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ABSTRACT

This study examines the relationship between entrepreneurial orientation (EO) and social enterprise growth. A
sample of 144 was selected from 548 registered social enterprises in Kampala city of Uganda using simple random
sampling. The paper uses cross-sectional data. It has established that there is a significant positive correlation
between the level of Innovativeness and Social Enterprise Growth, implying that that, as social entrepreneurs invest
more in both radical and incremental innovations, they are likely to realise growth in competitiveness. Moreover,
the study has found that risk orientation and proactiveness have a significant correlation with social enterprises
growth. In other words, when social enterprises prepare good business plans, practice effective business controls
while constantly seeking opportunities, they are likely to experience growth. In fact, EO, as a global construct,
explains up to 37.3 percent of the variance in social enterprise growth. As such, the social enterprise sector needs to
develop EO mechanisms for utilisation in creating and exploring opportunities for growth. Although the social
enterprise sector has experienced phenomenal growth, thereis need to develop an entrepreneurial capacity-building
framework to support growth, sustainability and competitiveness of these enterprises. Indeed, the study recommends
encouraging social entrepreneurs to make financial investments in research and development in addition to
carrying out market environmental scanning to identify market changes, constant social product and service
improvements and new social product development so as to access differentiated markets and realise requisite
growth. On the whole, this paper presents and extends the debate on the relevance of EO and contextual evidence
of social enterprises and their nature of entrepreneurial orientation in a developing economy where the level and
practice of philanthropy has unique challenges for supporting social entrepreneurship.
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BACKGROUND

The world over, policy-makers use the languageooéll capacity-building as a strategy for assistingoverished
communities to become self-reliant (Peredo & Chasm2006). In fact, the perseverance of povertgk laf

employment and the absence of basic welfare clarsetthe larger part of Africa (GEM, 2009; Ssergen
Kiconco, Nystrand and Mindra, 2014). In their sbafar effective engines of development, aid orgaimims such
as the World Bank, UN agencies and bilateral domoreeasingly treat the private sector developnankey to
solving many of the continent’s social problem®tlgh social entrepreneurship (Tvedetal., 2012).

This growing focus on private-sector-driven deveb@nmt has also witnessed the emergence of a widge rah
business model hybrids in recent years, which ie @ay or another seek to combine the efficiency and
innovativeness of a commercial enterprise with pmevision of developmental goods such as jobs, axvelf
opportunities and education. One such hybrid is@at enterprise through which people commit thefforts to
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addressing community challenges so as to reducficiemcies in communities and societies towards
development (Omorede, 2014). Moreover, the incngasbonvergence between the for-profit and not-farfip
spheres has brought together the two in a reldtiprisetween social interests and market efficierks.a result,
social entrepreneurship has recently attractechtate in most parts of the world (Urban, 2008; Ji2011;
Omorede,2014; Sserwangaal., 2014).

Social entrepreneurship seems to be more relevadieveloping countries where social needs are gtergly

underserved and employment opportunities are aftance. East Africa is one of these developingoregiUganda,
for example, has an unemployment rate among thelaiapn of those aged above 15 of 84 percent, wWith
informal sector accounting for 43 percent of th&alteeconomy (World Bank, 2013). In other words,nfaf

employment opportunities remain few. Accordinghe World Bank (2013), Uganda was ranked 164 inntbed

on the Human Development Index (HDI), an indicatafra low level of development in terms of life expancy,
education, and income levels. This implies thaiaatevelopment remains poor in Uganda. After @l Global
Entrepreneurship Monitor (GEM, 2009) reports thatstrof the business enterprises in Uganda do wettti see
their first birthday and social enterprises areerception.

Omorede (2014) argues that individual’s intentiomdahdset contributes to the making of decision tartsa
social enterprise because it drives the passionafarause that is facilitated by the support prodide
their social network to force the spirit of persiste in the oftentimes challenging situation ofnigea social
entrepreneur. Individual mindset is compelled by gerception of social enterprise desirability deasibility
(Jiao, 2011) since it is from this that people cdiia developing their social enterprises. Therefowhile
some people start and fail in the social enterpsisetor, others grow and expand mainly due to wdiffees in
entrepreneurial orientation. Schillo (2011) preseah entrepreneurial orientation of a business hilityaand
willingness for risk taking, proactiveness, inndvaness, competitive aggressiveness and autonorags @nd
Lumpkin (2005), Stam and Elfring (2008) seem toeagand further argue that entrepreneurial orientats a mode
of strategy making is vital in exploiting new busés ideas. Wiklund and Shepherd (2003) state thegmreneurial
orientation gives a firm strategic direction, esplg in spotting and taking up of various busineggortunities and
influencing internal resource allocation which detimes both the internal and external growth.

