the trend. For the indicator “How many people live in your 

house?” the overall rating is “Challenges Remain” and the trend “Moderately Improving”, while the 

entrepreneurs” report showed a 1-level “Significant Challenges” deterioration in the rating and 

maintained the “Moderately Improving” trend. Lastly, the third indicator “Is your neighbourhood in 

good condition?” had the values for the general population at their maximum with a rating of “SDG 

Achieved” and a trend of “On track or Maintaining”, while for the general population there was a 

decrease of 1 level in both indicators to “Challenges Remain” and “Moderately Improving”. 

These discrepancies suggest, improved housing conditions for entrepreneurs, possibly due to 

higher income or investments in their homes, persistent challenges about overcrowding in 

entrepreneurs” homes indicate possible economic or cultural pressures, entrepreneurs” less 
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favourable perception of the conditions of their neighbourhoods, possibly due to higher expectations 

or location in less developed areas. 

These results partially align with the goals of SDG 11, such as ensuring access to safe and 

adequate housing by 2030. However, São Tomé and Príncipe still faces significant challenges in this 

area, with the country presenting “major challenges” in seven goals, including SDG 11. 

The government of São Tomé and Príncipe is adopting policies and strategies aimed at sustainable 

urban development  but the lack of accurate information on many targets makes it difficult to 

comprehensively assess the country’s progress (UN HABITAT, 2021).  

These findings highlight the need for targeted policies to improve housing and urban 

development conditions, especially for entrepreneurs, as part of efforts to achieve SDG 11 in São Tomé 

and Príncipe. 

 

3.2.5. Peace and Partnerships 

3.2.5.1 SDG 16: Peace, JusƟce and Strong InsƟtuƟons 
The results obtained from the survey conducted among entrepreneurs reveal a significantly more 

positive perception of progress on SDG 16 indicators– when compared to official data reported by the 

UN. 

Regarding the indicator related to criminal justice, the UN classified the situation with a rating 

of “Challenge Remaining” and a trend of “Information Unavailable”, reflecting both the persistence of 

challenges and the absence of concrete data on progress. However, the results of entrepreneurs gave 

this same indicator a rating of “SDG Achieved” and a trend of “Moderately Improving”, suggesting not 

only the achievement of the goal but also continued progress. This improvement represents a two-

level jump in terms of rating and a significant qualitative improvement in the perception of the 

evolutionary trajectory. 

Regarding the second indicator, focused on the perception of corruption, UN data pointed to 

a more critical scenario, with both parameters, rating and trending, classified as “Significant 

Challenges”. Entrepreneurs, on the other hand, maintained the same rating, recognising the 

seriousness of the problem, but identified a more positive trend, assigning it the rating “On Track or 

Maintaining”, which represents a two-level improvement. This distinction suggests that, although 

Table 3.4 - Comparison of Dashboards of São Tomé's SDG  16 and 17 results in 2024 
Source - Data organised by the Author based on data from UN SDG Progress Report 2024 and field research survey results 

 

 

Table 3.5 - Comparison of Dashboards of São Tomé's SDG  16 and 17 results in 2024 
Source - Data organised by the Author based on data from UN SDG Progress Report 2024 and field research survey results 

 

 

Table 3.6 - Comparison of Dashboards of São Tomé's SDG  16 and 17 results in 2024 
Source - Data organised by the Author based on data from UN SDG Progress Report 2024 and field research survey results 

 

 

Table 3.7 - Comparison of Dashboards of São Tomé's SDG  16 and 17 results in 2024 
Source - Data organised by the Author based on data from UN SDG Progress Report 2024 and field research survey results 
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corruption continues to be seen as a structural challenge, there is a perception that efforts to combat 

it are having some effect or that, at least, current levels are being controlled. 

These discrepancies between official assessments and entrepreneurs sector perceptions may 

result from multiple factors, including direct experiences, local improvements not captured by global 

statistics, or different assessment criteria. Nevertheless, the data indicate that, from the perspective 

of entrepreneurs, there are encouraging signs of strengthening justice and institutional integrity, 

fundamental pillars for building more just and resilient societies. 

 

3.2.5.2 SDG 17: Partnerships for the Goals 
In the analysis of SDG 17 indicators, data collected from entrepreneurs once again reveal interesting 

contrasts with the official United Nations assessments. This SDG, which focuses on international 

cooperation, development financing, institutional capacity building and resource mobilisation, is 

particularly sensitive to economic actor’s perceptions of the role of the state and its alignment with 

global agendas such as the 2030 Agenda. 

The first indicator analysed, “Government spending on health and education (% of GDP)”, 

reflects the financial commitment of governments to sectors essential to human development. 

According to the UN report, this indicator had a rating of “Significant Challenges” and a trend of “On 

Track or Maintaining”, pointing to a reality that is still flawed but showing signs of progress. However, 

entrepreneurs gave a rating of “Challenges Remain”, which represents an improvement of one level, 

but at the same time downgraded the trend to “Stagnating”, signalling perceptions of stagnation or 

lack of visible progress in the short term. This divergence points to a double reading of progress in this 

area, on the one hand, entrepreneurs recognise some relief in the intensity of the challenges, perhaps 

reflecting partial improvements in public services or more benevolent perceptions of the government’s 

budgetary effort. On the other hand, the downgrade in the trend suggests disappointment with the 

speed or consistency of reforms, or even a perception of recent setbacks, which are particularly 

sensitive in a context of budgetary constraints or economic instability. 

The second indicator related with the “Index of countries”, that measured the indirect 

measure of entrepreneurs’ level of knowledge about the SDGs, assuming that greater literacy about 

the 2030 Agenda may translate into greater support for international cooperation. In this case, the 

transformation is remarkable: the rating of “Major Challenges” assigned by the UN has evolved, 

according to entrepreneur’s perceptions, to “SDG Achieved”, an improvement of three levels. At the 

same time, the trend has moved from “Information Unavailable” to “Moderately Improving”. These 

results reflect a high awareness of entrepreneurs regarding the 2030 Agenda and can be interpreted 

as a sign of a strengthening of the private sector’s commitment to global goals. The fact that 

perceptions have far exceeded official data suggests that awareness-raising, training and engagement 



 

62 

initiatives in the business sector may be having an effect, positioning entrepreneurs as active partners 

in the effort to implement the SDGs. 

In aggregate terms, the data reveal that, in SDG 17, entrepreneurs perceptions tend to be 

more positive regarding support for international cooperation, but more critical regarding the practical 

application of public resources in key areas such as health and education. This distinction is relevant 

because it shows that the business sector values international integration and recognises the 

importance of the SDGs as a common agenda but remains cautious (and sometimes sceptical) about 

the efficiency and effectiveness of public investment. 

Thus, the analysis of these indicators reinforces the need for active listening to the private 

sector, not only as a source of financing and innovation, but also as a barometer of perceptions and 

expectations about government action. Incorporating this view into national and international 

assessments can contribute to more comprehensive diagnoses and public policies that are more 

aligned with the economic and social reality of countries. 

 

3.2.6 Close-ended General Analysis 
The close-ended question analysis sought to quantify the contribution of local entrepreneurs 

in São Tomé and Príncipe to sustainable development, using specific indicators aligned with the SDGs. 

By comparing structured survey data from entrepreneurs with the United Nations’ 2024 SDG Progress 

Report for the general population, this section identifies areas of convergence, divergence, and 

neutrality in performance. 

Overall, from the 70 indicators analysed (Table 3.8), 33 (47%) revealed a positive evolution for 

entrepreneurs compared to the general population, 10 (14%) showed a negative evolution, 10 (14%) 

remained neutral, and 17 (24%) were classified as not applicable (N/A) due to insufficient comparative 

data. 

Comparison 

Icone - - - - -  - = + + + + + + N/A 

Icone total 1 2 7 10 11 12 10 17 

Grand total 10 10 33 17 

Table 3.8 - General analysis comparison per level of evolution 
Source - Data organised by the Author based on data from UN SDG Progress Report 2024 and field research survey results 

 

Among the positive results, 10 indicators improved by three levels (+++), 12 indicators by two 

levels (++), and 11 indicators by one level (+). These represent substantial evidence that local 

entrepreneurship consistently achieves higher development outcomes than the broader population. 

Conversely, 10 indicators recorded regressions (7 with -1 level, 2 with -2 levels, and 1 with -3 levels). 
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These setbacks highlight structural barriers were entrepreneurial activity, while beneficial in some 

respects, may increase vulnerability (e.g., traffic accidents, fossil fuel consumption). 10 indicators 

remained unchanged (=), reflecting areas where entrepreneurship does not substantially alter existing 

national dynamics, such as food consumption patterns. Finally, 17 indicators (N/A) underscore the 

persistent lack of reliable data for certain SDGs, which constrains a full comparison. 

This distribution demonstrates that, despite contextual constraints, entrepreneurs in São 

Tomé and Príncipe generally perform better than the national average across nearly half of the 

indicators. Key positive contributions are seen in areas such as poverty reduction (SDG 1), gender 

equality (SDG 5), access to education (SDG 4), decent work (SDG 8), and infrastructure (SDG 9). These 

advances can be linked to the ability of entrepreneurs to generate income, access services, and invest 

in both household and community development. On the other hand, negative gaps emerge mainly in 

health and environmental sustainability dimensions, where entrepreneurial activity is associated with 

increased transport accidents (SDG 3) and higher fossil fuel dependency (SDG 13). These findings 

suggest that while entrepreneurship drives socio-economic inclusion, it can also introduce or reinforce 

environmental and safety risks when adequate infrastructure and policy frameworks are lacking. 

In conclusion, the close-ended question analysis highlights that entrepreneurship in São Tomé 

and Príncipe acts as a catalyst of progress in most of SDG indicators, with a balance of 3 positive 

outcomes for every 1 negative. Nevertheless, the persistence of negative and neutral indicators, 

together with large data gaps, indicates the need for targeted public policies. 

 

3.3. Open-ended questions 
The open-ended component complements the statistical findings by offering a deeper, narrative-

driven understanding of the experiences, motivations, and perceptions of local entrepreneurs. 

Drawing on open-ended responses, thematic content analysis was used to identify the entrepreneur’s 

views on their social, environmental, economic, peace and partnerships roles, as well as the challenges 

and opportunities they face. This approach captures the complexity of their contributions and sheds 

light on informal mechanisms, cultural values, and community-based practices that are not easily 

quantifiable. These insights help interpret the human dimension behind the data and provide rich 

context to better understand the social fabric and environmental consciousness present in 

entrepreneurial initiatives in São Tomé and Príncipe. 

3.3.1 Open-ended questions – Quantitative Analysis 

3.3.1.1 People - Social Development 
SDG Target Number of topics relatable Total SDG Average 

1 
1.1 11 

62 8.86 1.2 10 
1.3 10 
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1.4 5 
1.5. 10 
1.a 7 
1.b 9 

2 

2.1 5 

29 3.63 

2.2 2 
2.3 3 
2.4 5 
2.5 4 
2.a 4 
2.b 3 
2.c 3 

3 

3.1 5 

46 3.54 

3.2 8 
3.3 4 
3.4 4 
3.5 3 
3.6 3 
3.7 3 
3.8 3 
3.9 2 
3.a 2 
3.b 3 
3.c 3 
3.d 3 

4 

4.1 6 

41 4.10 

4.2 3 
4.3 3 
4.4 8 
4.5 3 
4.6 3 
4.7 6 
4.a 3 
4.b 3 
4.c 3 

5 

5.1 10 

59 6.56 

5.2 6 
5.3 6 
5.4 6 
5.5 7 
5.6 6 
5.a 5 
5.b 6 
5.c 7 

Total 47 237 5.34 
Table 3.9 - Data Analysis from the topics mentioned for the people targets 

Source - Data organised by the Author based on data from field research survey results 

Analysing the data collected for social development related to the area of people, for the 5 SDGs in 

this strand (1, 2, 3, 4, and 5) and their 47 targets, through the 100 responses received, entrepreneurs 

mentioned 237 topics that were directly related to actions taken by entrepreneurs that contribute to 

achieving the targets and therefore the overarching goal. Of these 237 topics (table 3.9), 62 relate to 
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SDG 1, 29 to SDG 2, 46 to SDG 3, 41 to SDG 4, 59 to SDG 5, with a maximum of 11 responses per 

indicator (target 1.1) and a minimum of 2 topics (target 2.2, 3.9, 3.a). This data allows us to make an 

average of topics per SDG ranging from 8.8 (SDG 1), 3.6 (SDG 2), 3.5 (SDG 3), 4.1 (SDG 4), and 6.5 (SDG 

5) combining into an overall average of 5.34, which can be interpreted as each entrepreneur carrying 

out their entrepreneurial tasks ends up contributing without planning to the improvement of 5 

sustainable development targets for the social aspect, with a greater tendency to be topics associated 

with gender equality problems, in addition, the distribution of topics across the different SDGs shows 

that entrepreneurship contributes in a transversal way to multiple dimensions of social development, 

including the promotion of education, the improvement of health and the reduction of inequalities. 

This multifaceted impact reinforces the idea that local entrepreneurs are agents of social change, 

capable of responding to the concrete needs of communities and driving progress in various priority 

areas for sustainable development. Within the 5 SDGs analysed, it is possible to find a higher average 

as well as a greater number of topics in SDG 1, which may indicate that entrepreneurship does in fact 

promote the eradication of poverty by reducing some of its associated issues, followed by gender 

equality issues, enabling a balance of associated functions. 

This finding can be further nuanced by comparing the distribution and depth of contribution 

across the SDGs. For instance, although SDG 1 registers the highest number of topics (62), its average 

of 8.8 topics per target suggests a broad but relatively even coverage across the 17 targets associated 

with poverty. This reflects how entrepreneurial activity can directly or indirectly address various 

poverty-related dimensions, such as income generation, employment creation, and access to basic 

services. Also, SDG 5, with 59 topics and an average of 6.5 per target, indicates a more concentrated 

and intense focus, suggesting that gender-related issues are not only frequently encountered but also 

deeply integrated into entrepreneurial actions. This could imply that entrepreneurs are particularly 

sensitive or reactive to gender disparities, either by employing more women, creating women-focused 

initiatives, or addressing systemic gender gaps within their business models. 

SDG 2 and SDG 3, with 29 and 46 topics and an average of 3.6 and 3.5, show a relatively modest 

level of engagement, pointing to a potentially less direct or more specialized role of entrepreneurship 

in areas like food security, nutrition, and healthcare. These areas may require more structured or 

technical interventions, limiting the spontaneous alignment of entrepreneurial activity with these 

targets. 

Meanwhile, SDG 4 (Quality Education), with 41 topics and an average of 4.1, reflects a more 

balanced presence, indicating that education-related efforts are somewhat common, possibly through 

vocational training, knowledge transfer, or youth mentorship initiatives. This suggests that 

entrepreneurs often act as informal educators or skill developers in their communities, contributing to 

lifelong learning and human capital development. 
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The disparity between the maximum (11 for target 1.1) and minimum (2 for targets 2.2, 3.9, 

and 3.a) number of topics per indicator highlights uneven attention among targets, with some being 

significantly more resonant or actionable than others. This could be due to varying levels of awareness, 

perceived urgency, or feasibility of intervention within entrepreneurial contexts. 

Overall, these comparisons demonstrate that while entrepreneurship naturally contributes to 

social development across all five SDGs, the intensity and distribution of impact vary, with poverty and 

gender equality emerging as central themes, and education, health, and hunger-related targets 

showing more selective engagement. This pattern underscores the potential of entrepreneurship as a 

dynamic, adaptable, and community-embedded tool for advancing the 2030 Agenda, especially when 

its latent contributions are recognized and strategically aligned with specific development goals. 

3.3.1.2 Planet - Environmental protecƟon 
SDG Target Number of sentences relatable Total SDG Average 

6 

6.1 7 

45 5.63 

6.2 7 
6.3 5 
6.4 5 
6.5 5 
6.6 4 
6.a 5 
6.b 7 

12 

12.1 4 

31 2.82 

12.2 4 
12.3 3 
12.4 2 
12.5 2 
12.6 3 
12.7 2 
12.8 3 
12.a 2 
12.b 3 
12.c 3 

13 

13.1 3 

15 3.00 
13.2 4 
13.3 7 
13.a 0 
13.b 1 

14 

14.1 14 

45 4.50 

14.2 7 
14.3 2 
14.4 5 
14.5 3 
14.6 3 
14.7 3 
14.a 2 
14.b 3 
14.c 3 

15 

15.1 9 

52 4.33 
15.2 5 
15.3 3 
15.4 4 
15.5 4 
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15.6 4 
15.7 4 
15.8 4 
15.9 4 
15.a 4 
15.b 3 
15.c 4 

Total 46 188 4.06 
Table 3.10 - Table Data Analysis from the topics mentioned for the planet targets 

Source - Data organised by the Author based on data from field research survey results 

 

When analysing the data from the 100 questions on the role of local entrepreneurship in 

environmental protection within the Planet area and examining the 46 targets across the 5 

environmental SDGs (6, 12, 13, 14, and 15), entrepreneurs mentioned 188 topics in which their actions 

contribute to these goals (Table 3.10). Of these 188 topics, 45 are related to SDG 6, 31 to SDG 12, 15 

to SDG 13, 45 to SDG 14, and 52 to SDG 15. The data reveals a maximum of 14 responses for a single 

indicator (target 14.1) and a minimum of 0 responses (target 13.a), suggesting that not all targets are 

currently being addressed. 

In terms of topic distribution across SDGs, the average number of topics per SDG varies 

significantly: 5.6 for SDG 6 (Clean Water and Sanitation), 2.8 for SDG 12 (Responsible Consumption and 

Production), 3 for SDG 13 (Climate Action), 4.5 for SDG 14 (Life Below Water), and 4.3 for SDG 15 (Life 

on Land), leading to an overall environmental average of 4 topics per SDG. This average indicates that, 

on average, entrepreneurs contribute to four distinct targets related to environmental sustainability, 

even if not intentionally aligned with the SDG framework. 

Notably, SDG 6 shows both a high total number of topics (45) and the highest average per 

target (5.6), suggesting that issues related to water access, cleanliness, and sanitation are not only 

more visible to entrepreneurs but also more directly connected to their day-to-day activities. 

Compared to SDG 13 (Climate Action), which has the lowest average (3) and the fewest total topics 

(15), the contrast highlights a potential gap in climate change awareness or prioritization among local 

entrepreneurs, especially in regions where immediate socioeconomic concerns may outweigh longer-

term environmental threats. 

Although SDG 15 (Life on Land) registers the highest number of topics overall (52), it ranks 

below SDG 6 in terms of average topics per target (4.3 vs. 5.6). This could indicate a broader but slightly 

less intensive engagement with biodiversity and terrestrial ecosystems, perhaps due to the diversity 

of land-based issues entrepreneurs encounter, such as agriculture, deforestation, and soil degradation. 

SDG 14 (Life Below Water) and SDG 12 (Responsible Consumption and Production) demonstrate 

different patterns. While SDG 14 matches SDG 6 in total topic count (45), its lower average (4.5) 

indicates slightly more concentrated responses in fewer targets. In contrast, SDG 12’s relatively low 
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average of 2.8 topics per target suggests that responsible consumption is less embedded in local 

entrepreneurial practices, possibly due to limited access to sustainable materials, recycling systems, 

or eco-design processes in local markets. 

Overall, while local entrepreneurs may not actively frame their work around environmental 

SDGs, their proximity to nature and reliance on natural resources naturally lead to environmentally 

relevant contributions. The data suggests that water and land-related issues are more integrated into 

local business operations, while climate-specific efforts lag, possibly due to limited awareness, 

education, or institutional support. 

These patterns imply that targeted capacity-building or policy interventions—especially 

around climate literacy and sustainable production—could empower entrepreneurs to further align 

their work with environmental priorities. Meanwhile, their existing engagement with water, marine, 

and land ecosystems reinforces their potential as grassroots stewards of the environment and key 

actors in place-based environmental strategies. 

3.3.1.3 Prosperity - Economic Growth 
SDG Target Number of sentences relatable Total SDG Average 

7 

7.1 9 

48 9.60 
7.2 10 
7.3 10 
7.a 10 
7.b 9 

8 

8.1 6 

73 6.08 

8.2 10 
8.3 23 
8.4 11 
8.5 14 
8.6 2 
8.7 0 
8.8 1 
8.9 4 
8.1 0 
8.a 1 
8.b 1 

9 

9.1 13 

61 7.63 

9.2 9 
9.3 10 
9.4 6 
9.5 6 
9.a 2 
9.b 14 
9.c 1 

10 

10.1 7 

48 4.80 

10.2 5 
10.3 6 
10.4 5 
10.5 3 
10.6 4 
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10.7 5 
10.a 4 
10.b 5 
10.c 4 

11 

11.1 7 

35 3.50 

11.2 2 
11.3 8 
11.4 2 
11.5 3 
11.6 2 
11.7 3 
11.a 2 
11.b 3 
11.c 3 

Total 45 265 6.32 
 

Table 3.11 - Data Analysis from the topics mentioned for the prosperity targets 

Source - Data organised by the Author based on data from field research survey results 

Analysing the data collected from the 100 answers to the question about the influence of local 

entrepreneurship on the economic growth of communities within the Prosperity dimension, we 

obtained an association of 265 related topics across the 45 targets of the 5 SDGs in this strand (7, 8, 9, 

10, and 11) (Table 3.11). Breaking this down further, the largest number of contributions was observed 

in SDG 8 (Decent Work and Economic Growth) with 73 topics, followed by SDG 9 (Industry, Innovation 

and Infrastructure) with 61 topics, SDG 7 (Affordable and Clean Energy) and SDG 10 (Reduced 

Inequalities) both with 48 topics, and SDG 11 (Sustainable Cities and Communities) with 35 topics. 

The data show a wide range in the number of topics per target, with a maximum of 23 topics 

for target 8.3 (Promote development-oriented policies that support productive activities, decent job 

creation, entrepreneurship, etc.), and a minimum of 0 topics for targets 8.7 (Eradicate forced labour, 

human trafficking, and child labour) and 8.10 (Strengthen financial institutions). This coexistence of 

both the highest and lowest engagement levels within the same SDG (SDG 8) highlights the divergent 

relevance or accessibility of specific targets to local entrepreneurs, reflecting how some issues are 

tightly woven into local economic dynamics, while others may remain less visible or actionable in 

entrepreneurial contexts. 

Looking at average contributions per target, SDG 7 stands out with the highest average (9.6), 

suggesting that clean energy topics are highly resonant with entrepreneurial activities, possibly due to 

energy access issues, cost-saving motivations, or innovation opportunities in local energy solutions. 

SDG 9 follows with an average of 7.6, reinforcing the strong alignment between entrepreneurship and 

innovation, infrastructure development, and technology uptake, areas where entrepreneurs often play 

a catalytic role. 
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SDG 8, despite having the highest total number of topics (73), shows a moderate average of 

6.1 per target, indicating that while the overall engagement is strong, it is concentrated in only a few 

high-relevance targets like 8.3. The relatively lower averages in SDG 10 (4.8) and SDG 11 (3.5) may 

suggest that inequality and urban sustainability challenges, although important, are less consistently 

addressed through local entrepreneurship or require more structural or policy-level intervention to 

see tangible engagement. 

The overall average of 6.3 topics per SDG further confirms a strong and multidimensional 

relationship between entrepreneurship and prosperity, showing that, on average, each entrepreneur 

contributes through around five to six distinct actions or impacts on prosperity-related targets. These 

actions may include job creation, innovation, local service provision, support for clean energy, and 

infrastructure development. 

In comparative terms, entrepreneurship’s impact on prosperity shows both breadth and 

depth, especially in areas closely linked to market dynamics and productivity. The high concentration 

of responses in targets like 8.3 and 9.1 (developing quality, reliable, sustainable infrastructure) 

indicates that entrepreneurs are not only drivers of economic activity but also active participants in 

shaping foundational systems that support long-term development. 

This data reinforces the idea that local entrepreneurs act as engines of prosperity, especially 

when their efforts are recognized, supported, and aligned with inclusive and sustainable development 

strategies. Their influence is particularly strong in areas where there is room for creativity, innovation, 

and immediate impact, though some targets, especially those that require systemic policy changes or 

institutional frameworks, remain under-addressed. 