According to the theory of social innovation (Schpeter, 1934), a social entrepreneur is a sociahator who
reforms and revolutionises the pattern of produsiogial value and shifts resources into areasgif kield for the
society. The concept of social entrepreneurship e recognised world over as a means of impaditeg
(Yunuset al., 2010). Although aid organisations and policy-erakhave made concerted efforts to encourage the
growth of social enterprises as capacity builditrgtegies for assisting impoverished communitiese(®@angaet

al., 2014), only a small portion of the population leastinued to appreciate the concept of social preereeurship
(Kirby & Nagwa, 2011). On the other hand, Chan(#@16) argues that social entrepreneurship isrdisfrom
business entrepreneurs, yet the two concepts @pearat similar entrepreneurship principles in ternfs o
resources, constraints and opportunities.

Smith, Bell, and Watts (2014) in their study on tki#ference between personality trait of social and
traditional entrepreneurs found that social entapurs exhibit statistically and significantly heghlevels of
creativity, risk-taking and need for autonomy theaditional entrepreneurs. Although Smaétal. (2014) argue
that social entrepreneurs rank high in entrepraakarientation, their sample size and attributieas the main
limitation because it was fairly culturally homogeus and small, something that limits generalisatib the
findings. As such, there is more research neededghtterstand the role of entrepreneurial orientatomng
social entrepreneurs and how this impacts on theiformance. This study, therefore, examines ¢kationship
between entrepreneurial orientation and socialrprise growth. Specifically, the paper examines riglationship
between innovativeness and social enterprise graWwhrelationship between risk orientation andadanterprise
growth and the relationship between proactivenadssacial enterprise growth.
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Evolution of social entrepreneurship

Though research in entrepreneurship has paid temgtian to the evolution process of social enteepurship, the
concept has nevertheless evolved overtime. Thedfleacial entrepreneurship was initially developethe United
Kingdom in the eighteenth century by entrepreneobd®t Owen, a business owner, in a bid to give liacthe
community, including improving employees’ welfaf&ince then, the growth of businesses with sociantation
has taken place at a high rate, especially in thieed States (Welsh & Krueger, 2013). Although sgmeple have
treated social entrepreneurship as corporate soesglonsibility, social enterprises directly comfrgocial needs
through their products and services rather thairéntly through socially responsible business peast (DuRand,
1990).

This accelerated rate in social enterprise growthlieen attributed to structural and manageridil@nos associated
with government resources (Shaw, 2007). Consegyeiglobal social enterprises such as Grameen Btk
origins in Bangladesh (Yunus, Moingeon, & Lehmamte@a 2010), Ashoka Arab World (www.ashoka.org/égyp
among many others, have emerged. In fact, socte¢gneneurship has gained attention in most pdrtseoworld
today. This concept was recognised in South Afaicéhe World Economic Forum’s (2006) Conferencéifiica in
Cape town as an alternative and innovative wayeti’ering public services such as community supgwtising,
health, education among others (Urban, 2008).

Theory and Models of social entrepreneurship

Several theories attempt to define the concepboifas entrepreneurship, one of which is social iratmn, which

emphasises the usefulness of innovation in produgatue for the society. Under social innovatidre focus is on
the development of new social services and metbbdslving social problems more effectively andaéntly in a

sustainable manner (Klievink & Janssen, 2014). Tiory has also been influenced by Schumpeter4(1@8o0

sees a social entrepreneur as a social innovatolvied in reforming and revolutionising the patt®wf producing
value and shifting of resources into areas of lyighd for the society.