3.3.1.4 Peace and Partnerships 
 

SDG Target Number of sentences relatable Total SDG Average 

16 

16.1 3 

17 1.41 

16.2 1 
16.3 1 
16.4 0 
16.5 0 
16.6 5 
16.7 4 
16.8 0 
16.9 0 
16.1 2 
16.a 0 
16.b 1 

17 

17.1 1 

19 1 
17.2 0 
17.3 1 
17.4 0 
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17.5 1 
17.6 1 
17.7 0 
17.8 0 
17.9 1 
17.1 1 

17.11 1 
17.12 0 
17.13 0 
17.14 0 
17.15 0 
17.16 6 
17.17 0 
17.18 0 
17.19 0 

Total 31 36 1.21 
 

Table 3.12 - Data Analysis from the topics mentioned for the peace and partnerships targets 

Source - Data organised by the Author based on data from field research survey results 

As mentioned above, separating SDGs 16 and 17 from the other three strands, People, Planet, and 

Prosperity, can help explain the lower levels of engagement found in these areas. These two SDGs fall 

under the distinct dimensions of Peace (SDG 16) and Partnerships (SDG 17), which are more 

institutional and systemic in nature. This separation often renders them less directly accessible or 

actionable by local entrepreneurs, who tend to focus on tangible, community-level issues. 

In the Peace strand (SDG 16), which includes 12 targets, only 17 associated topics were 

identified (Table 3.12). The maximum of 5 topics was recorded for target 16.6 (develop effective, 

accountable and transparent institutions), while five targets received no contributions at all, namely 

16.4, 16.5, 16.8, 16.9, and 16.a. This results in a low average of 1.41 topics per target, the second 

lowest across all SDGs. Despite this, the fact that 7 out of the 12 targets did receive some level of 

engagement indicates that entrepreneurs can contribute, but their contributions are more effective at 

the micro-scale, particularly within local or municipal governance contexts, rather than at national or 

global institutional levels. This reflects the structural limitations faced by entrepreneurs when engaging 

with issues like corruption, legal identity, or international cooperation, which often require broader 

policy frameworks and institutional support. 

In the case of SDG 17 (Partnerships for the Goals), the data reveals a similar challenge. Among 

its 19 targets, only 19 topics were mentioned, resulting in a very low average of 1 topic per target, the 

lowest of all SDGs analysed. Even more strikingly, 11 of the 19 targets received no contributions, 

including 17.2 (ODA commitments), 17.4 (debt sustainability), 17.7 (technology cooperation), 17.8 

(capacity-building), 17.12 to 17.19 (policy coherence, data availability, systemic issues, etc.). This 
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reveals a clear gap not only in engagement but also in awareness and perceived relevance of these 

more abstract or macro-level targets among local entrepreneurs. 

Interestingly, the target with the most responses (6 topics) was 17.16, which focuses on multi-

stakeholder partnerships. This highlights a key insight: while local entrepreneurs may not be familiar 

with or equipped to act on most targets under SDG 17, they do value and benefit from partnerships, 

particularly those that foster collaboration, shared knowledge, and access to networks. This suggests 

that the impact of partnerships is felt even without a direct alignment to the formal SDG agenda, and 

that fostering more inclusive and accessible partnerships could be an entry point for increasing 

engagement with SDG 17 overall. 

These findings point to a critical gap in the translation of global agendas to local action, 

especially for SDGs that are structurally or diplomatically oriented. The lack of awareness about the 

2030 Agenda and its global governance components makes it difficult for entrepreneurs to align their 

actions with these goals, despite their potential to contribute meaningfully through local influence. 

Ultimately, the analysis shows that while entrepreneurship has a strong and natural 

connection to the social, environmental, and economic dimensions of the SDGs, its link to 

peacebuilding and global partnership frameworks remains weak, largely due to issues of scale, access, 

and knowledge. Enhancing education around SDG 16 and 17, increasing support for local institutional 

participation, and promoting accessible, grassroots partnerships could serve to better connect local 

entrepreneurship with these under-addressed but crucial areas of sustainable development. 

 

3.3.1.5 Inter-Area Analysis. 

 
Table 3.13 - Relation between topics and targets per SDG and Area 

Source - Data organised by the Author based on data from field research survey results 

Area SDG Nr. Of 
Targets

Total Number of 
topics relatable

Average of topics 
per target

Total Number 
of Targets

Total Number of 
topics relatable

Average of topics 
relatable

1 7 62 8.86
2 8 29 3.63
3 13 46 3.54
4 10 41 4.10
5 9 59 6.56
6 8 45 5.63

12 11 31 2.82
13 5 15 3.00
14 10 45 4.50
15 12 52 4.33
7 5 48 9.60
8 12 73 6.08
9 8 61 7.63

10 10 48 4.80
11 10 35 3.50

Peace 16 12 17 1.42 12 17 1.42
Partnerships 17 19 19 1.00 19 19 1.00

169 726 3.63
138 690 5.24Total for 3 areas (People, Planet and Prosperity)

Area

Total for 5 areas  (People, Planet, Prosperity, Peace and Partnerships)

265Prosperity

237 5.34

188 4.06

45

SDG

6.32

Planet

People 47

46
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After conducting the individual analyses, the consolidated results provide a clearer view of how 

entrepreneurial initiatives relate to the five areas of the 2030 Agenda (People, Planet, Prosperity, 

Peace, and Partnerships). This aggregated perspective highlights both the distribution and the intensity       

of entrepreneurs’ contributions across different dimensions. With a total of 726 topics linked to 169 

targets, the dataset illustrates a wide coverage of sustainable development.   

Looking across the five areas of sustainable development (People, Planet, Prosperity, Peace, 

and Partnerships), the analysis reveals a total of 726 topics associated with the 169 SDG targets (Table 

3.13). Of these, the People dimension, with 47 targets, generated 237 topics; the Planet dimension, 

with 46 targets, produced 188 topics; Prosperity, with 45 targets, was linked to 265 topics; Peace, with 

12 targets, produced 17 topics; and finally, Partnerships, with 19 targets, resulted in 19 topics. When 

considered together, these data yield an overall average of 3.63 topics per indicator. If, however, the 

focus is placed exclusively on the three core dimensions most directly connected with the survey 

questions (People, Planet, and Prosperity) the average rises to 5.24 topics per indicator. 

The results also show considerable variation in the averages across different areas. Among the 

five dimensions, the number of topics per target ranges between 1 and 6.32, while within the three 

main dimensions of sustainable development (social, environmental, and economic), the values fall 

within a narrower range, between 4.06 and 6.32. This relatively balanced distribution underscores the 

multidimensional role of local entrepreneurs in contributing to sustainable development. It suggests 

that, regardless of whether entrepreneurs have formal knowledge of the 2030 Agenda and its targets, 

their activities naturally and intuitively address diverse aspects of sustainability, responding to the 

tangible needs of their communities. 

The People dimension, with an average of 5.34 topics per target, highlights the close 

connection between entrepreneurs and social issues. This result reflects their direct engagement with 

pressing community needs such as education, health, social inclusion, and gender equality. 

In the Planet dimension, the lower average of 4.06 topics per target, despite covering almost 

the same number of goals (46), demonstrates a still meaningful but less intensive engagement with 

environmental concerns, particularly energy, water management, and ecosystem preservation. The 

somewhat reduced value compared to the other two dimensions may point to either resource and 

knowledge limitations or the perception that environmental challenges often require collective or 

institutional interventions beyond individual capacity. 

Prosperity emerges as the dimension with the strongest entrepreneurial impact. With the 

highest average of 6.32 topics per target, it illustrates the natural alignment between entrepreneurial 

activity and economic development. Entrepreneurs in this area play a significant role in advancing goals 

such as decent work, economic growth, and innovation, confirming the central role of local businesses 

in fostering structural economic transformation. 
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By contrast, the Peace and Partnerships dimensions register significantly lower averages (1.42 

and 1.0 topics per target), respectively. This sharp difference indicates, mainly associated with don’t 

having a specific question associated, show also that are less directly influenced by entrepreneurial 

activity. Two factors may help explain this result. First, these dimensions often involve institutional, 

political, or diplomatic actions that exceed the immediate scope of individual entrepreneurs. Second, 

the survey design did not include detailed or specific questions regarding Peace and Partnerships, 

which may have limited the explicit identification of contributions in these areas. Nevertheless, the 

low incidence does not necessarily imply the absence of influence. In many cases, entrepreneurial 

activity may indirectly strengthen peace and partnerships by fostering local trust networks, creating 

opportunities for social cohesion, or participating in collaborative initiatives with external actors. 

With this the inter-area analysis demonstrates that entrepreneurial contributions in São Tomé 

and Príncipe are spread relatively evenly across the three main dimensions of sustainable 

development, People, Planet, and Prosperity, while Peace and Partnerships remain underrepresented. 

This pattern reinforces the view that entrepreneurial practices in the local context are primarily 

intuitive and community-oriented, arising from immediate needs rather than from formal alignment 

with the SDG framework. At the same time, it highlights a potential area for policy intervention: by 

creating enabling mechanisms and support structures, it may be possible to encourage local 

entrepreneurs to play a stronger role in the institutional and cooperative dimensions of sustainable 

development, thereby reinforcing their capacity to contribute to the entirety of the 2030 Agenda. 

 

3.3.2 Open-ended Question - Qualitative Analysis 
The subsequent analysis grouped these topics into three interdimensional relationships, 

Socioeconomic, Socioenvironmental and Eco-economic with the aim of understanding how local 

entrepreneurship acts in an integrated and systemic way in the context of the 2030 Agenda.  

3.3.2.1 – People  
An analysis of the 100 qualitative responses, categorized by thematic recurrence, revealed ten 

dominant categories of perceived impact generated by local entrepreneurship: meeting basic needs 

(35), job creation, income and economic stability (29), example and community inspiration (28), 

support and mutual aid (25), valorisation of local culture and traditions (24), community 

empowerment (12), skills development (13), reduction of external dependency (4), and promotion of 

family security (2). 

These categories reflect a multidimensional and systemic impact of local entrepreneurial 

initiatives, with a strong emphasis on social transformation through grassroots economic 

empowerment, cultural affirmation, and social cohesion. The most frequently cited themes, meeting 

basic needs, job creation, and community support, suggest that entrepreneurship in local contexts 
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responds directly to structural vulnerabilities, such as poverty, unemployment, and lack of access to 

basic services. This aligns directly with SDG 1 and 8, illustrating how entrepreneurial activity can serve 

as a de facto mechanism for economic inclusion and resilience-building. 

The high incidence of responses related to community inspiration and role modelling (28) 

underscores the intangible yet significant influence of entrepreneurs as social leaders and agents of 

behavioural change. When considered alongside mentions of skills development (13), these categories 

reflect a secondary but crucial dimension of entrepreneurship’s contribution to educational 

advancement and personal empowerment, corresponding to SDG 4 and SDG 10. 

Further, the notable emphasis on cultural preservation and community revitalization (24 and 

12, respectively) points to a deeper engagement with territorial identity and social capital formation, 

reinforcing the connection between entrepreneurship and SDG 11 and 16. These contributions, though 

less visible in conventional economic metrics, are fundamental to long-term community resilience and 

cohesion. 

Although less frequently mentioned, reducing external dependency (4) and promoting family 

security (2) highlight entrepreneurial efforts to build local autonomy, self-reliance, and 

intergenerational stability. These elements resonate with SDG 2 through enhanced food or resource 

sovereignty, and SDG 5 when seen in the context of household-level well-being and safety. 

Taken collectively, the diversity of themes underscores that local entrepreneurship functions 

as a systemic and cross-cutting instrument for sustainable development. It bridges income generation 

with social innovation, cultural integration, and inclusive development. The predominance of 

categories linked to basic needs and employment indicates a pragmatic response to socioeconomic 

deficits, while themes such as cultural valorisation and social inspiration suggest a transformative 

potential rooted in collective identity and local agency. 

 

3.3.2.2 – Planet 
From the thematic organization of 100 qualitative responses concerning the environmental 

dimension of local entrepreneurship, ten prominent categories emerged: cleaning and conservation 

(41), valuing and using local resources (30), reducing travel (22), education and changing habits (15), 

making full use of resources (12), protecting nature (11), raising awareness (8), creating sustainable 

policies and practices (7), promoting local and cultural identity (6), and encouraging the consumption 

of local and organic products (5). 

The analysis reveals a multifaceted impact of entrepreneurial initiatives, integrating 

environmental sustainability, community engagement, and behavioural transformation. The most 

frequently mentioned categories, cleaning and conservation (41), use of local resources (30), and 

reduction in travel (22), demonstrate a concrete orientation toward environmental preservation and 
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resource optimization, aligning directly with SDGs 13 and 15. These practices reflect efforts to reduce 

ecological footprints, support ecosystem maintenance, and promote sustainable land use and 

mobility. 

Educational dimensions, represented by responses on education and changing habits (15) and 

raising awareness (8), underscore the role of local entrepreneurship in shaping environmental 

consciousness and promoting sustainable behaviours, contributing meaningfully to SDG 4. These 

activities indicate that entrepreneurs act not only as service providers but also as change agents in 

local environmental education. 

The mention of creating sustainable policies and practices (7) and encouraging local and 

organic consumption (5) reflects the role of entrepreneurship in fostering institutional innovation and 

responsible consumption, directly supporting the principles of SDGs 12 and 11. These categories reveal 

how environmental responsibility is embedded in both operational practices and consumption 

patterns, pointing toward a systemic shift in values and priorities at the local level. 

The theme of promoting local and cultural identity (6) highlights that environmental 

sustainability is often pursued in tandem with cultural and community values, connecting to SDGs 11 

and 8, and emphasizing that ecological consciousness is not detached from territorial identity and 

inclusive growth. 

Finally, the presence of making full use of resources (12) and protecting nature (11) 

underscores a transition toward circular economic models and ecological stewardship, while the 

emphasis on reducing travel (22) suggests active engagement with decarbonization strategies and 

sustainable mobility, both central to achieving climate and environmental targets. 

 

3.3.2.3 – Prosperity 
From the thematic organization of 100 responses, ten key categories emerged as the most frequently 

mentioned in relation to the economic influence of local entrepreneurship: creating jobs (31), business 

attracts business (27), developing the local economy (18), generating income and increasing 

purchasing power (12), attracting new businesses and customers (15), encouraging local consumption 

(8), supporting savings and investment (6), setting fair prices (6), creating self-support (5), and reducing 

external dependence (4). 

This thematic distribution affirms that local entrepreneurship functions as a central engine of 

economic dynamism, with effects observable at multiple levels, from individual income generation to 

broader economic system strengthening. The most prominent categories, job creation (31), business 

attraction (27), and local economic development (18), illustrate a clear orientation toward expanding 

employment, stimulating production chains, and reinforcing local market structures, directly 

supporting SDGs 8 and 9. 
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Responses related to generating income (12) and encouraging local consumption (8) reinforce 

the role of entrepreneurship in enhancing household-level economic security and promoting inclusive 

economic practices, thus contributing to SDGs 1 and 12. These effects suggest a bottom-up approach 

to poverty reduction and sustainable consumption. 

The categories of attracting new businesses and customers (15) and supporting savings and 

investment (6) highlight the capacity of entrepreneurial ecosystems to attract capital flows and foster 

resilience, aligning with SDGs 17 and 10. This reflects how entrepreneurship enables collaborative 

growth and redistribution of economic opportunity across community segments. 

Mentions of setting fair prices (6) and creating self-support (5) illustrate a commitment to 

equity, affordability, and autonomy, key values that support SDGs 2 and 5. These responses point to a 

model of economic activity that prioritizes access to resources and empowerment of marginalized 

groups, including women and small producers. 

Finally, reducing external dependence (4) emphasizes a movement toward local economic 

sovereignty, buffering communities against global disruptions and reinforcing SDG 11. This orientation 

signals a shift toward territorial resilience through endogenous development strategies. 

Overall, the diversity of thematic responses demonstrates that local entrepreneurship 

operates as a lever for integrated and inclusive economic development, uniting innovation, 

sustainability, and social justice. The predominance of categories related to job creation and business 

attraction indicates a strategy focused on inclusive growth, while the emphasis on local consumption, 

fair pricing, and self-sufficiency points to alternative models of development that balance profitability 

with community well-being. 
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3.3.2.4 – Open-ended General Analysis 

 
Table 3.14 - Relation between topics and targets per Topics and Dimensions 

Source - Data organised by the Author based on data from field research survey results 

The results of the analysis reveal that the themes emerging from local entrepreneurship are not 

confined to a single dimension of sustainable development (Table 3.14). Instead, they present clear 

and consistent intersections across the social, economic, and environmental spheres. The influence 

matrix, which articulates the origin and purpose of impact along the axes of People, Prosperity, and 

Planet, demonstrates that the actions initiated by entrepreneurs frequently have multidimensional 

consequences, reinforcing the integrated nature of sustainable development. 

In the common points for the People and Prosperity (socio-economic terms), the most salient 

themes include the creation of opportunities, the development of skills, the generation of income, 

increased purchasing power, the establishment of self-sustainability, and the reduction of external 

dependence. These elements, which appear prominently at the intersection of the “People” and 

“Prosperity” dimensions, reveal the capacity of entrepreneurs to act simultaneously as social actors 

and economic agents. Their initiatives not only respond to the basic needs of communities, such as 

meeting food, housing, and employment demands, but also contribute to long-term resilience by 

enhancing individual and collective capabilities. This dynamic supports a process of local 

empowerment, where economic inclusion and social cohesion are mutually reinforcing. In practical 

terms, this intersection speaks directly to SDGs 1, 4, 8, and 10, showing that entrepreneurship plays a 

strategic role in socio-economic transformation by fostering inclusive growth, quality education and 

lifelong learning, decent work, and the reduction of inequalities. 
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In the interception between the People and Planet (socio-environmental) terms, the analysis 

highlights the importance of themes such as the appreciation of local culture and traditions, the 

promotion of education and behavioural change, the valorisation of local and organic products, the 

reduction of dependence on external factors, and the use of endogenous resources. These themes 

reflect the connection between the “Planet” and “People” dimensions, showing that local 

entrepreneurs engage not only in economic activity but also in the preservation and promotion of 

cultural and environmental heritage. Their actions are often guided by principles that align with 

sustainability at the local level, such as reducing environmental impact using local products and 

encouraging conscious consumption. This intersection reveals a strong alignment with SDGs 11, 12, 

and 15, which emphasise sustainable communities, responsible consumption, and the protection of 

terrestrial ecosystems. Particularly in contexts such as São Tomé and Príncipe, where biodiversity and 

cultural identity are closely intertwined, entrepreneurship emerges as a powerful vector for fostering 

environmental awareness, social participation, and ecological resilience. 

The intersection between the Planet and Economy (eco-economic) dimension is evidenced by 

themes that include reducing dependence on foreign countries, encouraging local consumption, 

valuing and using natural resources, reducing travel, and maximising resource use. These themes are 

situated at the intersection of “Planet” and “Prosperity” and suggest a convergence between economic 

rationality and environmental responsibility. Entrepreneurs exhibit a clear concern with productive 

autonomy, promoting locally based value chains and circular economy principles that reduce waste 

and reliance on external inputs. The optimisation of local resources and the reduction of unnecessary 

transport or importation not only contribute to cost efficiency but also enhance environmental 

sustainability. This set of practices aligns with SDGs 9, 12, and 13, pointing to the relevance of 

innovation, resource efficiency, and climate action within entrepreneurial strategies. 

Overall, the analysis of the intersections between dimensions shows that local 

entrepreneurship, even when informal or lacking institutional support, operates in an integrated and 

systemic manner. Entrepreneurs do not separate the social, environmental, and economic spheres; 

rather, they articulate them through actions that respond to the immediate needs of communities 

while laying the foundations for structural transformation. The transversality of their practices 

indicates that sustainable development, when rooted in local contexts, must be understood as an 

interdependent and co-evolving process. The three interrelations, socio-economic, socio-

environmental, and eco-economic, not only coexist but reinforce one another, creating a resilient 

fabric that sustains the 2030 Agenda from the bottom up. Recognising and supporting these locally 

embedded synergies is essential for any effective strategy that aims to promote inclusive and 

sustainable development in fragile and complex territories. 
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A transversal theme that emerges across all intersections, regardless of the origin or purpose 

of influence, is the reduction of external dependence. This concept appears consistently in the 

articulation between the social, economic, and environmental dimensions, reflecting a shared concern 

with autonomy, resilience, and contextual adequacy. Whether through the development of local skills 

and self-sufficiency, the encouragement of local consumption and production, or the valorisation of 

endogenous resources, local entrepreneurs actively seek to minimise reliance on foreign markets, 

external assistance, or unsustainable supply chains. This recurring emphasis underlines a collective 

aspiration to build internal capacities and reinforce territorial sovereignty, positioning local 

entrepreneurship as a key mechanism in fostering sustainable development from within. As such, 

reducing external dependence becomes not only a practical necessity but also a strategic orientation 

that supports integrated progress across multiple SDGs. 
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CHAPTER 4 

4. Discussion 

Introduction This chapter presents a comprehensive discussion of the main results of the study, 

connecting empirical findings from both quantitative and qualitative data with the academic literature 

on sustainable development and entrepreneurship. The aim is to critically analyse the influence of local 

entrepreneurs in São Tomé and Príncipe (STP) on the advancement of the 2030 Agenda across its five 

key dimensions: People, Planet, Prosperity, Peace, and Partnerships. 

Through a comparative analysis of closed-question indicators and thematic insights from open-

ended responses, the chapter explores the extent to which entrepreneurial practices contribute to the 

SDGs. Particular attention is given to the differentiated impact entrepreneurs have across various 

sectors, revealing not only areas of strong engagement, but also critical gaps.  

In the section 4.1 the discussion is structured per dimension of the 5Ps framework, offering an 

integrated perspective on how entrepreneurship operates as a multifunctional development vector in 

the context of SIDS. It also identifies cross-cutting patterns that highlight systemic strengths and 

constraints in the entrepreneurial ecosystem of STP. 

Section 4.2 identifies the central common point of the study, local entrepreneurship in São 

Tomé and Príncipe functions as a systemic driver of sustainable development, simultaneously 

advancing multiple SDGs despite resource limitations, while also revealing persistent structural 

challenges.  

Section 4.3 formulates key policy recommendations, such as strengthening entrepreneurial 

ecosystems, promoting inclusive and sustainable practices, and reducing external dependence, 

alongside outlining future research directions in areas like climate resilience, sectoral case studies, and 

the use of emerging analytical methods.  

Section 4.4 acknowledges the study’s limitations, including sampling constraints, adaptation 

of SDG indicators, and issues of comparability, but underscores the value of its context-specific 

contributions, which provide both a baseline for future studies and actionable insights for policymakers 

and practitioners. 

By anchoring the discussion in both empirical data and relevant literature, this chapter 

deepens the understanding of local entrepreneurship as a complex, dynamic, and context-sensitive 

phenomenon. The evidence presented lays the foundation for the final recommendations in section 

4.3 and for outlining future research directions in 4.4, reinforcing the central thesis that entrepreneurs, 

despite resource constraints, are pivotal agents in driving sustainable and inclusive development in 

São Tomé and Príncipe. 
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4.1 Discussion per dimension 
To provide a structured and comprehensive understanding of the role local entrepreneurs play in 

advancing sustainable development, this section explores the empirical results through the lens of the 

five dimensions of the 2030 Agenda: People, Planet, Prosperity, Peace, and Partnerships. Each 

subsection delves into how entrepreneurial practices in São Tomé and Príncipe contribute to specific 

SDGs associated with these dimensions. By cross-referencing data from closed and open responses 

with insights from the literature, the discussion highlights both the direct and indirect ways 

entrepreneurs engage with social, environmental, economic, and institutional development. This 

multidimensional approach makes it possible to identify priority areas, systemic constraints, and 

untapped potential, offering a nuanced portrait of local entrepreneurship as a catalyst for inclusive 

and sustainable transformation.  

4.1.1 Influence of local entrepreneurs in People dimension  
As the literature highlights, entrepreneurship is no longer seen solely as a catalyst for economic 

growth, but has taken on a central role as a driver of social development (Urbano et al., 2019; Ribeiro-

Soriano, 2017). In São Tomé and Príncipe, the results obtained from closed and open questions confirm 

this dual function: entrepreneurs not only create economic value but also act directly to combat social 

vulnerabilities. The impact goes beyond immediate job creation to include the promotion of inclusion, 

community empowerment and social resilience, as also emphasised by Yani and Ausat (2024) and Ajide 

(2020). 