Fowler (2000) argues that organisations can hatieitées that do not necessarily produce socialgabut which
allow surpluses to cross-subsidise other entitisgtial activities, which he calls complementary iabc
entrepreneurism. According to Fowler (2000), thee¢hmodels of social entrepreneurship are Civiovation,
Integrated Social Entrepreneurism and Complemeragial Entrepreneurism. Fowler’'s conceptual modtielge
become popular with a number of other scholarsriiefg to his work (Peredo & McLean, 2006; Rashi@1@).
These social entrepreneurship models are furtiseudsed in Table: 1

Table 1: Comparisons between Social Entrepreneur ship Models

Model / Option Characteristics

Social Entrepreneurship Adopting commercial approaches and creating ensapthat
generate social benefits as well as surplusespandial solidity,
hence the existing social development programmes.

Civic Innovation Creating new solutions to old aralv social problems that are
located in and draw on civic action and suppontnftbe citizens’
base.

Complementary Social Entrepreneurism For cross subsidy and organisational viability: Mgiit the activity
generating social benefits.
Integrated Social Entrepreneurism Establishingrentes to create financial surplus.

Source:Fowler (2000).
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Social entrepreneurshipin literature

Social entrepreneurship is gaining ground as modetrepreneurs and charitable organisations keejgidg new
ways of solving community problems that stem frorwrket failures and government inadequacies. Thes®egms
include poor housing, poverty, inadequate educatiservices, lack of energy, and lack of healtre dacilities
(Griffiths et al., 2013). A small portion of the population is like¢o understand how social entrepreneurship
operates and how it is much needed to address oaityrproblems (Kirby & Nagwa, 2011; Sserwangaal.,
2014).

Spear (2006) argues that these kinds of enterpdispend on social capital and external suppornianting their
projects. In this case, the social environmentifatés moral support in the form of social capitathe efforts by
stakeholders/community members aimed to supportffamdl entrepreneurial community activities. In atherds,
networking is important in this sector as it pra@sdplayers with a lot of ideas in addition to withgntheir
information and knowledge base that help them eatifly opportunities locally (Shaw & Carter, 2007).

As a new concept, social entrepreneurship has fackd of challenges primarily because there haghbiew
institutional mechanisms in place to support iaddition to lacking enough support coupled with lihe level of
capacity-building and training in the area (UrbaA08). Though the term in now common in both litiera and
practice, there is no universally-accepted debnitdf a social enterprise. In common with the srbafliness sector,
social enterprises are best characterised by divgrsity and heterogeneity. Indeed, this sectonises a variety
of organisational types, including social entemgsiswhich though sharing a commitment to addressntackling
their unmet social needs vary in terms of the foamd structures they assume, the activities whiely engage in
and the client groups they serve (Social Enterprisalon, 2001a, 2001b).

Generally, social entrepreneurship serves as dystfar social change and addresses importanabkoeieds that
are not dominated by financial benefits for enteggurship. Social entrepreneurship differs froheoforms of
entrepreneurship as accords higher priority toado@lue and development that captures economigeviair &

Marti, 2006). Hence, a social entrepreneur neiflmicipates nor organises to create substantiahiial profit for

their investors, for common government institutiooisfor themselves. Instead, he or she strivesdate value in
the form of large-scale transformational benefdtthccrues to a significant segment of the soaety, hence,
initiate innovative market solutions for social plems.

A social enterprise combines the social objectiged orientation of NGOs with market-driven practicg the
business (Dees & Anderson, 2006). However, it dagsdo some social good as an image improving q@hits
business or regarded as a means to increase galmsse it pursues social objectives and uses Isssapproaches
to do so (Gradl & Knoblock, 2010). Thus, it intemes social and economic mission in its operatidhereby,
exceeding the scope of corporate social respoitgifilartigan, 2013). This conception and elabaratan further
be explained using the following table drawing arguments made by Peredo and McLean (2006):

Table 2: Prominence of social goals and commer cial exchange among social enter prises

Place of social goals Role of commercial exchange Example

Enterprise goals are No commercial exchange. NGOs

exclusively social.

Enterprise goals are Some commercial exchange, any profits Grameen Bank (‘Integrated’);
exclusively social. directly to social benefit (‘Integrated’) or in Bangladesh Rural Advancement
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support of the enterprise Committee Printing Press, Cold
(‘Complementary’). storage, Garment factory
(‘Complementary’).
Enterprise goals are chiefly =~ Commercial exchange; profits in part to  Missouri Home Care, Texas.

social, but not exclusively. benefit entrepreneur and/or supporters.