 
Table 4.1 - Entrepreneurs to be interviewed for a population of n=100 

(Source: Data organised by the Author based on data from field research survey results) 
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https://journal.literasisainsnusantara.com/index.php/tirakat/article/view/236
https://www.worldscientific.com/doi/abs/10.1142/S1084946720500156
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SDG 1 No Poverty - The literature shows that entrepreneurship can be instrumental in reducing 

poverty by generating sources of income (Henderson, 2002). The data clearly show that entrepreneurs 

exceed the income threshold set by the UN, placing themselves above the extreme poverty level and 

reporting “SDG Achieved” values, while the general population remains with “Major Challenges” and 

a “Stagnating” trend. This demonstrates that entrepreneurship, by enabling economic autonomy, has 

an immediate impact on improving living conditions, reinforcing the argument that, when conditions 

and incentives are in place, people can break out of the cycle of poverty through self-employment. 

Even so, the negative fluctuation between wage bands suggests fragility in income stability, showing 

that entrepreneurship alone does not solve all structural vulnerabilities (Odeyeme et al., 2024). 

Qualitative analysis confirms this pattern: of the 237 themes raised, SDG 1 is the most mentioned (62 

topics), illustrating that STP entrepreneurs are heavily involved in activities that influence multiple 

targets of poverty eradication. Also, from the qualitative data, this SDG is strongly supported: “meeting 

basic needs” (35 mentions) and “income and economic stability” (29) were the most cited themes, 

indicating that local entrepreneurship directly addresses core dimensions of poverty alleviation. 

Furthermore, support and mutual aid (25) reinforces the role of entrepreneurship in creating informal 

safety nets and reducing social vulnerability at the grassroots level. With this Entrepreneurship in STP 

serves as a powerful poverty-reduction tool, directly addressing economic deprivation through income 

generation and community support. However, to achieve systemic and sustained impact, 

complementary measures are needed to mitigate income volatility and address structural 

vulnerabilities 

SDG 2 Zero Hunger - Entrepreneurship has been associated, especially in local contexts, with 

combating hunger, either through income generation or innovation in the food chain (Toxirovna, 

2024). However, the results show that, in relation to daily meals, both entrepreneurs and the general 

population face “significant challenges” and the trend is only “moderately positive”. In contrast, in the 

sustainable consumption indicator, entrepreneurs show much more positive values (“SDG Achieved”), 

suggesting greater awareness and ability to make choices that promote sustainability, a reflection of 

access to resources and differentiated information. Despite this, the low number of qualitative topics 

for SDG 2 reaffirms that spontaneous entrepreneurial actions are still limited in this area, perhaps 

lacking training programmes focused on sustainable agriculture and nutrition. In the qualitative 

responses, “reduction of external dependency” (4) was cited as an entrepreneurial contribution. While 

less frequent, this suggests some entrepreneurial efforts are focused on improving food or resource 

sovereignty, aligning with SDG 2 through the lens of local food production, processing, or distribution. 

These efforts may remain underdeveloped due to the noted lack of targeted training in sustainable 

agriculture or nutrition. Entrepreneurship shows potential to support food sovereignty and nutrition 

https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/abs/10.1177/0891242409350917
https://fepbl.com/index.php/ijmer/article/view/874
https://sirpublishers.org/index.php/jomb/article/view/558
https://sirpublishers.org/index.php/jomb/article/view/558
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through sustainable practices, but its role in directly alleviating hunger remains limited without 

targeted interventions in food production, distribution, and education. 

SDG 3 Good Health and Well-being - Access to basic health services is another critical vector, 

and the literature draws attention to the barriers faced by the poorest populations (Welter et al., 

2017). STP entrepreneurs show “SDG Achieved” for access to services, and substantial progress 

compared to the population average. This suggests that, with higher income, there is also better access 

to health, corroborating the idea that financial empowerment can be decisive in closing social gaps. 

However, the higher number of road accidents among entrepreneurs highlights the risks and pressures 

faced by this group, bringing to light a paradox: gains in access and quality are accompanied by specific 

vulnerabilities associated with the daily activity of entrepreneurship. Qualitative references to 

“promotion of family security” (2) also subtly link entrepreneurship to broader health and psychosocial 

well-being, particularly through the lens of household stability and reduced economic stress. While 

entrepreneurship enhances health access through improved income, holistic well-being depends on 

addressing occupational hazards and ensuring safety nets that protect entrepreneurs from sector-

specific risks. 

SDG 4 Quality Education - The link between entrepreneurship and the promotion of formal 

and informal education is well supported in the literature (Phan Tan, 2022). In STP, data show a clear 

advantage for entrepreneurs in terms of literacy and access to pre-school education (“SDG Achieved” 

and progress trends), indicating that greater financial autonomy translates into better educational 

opportunities for themselves and their families. Qualitative data also suggests that entrepreneurs play 

a role in mentoring and knowledge transfer, acting as informal agents of education, a phenomenon 

also documented by Mars (2022) and Lyon and Sepulveda (2009). This is reinforced in the qualitative 

themes: “skills development” (13) and “example and community inspiration” (28) indicate that 

entrepreneurs not only invest in their own education but contribute to others’ learning, directly and 

indirectly, by serving as role models and informal educators in their communities. Entrepreneurship in 

STP strengthens educational outcomes both directly and indirectly. By supporting entrepreneurial 

education and mentorship networks, this impact can be scaled to benefit broader community 

development. 

SDG 5 Gender Equality - The literature argues that entrepreneurship can be a vehicle for 

transforming norms and promoting gender equality (Assaf, 2024; Sundin, 2011). In São Tomé and 

Príncipe, the jump from 2 to 3 levels between the general population and entrepreneurs in gender 

equality indicators reveals not only greater openness among entrepreneurs to equal opportunities, 

but also the effective integration of this concern into their business practices. With an average of 6.5 

qualitative topics per target, SDG 5 stands out for the depth and intensity of entrepreneurs” 

engagement with gender issues. This reflects sensitivity and proactivity in employing more women, 

https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/full/10.1111/etap.12258
https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/full/10.1111/etap.12258
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/full/10.1080/23311975.2022.2124594
https://www.mdpi.com/2071-1050/14/24/16744
https://www.emerald.com/insight/content/doi/10.1108/17508610910956426/full/html
https://www.pjlss.edu.pk/pdf_files/2024_1/4993-5009.pdf
https://www.emerald.com/insight/content/doi/10.1108/17506201111156689/full/html
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creating initiatives for vulnerable groups, or combating discriminatory practices in their own 

businesses. From the qualitative analysis, while not heavily cited directly, “promotion of family 

security” (2) and “support and mutual aid” (25) imply gender-relevant dynamics, especially as women 

often bear primary responsibility for caregiving and household resilience. Entrepreneurship appears 

to foster more equitable domestic and professional roles, contributing to SDG 5 targets. 

Entrepreneurship emerges as a key driver for gender transformation in STP, promoting inclusive 

practices and challenging discriminatory norms. Sustaining this momentum requires structural support 

and policy alignment. 

Cross-referencing literature and results confirm that local entrepreneurship acts as a cross-

cutting accelerator of social SDGs. The contribution is multifaceted: there is both breadth (achieving 

different goals in poverty, health, education, etc.) and depth (especially in gender and poverty). 

However, the uneven distribution of impact, with some goals better served than others, confirms what 

the literature warns about the limitations of spontaneous entrepreneurship: its action depends on 

access to infrastructure, capital, training and support policies (Bruton et al., 2010; Ratten, 2023). While 

entrepreneurs are already acting as agents of change, there is significant scope to amplify and target 

the impact, aligning actions with the least addressed. 

In summary, the results show that local entrepreneurship has a positive impact on social 

development in STP, especially in the areas of poverty eradication and the promotion of gender 

equality. However, to prove to be a truly transformative tool, it is necessary to systematise and align 

support for entrepreneurs with the priorities of the least addressed social SDGs, ensuring that this 

potential not only persists but expands to all segments of the population. 

 

4.1.2 Influence of local entrepreneurs in Planet Dimension 
The analysis of the Planet dimension allows us to understand how local entrepreneurship in São Tomé 

and Príncipe is directly or indirectly contributing to the environmental SDGs, namely SDGs 6, 12, 13, 

14 and 15. This discussion combines empirical data with key contributions from the literature on 

environmental sustainability and entrepreneurship, revealing tensions, synergies and the 

transformative potential of local businesses in this island context. 

https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/abs/10.1111/j.1540-6520.2010.00390.x
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/full/10.1002/joe.22217
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Table 4.2 - Comparative Analysis for Planet Results 

Source - Data organised by the Author based on data from field research survey results 

SDG 6 Clean Water and Sanitation - The literature highlights that sustainable entrepreneurship 

can promote equity in access to basic resources such as water and sanitation, especially when it 

incorporates innovative and inclusive solutions (Cheng et al., 2021). However, in fragile contexts such 

as Small Island Developing States (SIDS), the reach of these solutions can be limited by poor 

infrastructure and poorly decentralised government responsibilities (Riti et al., 2015). Quantitative 

results indicate that, although entrepreneurs show slight improvements in water and sanitation access 

indicators, these improvements are mainly personal rather than structural. Greater economic capacity 

allows, for example, more regular water purchases and improved sanitation facilities, which, by 

extension, also benefits their households and nearby communities. These observations coincide with 

qualitative data, where 45 topics were associated with SDG 6, with emphasis on practices of 

conservation, reuse of materials and promotion of hygiene, showing real, albeit limited, engagement 

with the SDG 6 targets. The role of entrepreneurs as micro-agents of change is evident here: they do 

not replace state infrastructure, but contribute to improving local conditions, confirming the literature 

that points to the relevance of entrepreneurship in ecological regeneration and human well-being at 

the community level (Morelli, 2011). 

SDG 12 Responsible Consumption and Production - Sustainable production and consumption 

are fundamental to the ecological transition, and entrepreneurial innovation is considered a key driver 

of this change (Li et al., 2022). However, research data reveal significant challenges: three of the four 

indicators assessed for SDG 12 showed a lack of information, making clear comparisons difficult. 

Where data does exist, entrepreneurs perceive less equality of opportunity but better access to 
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resources. This perception may reflect greater critical awareness of structural inequalities, in line with 

studies highlighting the role of entrepreneurs as keen observers of systemic barriers (Lejuste et al., 

2024). Qualitative data show that only 31 topics were associated with SDG 12, with an average of 2.8 

per target, the lowest value among the environmental SDGs. The categories “total resource use” (12), 

“creation of sustainable practices” (7) and “promotion of local/organic consumption” (5) show 

intentions aligned with responsible consumption but also reveal contextual limitations: restricted 

access to sustainable suppliers, lack of recycling systems and low digitisation hinder changes in 

production practices. Thus, although potential exists, it has yet to be fully activated. Public policies and 

technical training are essential to unlock this local potential and align business practices with the 

principles of SDG 12. 

SDG 13 Climate Action - The discrepancy between environmental knowledge and effective 

practices is clear in this SDG. Although entrepreneurs reveal greater awareness of climate change 

(rated “SDG Achieved”), they admit to consuming more fossil fuels since starting their business, due 

to logistical needs and the lack of viable energy alternatives. This paradox is consistent with the 

literature, which points out that in countries with poor infrastructure and few technological options, 

entrepreneurs find it difficult to align practices with climate goals, even if they are aware of their 

importance (Lejuste et al., 2024). Only 15 topics were related to SDG 13 in the open responses (average 

of 3 per target), reinforcing the idea that the issue of climate change is less tangible in the daily lives 

of entrepreneurs. However, 22 mentions of reducing travel and 15 of educational actions and changing 

habits show that there are indirect ways to contribute to climate action, even if they are still poorly 

structured. In strategic terms, this result points to the need to strengthen climate literacy and access 

to clean technologies in the country, recognising that awareness already exists but that the conditions 

for its practical implementation are lacking. 

SDG 14 Life below water - This is one of the SDGs with the best relative performance by 

entrepreneurs. Progress was recorded in three of the four indicators analysed, with significant 

improvements in the perception of illegal fishing and marine life protection. According to open data, 

these advances reflect compliance with legal standards, awareness of conservation, and the influence 

of entrepreneurs on suppliers and consumers. With 45 topics mapped, SDG 14 has an average of 4.5 

themes per target, with target 14.1 (marine pollution) standing out with 14 mentions. These data 

indicate that entrepreneurs are particularly attentive to the preservation of marine resources, which 

are essential to the local economy and cultural identity. This is in line with studies that highlight the 

role of entrepreneurship in fragile coastal ecosystems (Riti et al., 2015). Thus, local entrepreneurship 

is shown here as an active ally in the preservation of marine resources, contributing not only to the 

achievement of environmental goals but also to community resilience. 

https://www.inderscience.com/info/inarticle.php?artid=140144
https://www.inderscience.com/info/inarticle.php?artid=140144
https://www.inderscience.com/info/inarticle.php?artid=140144
https://irepos.unijos.edu.ng/jspui/bitstream/123456789/1817/1/Entreprenuership%20&%20Environmental%20Sustainability.pdf
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SDG 15 Life on Land – This SDG was the most frequently mentioned in the qualitative 

responses, with 52 topics, although with an average of 4.3 per target. Concerns range from responsible 

use of wood and biodiversity protection to the transition to legal suppliers. These actions, although 

still limited, point to a process of progressive adaptation. The final data show that entrepreneurs 

maintain an attitude of biodiversity protection and reveal improvements in indicators on the illegal use 

of natural resources. The category “nature protection” (11) complements this picture, showing a 

commitment that does not depend exclusively on external regulation, but also on shared values and 

practices rooted in the relationship with the land. This result reflects Morelli’s (2011) idea that 

environmental sustainability requires balance and regeneration, and that local entrepreneurs, through 

their direct connection to ecosystems, are in a privileged position to promote this regeneration in a 

localised and culturally rooted way. 

The cross-analysis shows that, although local entrepreneurs in São Tomé and Príncipe do not 

operate directly within the SDG framework, their everyday practices have a real and measurable 

impact on several environmental goals. Contributions are particularly evident in the areas of water, 

sanitation, and terrestrial and marine biodiversity. However, challenges remain in areas such as 

responsible consumption and climate mitigation, mainly due to systemic and contextual limitations. 

Thus, entrepreneurs are emerging as environmental agents, with practices rooted in the territory and 

transformative potential, provided they are supported by public policies that encourage ecological 

transition, promote technical training and improve access to sustainable solutions. 

 

4.1.3 - Influence of local entrepreneurs in Prosperity Dimension 
The transformative role of entrepreneurship in promoting access to energy in developing contexts is 

widely recognised (Sagar, 2018; Adetoso et al., 2013).). Local entrepreneurs tend to adopt innovative 

solutions that often overcome public system limitations, promoting the diffusion of renewable energy 

and off-grid systems, in line with the literature on endogenous development and local resilience 

(Iacobucci & Perugini, 2021). 

https://repository.rit.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1007&context=jes
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Sahil-Sagar-5/publication/377363303_Entrepreneurship_Catalyst_for_Innovation_and_Economic_Growth/links/65a232cbc77ed940477385b2/Entrepreneurship-Catalyst-for-Innovation-and-Economic-Growth.pdf
https://citeseerx.ist.psu.edu/document?repid=rep1&type=pdf&doi=7d2ebd7f142bfeeea71daf2a45cdb7402c39ffd6
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Francesco-Perugini/publication/349684418_Entrepreneurial_ecosystems_and_economic_resilience_at_local_level/links/604b1a32a6fdcc4d3e598813/Entrepreneurial-ecosystems-and-economic-resilience-at-local-level.pdf
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Table 4.3 - Comparative Analysis for Prosperity Results 

Source - Data organised by the Author based on data from field research survey results 

SDG 7 Affordable and Clean Energy - Entrepreneurs reported better access to electricity than 

the general population, with the rating rising from “Major Challenges” (UN) to “Goal Achieved” in the 

survey and trending “Moderately Improving”. Access to cooking energy also improved by two 

positions. However, dependence on centralised groups and generators still points to risks related to 

energy sustainability and autonomy. The thesis in the literature confirms the entrepreneurial sector, 

even in low-income and small-scale countries such as São Tomé and Príncipe, is able to articulate 

solutions and access energy resources at higher levels than the general population. However, as 

Hossain et al. (2021) warn, structural vulnerability remains due to dependence on shared 

infrastructure. The São Tomé experience indicates that completely overcoming energy challenges will 

depend on more robust decentralisation policies, investment in renewables and incentives for energy 

production autonomy, actions that can be accelerated with greater private sector involvement. 

SDG 8 Decent Work and Economic Growth - The centrality of entrepreneurship to growth, job 

creation and wealth distribution is widely recognised in the literature (Audretsch et al., 2007; 

Sirojiddin, 2022). Small businesses and local enterprises are responsible for the largest share of new 

jobs and the inclusion of marginalised groups. The study data show that entrepreneurs perceive 

themselves to be in a significantly better situation in terms of remuneration and working conditions 

(“Major Challenges” to “Goal Achieved”), with a gradual improvement noted. Qualitative analysis 

highlights job creation (31 mentions), attracting new businesses (27), and strengthening local 

development (18) as the main contributions of entrepreneurship. These findings corroborate the 
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https://personal.eur.nl/thurik/Research/Books/intro%20handbook%20entrepreneurship%20policy%20TEXT%20CH01.pdf
https://ijournal.uz/index.php/jartes/article/view/358
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literature on the positive distributive effects of entrepreneurship (Enaifoghe & Vezi-Magigaba, 2023, 

Rahmaddian, 2024). The emphasis on job creation indicates that local entrepreneurship is a driver of 

economic dynamism and combats structural unemployment in São Tomé and Príncipe. However, the 

persistence of challenges regarding fair wages and stability points to the need for policies that broaden 

the impact of entrepreneurship across the entire economy, so that gains are not restricted to clusters 

or privileged segments. 

SDG 9 Industry, Innovation and Infrastructure - Access to technology and communication 

infrastructure is repeatedly cited as a driver of transformation in the business environment, innovation 

and competitiveness (Kostakis & Tsagarakis 2022; Khan et al., 2023). There has been substantial 

progress in entrepreneurs” assessment of access to the internet and transport, both rising from 

“Significant Challenges” (general population) to “Goal Achieved” (entrepreneurs) and showing a 

positive trend. The open-ended questionnaire reinforces the role of innovation and infrastructure in 

strengthening local businesses (61 topics related to SDG 9). The virtuous relationship between 

entrepreneurship, infrastructure and innovation, highlighted by Leong et al. (2022), is confirmed. 

Entrepreneurs benefit primarily from progress in these sectors. However, the data suggest significant 

disparities between groups, requiring inclusive policies to expand access to technologies and 

infrastructure to the entire population, reducing the risk of deepening inequalities. 

SDG 10 Reduced Inequalities - Entrepreneurship has the potential to reduce inequalities, both 

by including vulnerable groups and by stimulating social mobility (Hossain et al., 2021; Ubfal, 2024). 

Furthermore, active participation in local production chains favours a more equitable distribution of 

resources and opportunities. Although there has been positive progress in the indicators for 

entrepreneurs (“Major Challenges” to “Challenges Remain” in opportunities and access), there is still 

a considerable distance to the final goal, according to the assessment of both entrepreneurs and the 

UN Report. In this dimension, it is noted that progress is real but limited by scale and structural barriers 

(political, institutional, and cultural). Entrepreneurship only reaches its real potential for reducing 

inequalities when accompanied by active inclusion policies, targeted financing for vulnerable groups, 

and institutional reforms, as indicated by Leong et al. (2022). 

SDG 11 Sustainable Cities and Communities - Entrepreneurs play a key role in fostering 

innovative urban solutions, such as collaborative housing, waste collection and local food production 

(Satar et al., 2023). Entrepreneurs perceive improvements in housing conditions, but challenges such 

as overcrowding persist. Interestingly, they identify a deterioration in the conditions of their 

neighbourhoods, perhaps due to higher expectations or location in less favoured areas. Empirical 

evidence suggests that progress in the housing and urban domains is partially captured by the 

entrepreneurial population, but still insufficient to universalise decent standards. The low average 

attention to SDG 11 in open-ended responses may indicate that many urban challenges go beyond the 

https://www.ssbfnet.com/ojs/index.php/ijrbs/article/view/2444
https://wsj.westscience-press.com/index.php/wsbm/article/view/748
https://circulareconomy2050.eu/000_proc/72-D.pdf
https://d1wqtxts1xzle7.cloudfront.net/116743145/2544-libre.pdf?1720791670=&response-content-disposition=inline%3B+filename%3DTechnology_as_a_Catalyst_for_Tourism_Ent.pdf&Expires=1738012972&Signature=FACD1nrp6N1f6iq0PMvb9ymOOHTAKAS7PwM4FjXvs2GoE4Ot2nDe6AfgdbbY4PwaE4Rdve8heiOw-x6sFYVGsyuhw9c0a9oLUr-iz9e5MH2r2~3jTiDDnHSgaakjJXUVrZUB7c4jSbz-3Ar2u-2NtzlMe7J56P0em0XLpmydtd3kRS51wvrnHdrYCMP1s9UqM4zbVXYv4nA3l0Ly6PKHsA7eRQay-pjeKM4Fu6CkR6G27tHjsNnPgLK0TBstgk86j97Hkpc2zuAaVfPe~DwyC863~JJebgi3iYDdMaqaXHPmdJJc6nbX~McX-kGTOe7LyE~Y83mAGkQktNMCxDh2WQ__&Key-Pair-Id=APKAJLOHF5GGSLRBV4ZA
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0378720620303220
https://ieeexplore.ieee.org/stamp/stamp.jsp?arnumber=9468326
https://academic.oup.com/wbro/advance-article-abstract/doi/10.1093/wbro/lkae012/7917989
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0378720620303220
https://www.mdpi.com/2071-1050/15/7/5626
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direct capacity of individual actors, requiring coordinated action between the state, the private sector 

and civil society (UN HABITAT, 2021). 

Cross-analysis shows that local entrepreneurship is, in fact, an engine of prosperity in São 

Tomé and Príncipe, offering agile responses to energy, labour and infrastructure needs. This is perfectly 

in line with the theories of Schumpeter (1934), Audretsch et al. (2007).) and endogenous development 

approaches. However, systemic challenges remain, especially in reducing inequalities and sustainable 

urbanisation, which require political and institutional coordination beyond the individual action of 

entrepreneurs. Qualitative data also reveal that the most effective entrepreneurial actions are strongly 

aligned with the SDGs most sensitive to market dynamics, innovation and job creation. Targets 

dependent on structural changes, such as inequality and urban sustainability, remain essential for 

strengthening public policies that enhance the impact of entrepreneurship. 

 

4.1.4 Influence of local entrepreneurs in solving local peace and partnerships 
An analysis of data relating to SDGs 16 and 17 reveals, in light of the literature and practice in São 

Tomé and Príncipe, a dual picture: local entrepreneurship has the potential to foster institutional 

resilience and collaboration but faces structural and scale barriers that limit its direct impact in this 

area. 