Social goals are prominent Commercial exchange; profit making to  Ben & Jerry’'s
among other goals of the entrepreneur & others is a strong objective.

enterprise.

Social goals are among the = Commercial exchange; profit making to  ‘Cause branding’; Social objectives
goals of the enterprise, but entrepreneur & others is prominent or undertaken by corporations such as
subordinate to others. prime objective. banks.

Source:Peredo and McLean (2006)

Fowler (2000) and Belindat al. (2013) argue that social entrepreneurship shaistthguish itself from commercial
entrepreneurship as its primary aim is to genesat#al value without necessarily relying on acdestax-derived
subsidy. Fowler suggests that these organisationst@ create a surplus rather than a profit to l|ack social
problem. Fowler’s distinction of a social enterprisom other commercial enterprises is closer tatvdonstitutes a
social enterprise. The operational definition afogial enterprise in this study follows Dees andidnson’s (2006)
perspective of combining social objectives and raeigon of NGOs in an enterprise following markeitten
business practices.

Entrepreneurial Orientation

Research on the notion of entrepreneurial oriestiait on the upswing as scholars recognise thaisfindopting
entrepreneurially-oriented behaviours often outmrenf their less entrepreneurially-oriented countegp@/Viklund,
1999; Wiklund & Shepherd, 2005; Ngoma, Abaho, NdingoKusemererwa, 2017). The conceptualisation of
entrepreneurial orientation is dynamic and has gedrover time (Landstro'm 2009). Some scholars tefé as
individual opportunistic activity that creates valand bears the kind of risk strongly associateti winovation
(Sexton & Kasarda, 1992). Others refer to it asrra fevel construct that relates to organizatiopatformance
(Covin & Slevin, 1991; Lumpkin & Dess, 1996; Mads2007).

Covin et al. (2006) refers to entrepreneurial orientation asrategic construct whose conceptual domain iredud
certain firm level outcomes and management relpteterences, beliefs, and behaviours evident iexpressed by
a firm's top level managers. Furthermore entrepuenaé orientation constitutes the decision-makingles,
recurrent processes based on learning generatedititigs (Covin & Slevin, 1991; Winter, 2003), antkthods that
inform a firm’s entrepreneurial activities (Lumpk&hDess, 1996). Runyaet al. (2008) argue that entrepreneurial
orientation is manifested in attitudes towards wraiiveness, proactiveness, and risk-taking. Thasegreneurship
dimensions are central to entrepreneurial oriesiaMiller, 1983; Miller, 2011; Covin and Slevin989). Thus in
the social entrepreneurship context, entreprenleanientation facilitates opportunity recognitiomang individuals
sensitive to changes in the business environmeer{&ngaet al., 2014).

Besides the three most commonly used dimensioestoépreneurial orientation, Lumpkin and Dess (}99§ue

that two additional dimensions—competitive aggremséss and autonomy—are also salient components of
entrepreneurial orientation. According to LumpkindaDess (2001), competitive aggressiveness referthe
intensity of a firm's effort to outperform industryals, characterized by strong offensive attitwda forceful
response to competitors’ actions. On the other hantbnomy has to do with independent actions ahdividual

or team aimed at creating a business concept ionvésd carrying it through to completion.

Much of entrepreneurial orientation research exasihiree dimensions instead of all these five dgioas, which
implies that the scale developed by Covin and 8lesthe most common in the entrepreneurial ortertditerature
(Anderse’n, 2010; Vora, Vora and Polley, 2012). iRstance, Raucht al. (2009) in their meta-analysis show that
all these five dimensions have been used in ondgystudy (Georget al., 2001). On the other hand, some 29 studies
have used only three dimensions—innovativenedstaigng and proactiveness (Wiklund & Shepherd,3)08s a

5
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result, this study used these three deemed majoeerdiions (Innovativeness, Risk-taking and Proacéss) that
have been deployed by several researchers primsrdause of their influence on social enterprisevth. From
the social entrepreneurship perspective, Nwankweb @badamosi (2013) posit that entrepreneurial daigon

helps communities to access learning opportunitied generate social capital. Luu (2017) preseng®ad

linkage between entrepreneurial orientation andiasoentrepreneurship, arguing that EO helps toivatk

entrepreneurial leadership by managing employeagsrgent in the decision-making process. Luu (28ir)les
out ambidextrous leadership (managing employeegenmgant levels to either explore or exploit oppaittes) as an
entrepreneurial approach to organizational perfocea

Innovativeness and growth of social enterprises

According to Detreet al. (2011), innovativeness is observable if all arefas social enterprise create new ideas and
build on them to produce output that is more appgdb the public to produce better output. Moraoteese ideas
can be imported from outside the social enterpaise introduced into the systems of work for thaheasocial
enterprise. However, Mazzarol (2002) affirms timatavation must be born from within the social eptise and can
never at one time be purchased from external ssur@dthough innovativeness has many dimensiores,ntlost
common ones are radical-versus-incremental, prederstus-process, and administrative-versus-teclyiadb
(zZhao, Li & Liu, 2006). Incremental innovation isutine with cumulative series whereby minor changesult
(West & Farr, 1990). On the other hand, radicabiration causes abrupt major changes or doing ofe#iuny
markedly different from what a social enterprisé kdane before. Thus, the degree of newness (rddic@mental)
involves changes in different aspects of a soaialtess (Otero-Neirat al., 2009).

Innovation also occurs when the social enterprisdifies significantly the productive process ingemtional year
(Thompson, 2012). According to Catozella and Villa(8007), policies aimed at greater growth anddarctivity

of a social enterprise may have to take into actdhe different mechanisms resulting in innovatidnsm

technological and cost-competitiveness strategiewedl as different relevancies in industry groupsrthermore,
innovativeness reflects a tendency to engage irsapdort new social ideas, novelty, experimentaton creative
processes that may result in new social productsalksservices or social technological processesnfhkin & Dess,
1996). For sustainability, social enterprises oughinvest in deep beneficiary knowledge (Chriséen& Bower,

1996). However, when beneficiaries are impoverisitieeir needs and preferences often go unrecognigeidh

limits the social entrepreneurs’ innovative alsktilLondoret al., 2010; Viswanathaet al., 2005, 2010; Weidnest

al., 2010; Luu, 2017).

From the developmental social entrepreneurshipppetve, social enterprises seeking to take innowai the
poor in developing countries need to open up thehaxge relationship with their beneficiaries tocceate value
with end-users on their own terms (Vargo & LuscB04). Social innovations face steep barriers pagity in

impoverished rural communities where the averadwidual is likely to deviate from the norm by whithe rest of
the community abides (Viswanathan, 2007). Henagvations introduced to those living in povertydieveloping
countries must reach and connect not only withndevidual beneficiaries but also their local conmities (Khavul
et al., 2009).

Risk orientation and growth of social enterprises

Risk is the possibility that the outcome from aqass will not meet expectations (Knechel, 2002¢indland Ludin
(2000) define risk as the occurrence of an eveait tlas consequences for and impacts on a partiptdaduct, a
definition that alludes to a fundamental charastiriof a risk—uncertainty. In fact, risks are indr& in every
human and business endeavour (Wider & Davis, 188, 2007). More particularly, risk orientation ewf to
individuals’ or organisations’ willingness to takeks (Ngoma, Abaho, Nangoli, & Kusemererwa, 20Ffpm the
African perspective, Mona (2015) argues that foredgvned social enterprises take little risk relatis other social
enterprises in East Africa as foreign ownershiphauss the financial fragility and makes social eptses less
prone to financial crises.
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Risk orientation can have significant impact onhbtite short and long-term performance of a soaiéérerise
business and these social enterprises are likedyffer loss if they do not actively manage thasksr(Tang, 2006;
Tuanet al., 2013; Kuranchie—Pong al., 2016). After all, with high levels of risk oritiion, any enterprise can
develop new service and product lines even whenotiteomes remain uncertain and the technology tedes
(Chang, Lin, Chang, & Chen, 2007).Organisationgbpsut among supervisors and employees relates @€o th
development of employees’ risk-taking trusting ttte¢ social enterprise will respond benevolentlyfditure. In
fact, employees who believe that a social entezpradues their well-being are also willing to takeks on behalf of
the said enterprise in the belief that the orgaiaisawill recognise their own benevolent intent atetlication to the
social enterprise (Pedro & Eisenberger, 2014).dased monitoring of social enterprise managerieisgs also
affects corporate risk-taking as managers conswawerffirm resources for personal benefit and, adteise firm
resources for investment in value for enterprisemgin (Hoelscher& Seavy, 2014; Pedro& Eisenberget42 Ranijit
& Amalesh, 2011). This study defines risk orierdatias the willingness of a given social enterptseommit
resources and time to generating new products arvices in addition to entering into new social keds amidst
uncertainty of the outcomes but with a prospegiasiitive outcomes.