 
Table 4.4 - Comparative Analysis for Peace and Partnerships Results 

Source - Data organised by the Author based on data from field research survey results 

SDG 16 Peace, Justice and Strong Institutions - Recent studies (George et al., 2016; Fernhaber 

& Zou, 2022) point to the emerging role of entrepreneurship as a tool for peacebuilding, promoting 

social cohesion, reducing inequalities and creating opportunities, especially in fragile or post-conflict 

contexts (Brück et al., 2013; Dacin et al., 2011). Entrepreneurs can contribute to strengthening 

institutions, reducing conflicts and the popular demand for transparency and justice (Acemoglu & 

Robinson, 2015). In the closed survey, entrepreneurs have a significantly more positive perception of 

criminal justice and the fight against corruption than that presented in official UN reports. For example, 

crime is seen as a “Goal Achieved” and “Moderately Improving”, while the UN points to “Challenges 
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https://unhabitat.org/documento-do-programa-pais-do-un-habitat-em-sao-tome-e-principe-2019-2021
https://mx.nthu.edu.tw/~cshwang/all-my-teaching/Reading-Writing/RW09-Growth/Schumpeter-JA=CSD-ch7-Creative%20Destruction.pdf
https://personal.eur.nl/thurik/Research/Books/intro%20handbook%20entrepreneurship%20policy%20TEXT%20CH01.pdf
https://journals.aom.org/doi/abs/10.5465/amj.2016.4007
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Stephanie-Fernhaber/publication/361797332_ADVANCING_SOCIETAL_GRAND_CHALLENGE_RESEARCH_AT_THE_INTERFACE_OF_ENTREPRENEURSHIP_AND_INTERNATIONAL_BUSINESS_A_REVIEW_AND_RESEARCH_AGENDA/links/62c5a5e52bdd98698ad8ba04/Advancing-societal-grand-challenge-research-at-the-interface-of-entrepreneurship-and-international-business-A-review-and-research-agenda.pdf
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Stephanie-Fernhaber/publication/361797332_ADVANCING_SOCIETAL_GRAND_CHALLENGE_RESEARCH_AT_THE_INTERFACE_OF_ENTREPRENEURSHIP_AND_INTERNATIONAL_BUSINESS_A_REVIEW_AND_RESEARCH_AGENDA/links/62c5a5e52bdd98698ad8ba04/Advancing-societal-grand-challenge-research-at-the-interface-of-entrepreneurship-and-international-business-A-review-and-research-agenda.pdf
https://citeseerx.ist.psu.edu/document?repid=rep1&type=pdf&doi=8f0771d2fb291c1c87231cc2ed2fb13ff8ef32e2
https://pubsonline.informs.org/doi/abs/10.1287/orsc.1100.0620
https://digitalcommons.lindenwood.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1254&context=jigs
https://digitalcommons.lindenwood.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1254&context=jigs
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Remain” and a lack of data. As for corruption, they recognise “Significant Challenges”, but point to a 

trend of “Maintenance” or “Improvement”, in contrast to the scepticism of official sources. In the open 

responses, this link becomes more diffuse: only 17 topics related to the 12 targets of SDG 16, with the 

highest incidence in 16.6 (transparent institutions). Half of the targets were not mentioned, revealing 

a weak relationship between entrepreneurship and some of the peace sub-themes, particularly those 

furthest from everyday business (legality, legal identity, etc.). These trends confirm that 

entrepreneurship can indeed be a “micro vector” of social reconstruction and institutional 

strengthening (Peredo & Chrisman, 2006), but only translates into visible impact when actions occur 

on a local and tangible scale: community dialogue, opportunities for young people, and pressure for 

transparency in nearby institutions. Thus, microenterprises tend to operate as catalysts for trust and 

cohesion, even if they cannot, on their own, fully align themselves with macro-institutional or national 

governance challenges. The positive discrepancy in entrepreneurs” perceptions may indicate local 

improvements not detected by aggregate statistics (Bosma et al., 2020), impacts of business networks, 

or the existence of specific initiatives, but it may also reflect selective optimism on the part of those 

who, due to their activities, feel more integrated or benefited by existing structures. 

SDG 17 Partnerships for Sustainable Development - The literature reinforces the central role 

of multi-actor partnerships and the ability to mobilise global resources and knowledge to leverage 

sustainable change (Amri et al., 2024). Entrepreneurship, especially via SMEs, can act as a bridge 

between local solutions and global agendas, expanding collaboration networks (Morrison et al., 2017; 

OECD, 2022). The results reveal, however, low practical and thematic engagement of entrepreneurs 

with SDG 17, although there is recognition of the relevance of the SDGs (“SDG Achieved” and 

“Moderate Improvement” for knowledge about the 2030 Agenda), the perception of the effect of 

public policies (e.g., public spending on health/education) is “Challenges Remain” with a tendency 

toward stagnation. In the qualitative field, only 19 topics were associated with the 19 targets of SDG 

17, with a predominance in 17.16 (multi-actor partnerships). Most of the targets, especially those 

related to technological cooperation, financial assistance, policy coherence and capacity building, were 

not even mentioned, revealing a gap between the discourse of global cooperation and the actual reach 

of local entrepreneurs. This gap shows that, even though they recognise the importance of 

partnerships, entrepreneurs still feel poorly integrated or informed about the institutional 

mechanisms of international cooperation (Lundström & Stevenson, 2005). The partnerships that really 

work and engage small businesses are the closest and most operational, such as local collaborations, 

access to regional networks or direct actions with NGOs. The more technical and macroeconomic 

arrangements of SDG 17 remain distant from everyday business life. In practice, the contribution of 

entrepreneurship to global partnerships is indirect, working best through the “translation” and 

https://socialchangeinnovators.com/site/templates/files/Req-Peredo%20and%20Chrisman,%202006.pdf
https://pureportal.strath.ac.uk/en/publications/global-entrepreneurship-monitor-20212022-global-report-opportunit
https://journal.universitaspahlawan.ac.id/index.php/cdj/article/view/27411
https://www.emerald.com/insight/content/doi/10.1108/jec-02-2015-0020/full/html
https://www.oecd.org/en/about/directorates/development-centre.html
https://d1wqtxts1xzle7.cloudfront.net/95632352/1-libre.pdf?1670843768=&response-content-disposition=inline%3B+filename%3DEntrepreneurship_Policy_Theory_and_Pract.pdf&Expires=1753896061&Signature=AkLDHvhlT1eRx4yoL0F4BGsUQDUGpjnLfMAR1Z3vJe-dqtTsq0Ty0UJ-DHwQlUn1wmAJxPcP3kNXA~GWAGcV0HOWnwe1qr3tsngdl4UPdvCLKXGMdpzjvi4IsSIHcBRLlU4xp0q~2bGMbD-A1HucNyl71HQZwvD3yhJkXPGXpp551eD3J9AVqo6wtKIZtOBw5LhOzBJ26BdeyQgqgi43BstaCZAV3fpkH8AtuZq9~5HjwbiRDjkorOnhxrz2TmK-Ke-DH3y5lHh5b6V8DieTvPIsgDEe2~rW1NuaNvXJItlbYrwKgPHmjFrX2B7kb8MaiAhOjB2-zQZAniyJNFM73w__&Key-Pair-Id=APKAJLOHF5GGSLRBV4ZA
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approximation of global objectives to local realities, including through training, awareness-raising and 

multi-actor coordination initiatives around pilot projects or territorial solutions.  

In summary, in São Tomé and Príncipe, entrepreneurship has proven to be a facilitator for local 

peace and the promotion of partnerships, but its impact is limited by institutional factors, lack of 

information and distance from global mechanisms. Strengthening bridges between international 

agendas and local practices remains crucial for SDGs 16 and 17 to become as “actionable” as the goals 

associated with the economy, society, and the environment. 

 

4.2 Discussion of the Central Common Point 
Besides the referred analysis, where it’s important to highlight  that from the 70 close-ended indicators 

analysed, 33 (47%) revealed a positive evolution for entrepreneurs compared to the general 

population, 10 (14%) showed a negative evolution, 10 (14%) remained neutral, and 17 (24%) were 

classified as not applicable (N/A) and that from the open-ended questions it was found a total of 726 

associated topics to the 169 targets providing an average of 4.74 of topic per indicator, the cross-

sectional analysis of both open and close data reveals a common central point: local entrepreneurship 

in São Tomé and Príncipe acts as a cross-cutting and multifunctional vector for the advancement of 

the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs), even in contexts of structural fragility. This common point 

is manifested in the ability of local entrepreneurs to simultaneously integrate the 5 Ps into their daily 

practices. Although their actions are not formally guided by the SDGs, the data reveal that their 

contributions simultaneously address multiple goals, aligning with the indivisibility and 

interconnectedness proposed by the 2030 Agenda (UN, 2015; Weiland et al., 2021). 

In the People dimension, entrepreneurs play a central role in poverty mitigation (SDG 1), 

promoting education (SDG 4) and gender equality (SDG 5). These contributions are not only economic, 

but also social and cultural, reinforcing a territorial development approach based on empowerment 

and inclusion (Urbano et al., 2019; Mars, 2022). In the Planet dimension, even facing structural and 

technological limitations, entrepreneurs demonstrate environmentally conscious practices, especially 

in the areas of marine conservation (SDG 14) and responsible use of natural resources (SDG 15). This 

direct connection with the territory provides empirical and contextualised knowledge that favours 

sustainable practices adapted to the island reality (Morelli, 2011). The Prosperity dimension is perhaps 

where the impact is most evident, with robust contributions to economic growth, job creation (SDG 8) 

and access to energy (SDG 7). However, inequalities (SDG 10) and urbanisation challenges (SDG 11) 

persist, highlighting the need for more inclusive public policies to expand the positive effects beyond 

entrepreneurial hubs. Finally, although more limited, action in Peace and Partnerships (SDGs 16 and 

17) reveals that entrepreneurs act as “micro-agents of institutionality”, promoting community trust, 

demanding transparency and forming local networks (Dacin et al., 2011; George et al., 2016).  

https://sdgs.un.org/publications/global-sustainable-development-report-2015-advance-unedited-version-gsdr-2015-17874
https://www.cogitatiopress.com/politicsandgovernance/article/view/4191
https://durham-repository.worktribe.com/preview/1332729/24698.pdf
https://www.mdpi.com/2071-1050/14/24/16744
https://repository.rit.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1007&context=jes
https://pubsonline.informs.org/doi/abs/10.1287/orsc.1100.0620
https://journals.aom.org/doi/abs/10.5465/amj.2016.4007
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Across all intersections, there is a recurring concern with reducing external dependence, 

indicating a strategic orientation towards territorial autonomy, community resilience and sovereignty 

over resources and decisions. This is one of the most relevant conclusions of the study, local 

entrepreneurship, even in informal contexts, proves to be a natural mechanism for systemic 

integration between the dimensions of sustainable development, operating holistically and adapted 

to the territory. As highlighted in the literature (Dean & McMullen, 2007; Shepherd & Patzelt, 2011; 

Neumann, 2022), entrepreneurship functions not only as an economic driver but also as a social and 

environmental agent, capable of mobilizing local knowledge and resources to generate innovative and 

context-sensitive solutions. In the case of SIDS, where vulnerabilities linked to scale, external 

dependence and climate risks are particularly acute (Briguglio, 2016; Scobie, 2019), this endogenous 

capacity acquires added strategic value. Local entrepreneurial activity thus emerges as a catalyst for 

adaptive resilience, shortening supply chains, fostering self-sufficiency, and reinforcing community 

identity. By integrating the economic, social and environmental dimensions in a bottom-up manner, 

entrepreneurship confirms its potential to act as a structuring mechanism for sustainable 

development, bridging the gap between global agendas such as the SDGs and the lived realities of 

fragile territories. 

Thus, the central common point is the demonstration that, in contexts of limited resources, 

such as São Tomé and Príncipe, local entrepreneurship is not only a tool for generating income, but 

also a systemic mechanism for sustainable development. This finding reinforces the literature that 

points to the need for resilient and territorialised entrepreneurial systems that simultaneously 

consider the social, ecological and institutional dimensions of development. 

 

4.3 Recommendations and Future Research 
This study demonstrated the transformative potential of local entrepreneurship in addressing 

critical development challenges and promoting the SDGs in São Tomé and Príncipe. Based on empirical 

evidence, the analysis of thematic intersections and theoretical contributions, important 

recommendations emerge for policymakers, development agents and academic institutions: 

1. Creating a favourable and integrated entrepreneurial ecosystem - It is essential to strengthen 

the entrepreneurial ecosystem by creating an environment conducive to the creation, 

formalisation and growth of sustainable businesses. This involves simplifying bureaucratic 

procedures, improving physical and digital infrastructure, and expanding access to finance 

through mechanisms such as microcredit, special economic zones and public-private 

partnerships. Such measures will reduce barriers to entry and increase the capacity of 

entrepreneurs to scale their businesses in a sustainable manner. 

https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0883902605000777
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Holger-Patzelt/publication/227921386_The_New_Field_of_Sustainable_Entrepreneurship_Studying_Entrepreneurial_Action_Linking_What_Is_to_Be_Sustained_With_What_Is_to_Be_Developed/links/56cc4c7508ae96cdd071aa0b/The-New-Field-of-Sustainable-Entrepreneurship-Studying-Entrepreneurial-Action-Linking-What-Is-to-Be-Sustained-With-What-Is-to-Be-Developed.pdf?_sg%5B0%5D=started_experiment_milestone&origin=journalDetail&_rtd=e30%3D
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0959652622038896
https://www.um.edu.mt/library/oar/bitstream/123456789/100332/1/Briguglio_Moncada_2022_Small%20states%20Vulnerability%20and%20Resilience.pdf
https://library.oapen.org/bitstream/handle/20.500.12657/23566/1006579.pdf?sequence=1#page=115
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2. Promoting cross-cutting and sustainable solutions - As shown, entrepreneurs already operate 

in multiple dimensions in an integrated manner. Support policies should therefore favour 

initiatives that simultaneously address the intersections between People, Planet and 

Prosperity. Projects that reconcile economic value, social impact and environmental 

sustainability should be prioritised and encouraged with technical and financial support 

programmes. 