Proactiveness and growth of social enterprises

Proactive social entrepreneurs are more extravestfgzh and conscientious (Bolton & Lane, 2012) aBtiveness is
vital in influencing social enterprise start-up aese it enhances the probability of undertakingréwgiisite tasks
likely to lead to the establishment of new socriateeprises (Kropgt al., 2008; Kraus, 2013). Social enterprises are
likely to expand and grow when there is a high lefeentrepreneurial proactiveness. In this caskrnathat can
anticipate future problems, needs and changess fadrinent and strategic initiatives, anticipaed creates new
opportunities and creates/participates in emergiagkets a competitive advantage which is importargteering
social enterprise growth (Eggeatsal., 2013).

Proactive intentions enable social entrepreneursotoe up with new competitive ideas in additioncteative
innovations because this continuous anticipati@ates dynamism within a social enterprise, whicbsisential for
competing in emerging social enterprise marketai@Barg, 2007). In fact, when a social enterprisgrésctive, it
anticipates future needs and takes dynamic iniatto energise the needs of the beneficiarieshnibiessential for
growth (Fontelaet al., 2006). Proactiveness also helps in the procksgiring opportunities through searching,
monitoring, anticipating, and exploiting currentdainture needs (Voret al., 2012;Santos et al., 2012). Therefore,
proactiveness influences the growth of social gmiges by anticipating future needs and taking dyoastrategic
initiatives. In this study, proactiveness refersptanning, controlling and opportunity-seeking eitiés by social
enterprises (Santaal. 2012).

METHODOLOGY

The study deployed a cross-sectional research rdesith quantitative approach which involved the usfe
descriptive and inferential statistics. The targepulation was 548 social enterprises which operatdakindye
Division, Kampala, Uganda (Uganda Business Regig8%43/2014; RSB, 2014). A sample size of 226 social
enterprises was used as guided by Krejcie and Moff@70), who encourage the use of simple randanpkag.
Data was obtained using a self-administered quasdioe. In the measurement of the variables, weptadothe
Kraus, Niemand, Halberstadt, Shaw and Syrja (20DR&)phi measurement scales of social entrepreneurial
orientation, namely Social innovativeness, so¢&i-taking and social proactiveness.

Social enterprises were the unit of analysis wtetlka units of enquiry were managers of these jgriges because
they have better information and are involved ia ttay-to-day management and running of these eigesp The
validity of the research instrument was measureddaking views from experts both academicians aactifioners
in the area of social entrepreneurship who assistatbtermining the relevance of the scales initiserument.
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Reliability of the items, on the other hand, wasedained using the Cronbach Alpha Coefficient atidated in
Table 3:

Table 3: Reliability analysis

Variable Number of ltems Cronbach Alpha Value Comtne
Social Innovativeness 12 .700 Acceptable
Social Risk Orientation 16 .870 Acceptable
Social Proactiveness 19 .866 Acceptable
Social Enterprise Growth 27 741 Acceptable
Table 4: Organisational characteristics
Variables Frequency Per cent
Nature of the Social business Self-sustaining 62 52.5
Dependent on other projects 56 47.5
How long has your social enterprise been Less than a year 4 34
operating? 1-2Years 23 19.5
3 -5 Years 42 35.6
6 — 10 Years 39 33.1
Over 10 Years 10 8.5
Number of employees Less than 5 24 20.3
6 — 10 People 50 42.4
Over 10 People 44 37.3
Does the project Plan for Innovative Yes 101 85.6
activities? No 16 13.6
Does the project support risk taking Yes 78 66.1
behaviours? No 39 33.1
Are all staff involved in planning Yes 82 69.5
No 36 30.5
Does your project Support market researcl Yes 74 62.7
No 44 37.3
Does your project Support new technologit Yes 102 86.4
No 16 13.6

The results in Table 4 indicate that the majorityttee social businesses (52.5%) were self-sustginiereas a
slight minority (47.5%) depended on other projefis survival. Moreover, social enterprises that éndoeen in
existence for less than a year, 1 — 2 years, 3/eabs, 6 — 10 years and over 10 years were: 3.8%%, 35.6%,
33.1% and 8.5%, respectively, meaning that the ritgjof the social enterprises in the survey hadrbm existence
for 3 — 5 years (35.6%) and it was observed thatrmabthem had 6 — 10 employees (42.4%). The ritgj(B5.6%)
of the respondents agreed that their social ensepido plan for innovation activities whereas ohy6 percent
said their enterprises do not undertake such phgnmilso, a majority (66%) of the respondents agrdwt their
social enterprises tolerate risk-taking behaviowisereas a minority (33.1%) responded that theyatoentertain
such risk-taking behaviours in their social entsgs. Most of the social enterprises in the samspldy (69.5%)
involve all their staff in planning activities comugd to only 30.5 percent who do not do so. A higber (62.7%)
of the social enterprises support market reseanchelation to a small percentage (37.3%) that does
Furthermore, a big number (86.4%) of the sociatgmises in the sample survey agreed that thensfsupport new
technologies even when other competitors have doptad them compared to only 13.6 percent who seem
technology shy.
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Table5: Corréelation results

Minimum Maximum Mean 1 2 3
Social Innovativeness (1) 2.08 5.00 3.9230 1
Social Risk Orientation (2) 1.44 5.00 3.3925 406 1
Social Proactiveness (3) 2.89 5.00 42645 299" 306" 1
Social Enterprise Growth (4) 2.81 5.00 41412 7318  .361 588"

**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 leveH@iled).

Results indicated a significant positive correlatlietween innovativeness and social enterprise tyrém= .318,

p<.01). This means that as social entrepreneuestrmore in both radical and incremental innovatithrere was a
realisation of growth in beneficiary numbers, cotitpeness in quality, positive response to customeeds and
survival.

Results also indicate a significant correlationaesn risk orientation and the growth of social grrises (r = .361,
p<.01). This implies that when there is an improgatrin risk orientation levels, there is a higrelikood of social
Enterprise Growth. Related observations were mateden proactiveness and social enterprise gromth5@8,

p<.01). This means that when social entreprenexgsgaod at business planning, business controlorypity

seeking among many other business orientationsateeof their enterprise growth is likely to inase. The totality
of these proactive behaviours can breed qualitypaditiveness, high productivity, bolstering the véual and

growth of the social enterprise as a more likelicome.

Table 6: Regression analysis

Model Unstandardised Standardised t Sig. Collinearity Statistics
Coefficients Coefficients
B Std. Beta Tolerance VIF
Error
1 (Constant) 1.319 .360 3.660 .000
Innovativeness .089 .074 .099 1.205 231 .802 1.248
Risk Orientation .088 .044 .166 2.023 .045 .798 54.2
Proactiveness 510 .079 507 6.465 .000 .870 1.150

R=.624, R=.389, Adjusted R=.373, F=24.232, Sig=.000, e=.35402
Dependent VariableSocial Enterprise Growth

From the sample, it is observed that innovativengsk orientation and proactiveness are predictedo 37.3%
(Adjusted R = .373) of the variance in social enterprise growdone-the-less, it was only Risk orientation ¢Bet
.166, P < .05) and Proactiveness (Beta = .507,.@1xthat were found significant predictors of sbanterprise
growth.