3. Fostering sustainable and sectoral strategic entrepreneurship - Sectors such as agribusiness, 

ecotourism and renewable energy offer unique opportunities for Small Island Developing 

States (SIDS). The introduction of tax incentives, green subsidies and access to credit lines 

dedicated to sustainable innovation is recommended. Training in energy efficiency, circular 

economy and environmental management should complement these measures, aligning the 

private sector with national sustainability goals. 

4. Promoting inclusive and resilient entrepreneurship - It is essential to ensure the inclusion of 

underrepresented groups, such as women, young people and rural communities. This can be 

achieved through gender-sensitive financing programmes, targeted mentoring and specific 

training. Equitable inclusion strengthens the diversity of the entrepreneurial ecosystem and 

broadens its impact in combating inequalities (SDGs 5 and 10). 

5. Integrating entrepreneurship into education systems and the culture of innovation 

Entrepreneurial education - Should be incorporated from the earliest levels, fostering a culture 

of problem solving and innovation from an early age. Collaboration between schools, 

universities, civil society and government can expand technical and vocational training and 

stimulate sustainable entrepreneurship. At the same time, it is necessary to expand digital 

literacy and access to technology, enabling entrepreneurs to reach new markets and improve 

their productivity. 

6. Reducing external dependence as a resilience strategy - The cross-cutting nature of this theme, 

present in all the intersections mapped (3.3.2.4), justifies its elevation to strategic priority. 

Encouraging local consumption and production, valuing endogenous resources and promoting 

territorial value chains are measures that strengthen economic sovereignty and community 

resilience, contributing to multiple SDGs simultaneously. 

7. Deepening international partnerships and regional cooperation - To overcome the structural 

limitations typical of island economies, it is necessary to strengthen partnerships with 

multilateral institutions and donor organisations, facilitating access to global networks of 

knowledge, financing and innovation. Regional cooperation and South-South knowledge 

exchanges can broaden learning and generate synergies between countries with similar 

challenges. 
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Future lines of research: 

1. Evaluating the effectiveness of public policies and institutional instruments - Future research 

should focus on assessing the effectiveness of policies to support entrepreneurship and their 

alignment with SDG outcomes. Particular attention should be paid to the contextual 

appropriateness of policy models applied in SIDS. 

2. Sectoral and territorial case studies - In-depth research in the agriculture, tourism and 

renewable energy sectors can reveal the specific mechanisms through which entrepreneurship 

contributes to environmental sustainability and socioeconomic development. These studies 

will also help identify replicable success factors. 

3. Intersection between entrepreneurship and climate resilience - There is an urgent need to 

examine how entrepreneurs react, adapt and innovate in the face of climate change. 

Longitudinal studies on the impact of climate on business opportunities and adaptive 

strategies will be valuable for long-term planning. 

4. Analysis of identity intersectionality - Gender, ethnicity, and social class influence access to 

resources and entrepreneurial opportunities. Research that explores these variables in an 

integrated manner can improve the design of inclusion policies. 

5. Use of emerging methodologies and analytical technologies - The use of big data, machine 

learning and geographic information systems (GIS) can increase the accuracy of 

entrepreneurial ecosystem diagnostics, enabling the spatial and temporal mapping of 

entrepreneurial activities and the formulation of more effective and territorialised policies. 

The implementation of these recommendations, combined with the exploration of the proposed 

research directions, could strengthen the capacity of São Tomé and Príncipe, and similar contexts, to 

mobilise entrepreneurship as a catalyst for inclusive and sustainable development. Furthermore, 

continued academic research on this topic will contribute to the refinement of theoretical and 

methodological models in the fields of development studies, entrepreneurship, and sustainability 

science. 

 

4.4 Limitations 
The validity of the results in this study is subject to certain considerations and limitations. The specific 

focus on entrepreneurs as a distinct demographic may not fully align with broader population-wide 

indicators. This targeted approach provides in-depth insights into the entrepreneurial sector but may 

limit direct comparisons with general population data. Variations between the original SDG indicator 

criteria and the adapted measures used in this study could impact the comparability of datasets. This 

adaptation, while necessary for local relevance, may limit direct correlations with existing global 

assessments. The sample size of 100 entrepreneurs, while providing a solid foundation, may not 
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capture the full diversity of the entrepreneurial landscape in São Tomé and Príncipe. As with any self-

reported data, there is a potential for bias in responses, which could affect the accuracy of certain 

findings. The extrapolation of findings to other contexts is heuristic rather than statistical, because 

while São Tomé and Príncipe shares many features with other SIDS, conclusions should be interpreted 

as illustrative insights rather than universally generalisable evidence. While the index construction 

assumes equal spacing between ordinal categories and involves mapping to dashboard levels, the 

analysis is explicitly qualitative and directional. These transformations should therefore be understood 

as heuristic devices rather than precise statistical estimators 

Despite these limitations, the study offers significant value. It provides detailed insights into 

the entrepreneurial ecosystem in São Tomé and Príncipe, highlighting its structure, challenges, and 

impact. The results emphasize the unique contributions of entrepreneurs to economic growth, job 

creation, and innovation in the local context. While not entirely generalizable to the broader 

population, the study underscores the critical role of entrepreneurship in driving sustainable 

development and addressing social challenges. The insights gained contribute to evidence-based 

policymaking aimed at strengthening entrepreneurial ecosystems and enhancing their role in achieving 

long-term development objectives. The study enriches discussions on the potential of 

entrepreneurship as a catalyst for social progress within the framework of the Sustainable 

Development Goals. Despite limitations in direct comparability, the results provide a valuable baseline 

for future studies and longitudinal assessments of entrepreneurial impact on SDGs in São Tomé and 

Príncipe. The purposive sample provides rich exploratory evidence but cannot be interpreted as 

nationally representative. Future research should consider probability-based sampling or nationally 

representative surveys to enable population-level inference 

Additionally, the adapted questionnaire and methodology offer a template for similar studies 

in other small island developing states or emerging economies. In conclusion, while acknowledging the 

limitations in generalizability and direct comparability with global datasets, this study provides 

valuable, context-specific insights into the entrepreneurial landscape of São Tomé and Príncipe. It 

highlights both the opportunities and obstacles faced by entrepreneurs, contributing to a more 

nuanced understanding of their role in sustainable development. These findings serve as a crucial 

resource for policymakers, development organizations, and researchers working towards enhancing 

entrepreneurial ecosystems and their contribution to achieving the Sustainable Development Goals in 

similar contexts. 
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Conclusion 
The purpose of this doctoral thesis was to examine the influence of local entrepreneurship on 

sustainable development in São Tomé and Príncipe (STP), a Small Island Developing State (SIDS) 

marked by structural fragilities, institutional weaknesses, and high external dependence. Guided by 

the central questions “What is the influence of entrepreneurship on local development?” and “How 

does this local development contribute to the achievement of the Sustainable Development Goals 

(SDGs)?” the research employed a mixed-methods design, combining quantitative indicators with 

qualitative narratives to capture the multidimensional reality of entrepreneurial action in fragile 

contexts. 

The findings demonstrate that local entrepreneurship in STP acts as a multifunctional and 

transformative vector whose impact extends beyond traditional economic domains. Entrepreneurs 

emerge not only as generators of income and employment but also as active contributors to social 

inclusion, gender equality, access to essential services, environmental protection, and community 

resilience. The analysis revealed that entrepreneurs outperformed national averages in 33 out of 70 

proxy indicators (47%), while qualitative responses generated 726 topics linked to the 169 SDG targets 

(average of 3,63 topics per indicator when considering the 5 areas, and 5.24 when considering only 

the 3 areas of People, Planet and Prosperity). These results underline the systemic potential of local 

entrepreneurship to accelerate progress towards the 2030 Agenda. 

A key conclusion is that entrepreneurial action is inherently crosscutting, rather than 

producing isolated effects, initiatives often generate outcomes across multiple SDGs simultaneously. 

This interconnectedness highlights that entrepreneurship is most effective when understood as an 

integrated process rooted in the territory, reinforcing the idea that sustainable development cannot 

be pursued through separated approaches. Another recurring theme was the strategic importance of 

reducing external dependence. Through practices such as promoting local consumption, mobilising 

endogenous resources, strengthening community production chains, and valuing traditional 

knowledge, entrepreneurs actively reduce vulnerabilities linked to imports, aid dependency, and 

volatile international markets. This orientation signals a redefinition of sovereignty that is grounded 

not in isolation, but in productive autonomy, resilience, and local ownership of development 

strategies. 

The research also identified uneven impacts across the SDGs. While entrepreneurship 

contributes strongly to SDG 1 (No Poverty), SDG 4 (Quality Education), SDG 5 (Gender Equality), SDG 8 

(Decent Work), SDG 9 (Innovation and Infrastructure), and SDGs 14 and 15 (Life Below Water and Life 

on Land), other areas, particularly SDG 12 (Responsible Consumption and Production), SDG 13 (Climate 

Action), and SDG 17 (Partnerships) remain underdeveloped. These gaps often stem from structural 
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barriers such as weak infrastructure, limited technical expertise, and exclusion from international 

cooperation mechanisms. 

From a theoretical standpoint, this thesis reframes entrepreneurship as a systemic and 

multidimensional phenomenon, challenging the reductionist view that confines it to market logic. By 

situating entrepreneurship at the intersection of endogenous development, resilience-building, and 

social innovation, the study advances the understanding of how entrepreneurial ecosystems operate 

in fragile, insular contexts. It argues that entrepreneurship in SIDS is not merely an economic activity 

but a mechanism of local sovereignty-building, capable of generating pathways toward sustainable 

transformation. 

In practical terms, the study highlights the importance of fostering an inclusive entrepreneurial 

ecosystem tailored to local realities. Policy recommendations include expanding access to 

microfinance, strengthening technical and entrepreneurial education, and developing metrics that 

more accurately measure entrepreneurial contributions to the SDGs. Beyond national strategies, these 

insights are relevant for international partners seeking to design cooperation frameworks that 

enhance resilience while respecting territorial specificities. 

As with any empirical study, this research has limitations. The reliance on self-reported data, 

while methodologically justified, may influence accuracy and comparability. The adaptation of global 

indicators to local realities also complicates direct benchmarking against international data. Moreover, 

although the sample of 100 entrepreneurs is representative within STP, it may not fully capture the 

diversity of entrepreneurial practices. These limitations open pathways for future inquiry. Longitudinal 

research could assess the evolving role of entrepreneurship over time, while comparative studies 

across different SIDS could identify shared challenges and transferable solutions. Future work should 

also explore emerging areas such as digital entrepreneurship, youth and women-led initiatives, and 

the role of entrepreneurship in climate resilience and ecological transitions. Equally important is the 

need to investigate potential negative externalities of entrepreneurial activity, such as resource 

overexploitation, to ensure sustainability remains at the centre of local development. 

In sum, this thesis confirms that local entrepreneurship, when rooted in community realities and 

adequately supported, is a powerful driver of sustainable transformation. In São Tomé and Príncipe, 

entrepreneurs act not only as economic agents but as builders of collective solutions to global 

challenges. Their initiatives, though modest in scale, carry strategic weight in reducing external 

dependence, reinforcing resilience, and shaping alternative pathways for development. The broader 

implication is that entrepreneurship should be recognised as a strategic pillar of national development 

in SIDS and other resource-constrained contexts. Supporting this role is essential not only for 

advancing the 2030 Agenda but also for laying the foundation of more just, resilient, and sovereign 

societies.  
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Annexes 
Annex A - First page of the quesƟonnaire regarding parƟcipants idenƟficaƟon data 
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Annex B - Second page of the quesƟonnaire regarding parƟcipants business idenƟficaƟon data 
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Annex C – Third page of the quesƟonnaire regarding closed-ended quesƟons (1/3) 

 

Annex D – Fourth page of the quesƟonnaire regarding closed-ended quesƟons (2/3) 
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Annex E – FiŌh page of the quesƟonnaire regarding closed-ended quesƟons (3/3) 

 

Annex F – Sixth page of the quesƟonnaire regarding open-ended quesƟons and informed consent  
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