DI SCUSSION

The existence of a significant positive relatiopslietween innovation and social enterprises imptieg the
introduction of new technologies, new productsyises, sources of supply and new improved appreatche
provide services to social enterprise marketsrdisishes social entrepreneurs from other playetsarindustry in
terms of its competitiveness. Therefore, there isead for social enterprises to improve the mixifigousiness
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products, the choice of their development improvetsidgn internal operations and capacities. Consgtye
innovation orientation enables social enterprisespitovide superior benefits through radical andrénmental
innovation over the existing social products, peses, markets and supplies, which naturally gikemtan edge
over their competitors.

These findings find support in Pena (2002) who esgthat innovative products and services, new nharke
development present new opportunities for a samiébrprise to expand in new areas, and meet chipmgarket
needs, increase sales and employment in additidstoosting competitiveness (Zhab al., 2006). Findings are
further supported by Pratali (2003), who assems, fihcremental and technological innovations lieprove social
enterprises’ competitiveness.

For risk orientation and growth of social enterpsis the findings have revealed a positive and feogmi
relationship. Thus, it is imperative to acknowledlgat risk-taking in a social enterprise differsifr what transpires
in traditional businesses in numerous ways, fomgxta, the cost of risk, antecedents of risk and dttendant
rewards of risk. From an African point view, socélterprises rely largely on external funding anel asually
service-oriented, with the risks not always amaunto financial loss in terms of return on investinén fact, the
financial implications are associated with theuil to attract funding with modest nascent investsié-or many
of the African social enterprises, the value prapms is service which does not require top-notehadvation but
complimentary value addition. Thus the risk ori¢iotaof complete loss on innovation breakthrougtas/mot be as
intense and high value.

The findings in this study help to illuminated omat constitutes a favourable environment for geiregagood
management structures that support innovation énsibcial enterprise since innovation is associatid risk.
Ranjit and Amalesh (2011) argue that social enémpurs with a positive perception of risk-takingd dmave
appropriate managerial risk control measures ineptzan take on risky ventures and opportunitiegesé&Hindings
are also in line with Tuadt al. (2013) who believe that a social enterprise eimggign expansion activities to attain
growth may involve embracing risky financial comménts but with assurance of high returns in formeeblving
benefits and financial sustainability of socialerptises.

Furthermore, the study has established that thera significant positive relationship between eguteaeur
proactiveness and social enterprise growth. Inrotleeds, proactive and motivated entrepreneurs tertk active
in planning, control and opportunity seeking. Tlaeg also action-oriented and persistent, whichteseaecessary
conditions for enhancing entrepreneurial survicalimpetitiveness and growth. Indeed, the interactietween
proactiveness and social enterprise growth couldttybuted to the inner motivation, which makesrthgood at
seeking opportunities, taking full control of theinterprises and planning effectively for them. Saguently, they
should take time to seek social business opportsniThese findings are in concurrence with Zhigrézno7) and
Ishengoma and Kappel (2008) who underscore thetlf@tf social entrepreneurs with high need for opymity
seeking, achievement, business control and committheebusiness planning, have higher growth ambitad
perform better than those devoid of such acumerardégss of the challenges prevailing in the busines
environment. These business traits enable thenersigb and overcome the challenges of social engergrowth
by creating better performance (Hamilton & Lawrer2@01; Eggerst al., 2013).

Contextually, social enterprises which anticipatgufe problems, needs and changes, can take afgieopr
initiatives, anticipate and create new opportusienidst risk with new competitive ideas likelygmw faster than
those that do not.

POLICY AND MANAGERIAL IMPLICATIONS

On the whole, policies targeting social entrepresieshould focus on building social entrepreneunsaricial
investment in research and development, marketr@mviental scanning to identify market changes, ersge
generation and commercialisation of new and impdow®cial to help develop requisite competencies in
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entrepreneurial tendencies thereby promoting intreaess, proactiveness and risk orientation. Fanamgers and
potential social entrepreneurs, there is also d hegenerate motivation to benchmark with otheiaaeenterprises
in the East African region. Furthermore, benchmaglshould be carried out on social enterprisesdbatonstrate
high levels of entrepreneurial orientation couphéth a record of managed growth.

Further research

As the study adopted a cross-sectional designdmane the state of affairs in selected social entggs at a point
in time, there is a need to carry out a longitubatady. Such A study would facilitate the graspaidhe true nature
and interactivity between entrepreneurial orientaind social enterprise business processes.
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