
This is a self-archived version of an original article. This version 
may differ from the original in pagination and typographic details. 

Author(s): 

Title: 

Year: 

Version:

Copyright:

Rights:

Rights url: 

Please cite the original version:

In Copyright

http://rightsstatements.org/page/InC/1.0/?language=en

The Influence of Social Vision, Social Networks, and Financial Return on Social SME
Sustainability

© The Author(s) 2020

Accepted version (Final draft)

Olaleye, Sunday; Mogaji, Emmanuel; Watat, Josue Kuika; Ukpabi, Dandison

Olaleye, S., Mogaji, E., Watat, J. K., & Ukpabi, D. (2020). The Influence of Social Vision, Social
Networks, and Financial Return on Social SME Sustainability .  In A. Thrassou, D. Vrontis, Y.
Weber, S. M. R. Shams, & E. Tsoukatos (Eds.), The Changing Role of SMEs in Global Business :
Volume II: Contextual Evolution Across Markets, Disciplines and Sectors (pp. 133-153). Palgrave
Macmillan. Palgrave Studies in Cross-disciplinary Business Research, In Association with
EuroMed Academy of Business. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-45835-5_7

2020



The influence of social vision, social networks, and financial return on Social SME sustainability 

Sunday Adewale Olaleye* 

University of Oulu, Finland sunday.olaleye@oulu.fi 

Emmanuel Mogaji 

University of Greenwich, United Kingdom e.o.mogaji@greenwich.ac.uk 

Josue Kuika Watat 

AMBERO Consulting Gesellschaft mbH, Germany josuewatat@gmail.com 

Dandison Ukpabi 

University of Jyväskylä, Finland dandison.c.ukpabi@jyu.fi 

*Corresponding Author  
 

Abstract 

Social entrepreneurship is one of the catalysts of poverty reduction and sustainable development, but its 

impact in developing countries is not rapid in comparison to traditional entrepreneurship. The idea is to 

explain the phenomenon from an entrepreneurial perspective and to focus on entrepreneur sustainability. 

The data for this study was collected at the firm level with questionnaires through Qualtrics online survey 

platform. The structured questionnaires target the Social Micro, Small, and Medium-Sized Enterprises in 

Nigeria. This study provides a fundamental understanding of structural relationships that exist between the 

social vision, social network, financial return, innovation, and SMSME sustainability and contributes to the 

literature by deepening the concepts of social entrepreneurship in developing countries, where social and 

economic conditions are not stable.  

Keywords: SMSME, Sustainability, Social Vision, Social Networks, Innovation, Financial Return 

 

1. Introduction 

Social Micro, Small, and Medium Entrepreneurship (SMSME) is a growing global trend. The proposed 

research is very timely and crucial for efficient renewal and outstanding performance of the SMSMEs. 

İrengün & Arıkboğa (2015, p.1187) defined social entrepreneurship as a sustainable and revolutionary 

problem-solving approach led by an entrepreneur who understands social issues.  The idea is to explain the 

phenomenon from an entrepreneurial perspective and to focus on entrepreneur sustainability and business 

renewal. Despite the novelty of the extant studies on SMSMEs, there is still a gap in understanding the 
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effects of social vision, financial return, innovation, social networks on sustainability. Iwueke & Nwaiwu 

(2014) press for a better understanding of entrepreneurship relationship with national development and 

finds in their study that low creativity and innovation are affecting sustainable development in Nigeria as 

social entrepreneurship contribution to sustainable development is not yet feasible.  The earlier study 

examined both SMEs and SMSMEs. Prabawani (2013) reviewed the literature on SME’s sustainability 

proved that the sustainability concept has been misused due to its broader scope and highlighted the danger 

of ignorance of environmental hazards. Ebitu, Glory & Alfred (2016) also itemized the significant factors 

that cause setbacks on SMSMEs as finance, lack of managerial and marketing skills, research, development, 

innovation, and lack of paying attention to the minutest details. Innovative entrepreneurship education 

assessment, tax policies and entrepreneurship sustainability, and factors that are responsible for SMEs 

internationalization were examined by (Sanusi, Olaleye & Atjonen 2017; Aribaba, Oladele, Ahmodu & 

Yusuff 2019; Adebayo, Alheety, & Yusoff 2019 and Gbadegeshin et al., 2019). Thus, the present study 

attempts to answer the following three questions: What are the effects of social vision and social networks 

on SMSME sustainability, and what lessons can we learn from SMSMEs sustainability and business 

renewal relationship? This study employs structural equation modelling to analyze data collected from 

SMSMEs. This book chapter shows social vision, social networks as the factors that are responsible for 

social entrepreneurship sustainability, and the mediation role of financial return. The result of this project 

has the potential to transform sustainable business practices. The study has the potential for turnaround and 

managerial implications for Nigerian society. Overall, the renewal of SMSMEs will catalyze economic 

growth and a surge in productivity through a new generation of entrepreneurs. This study discusses the 

theoretical and managerial implications and proposes future research.  

Section one introduces the subject of investigation, section two chronologically reviewed earlier literature 

on social entrepreneurship, section three discussed Social Entrepreneurship Dimensions, section four 

explained the methodology adopted for the book chapter while section five presents the results in details, 

and explain theoretical, managerial implications, limitation, and suggestion for future studies. 
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2. Social Entrepreneurship 

Work on social entrepreneurship has been evolving for more than a decade. The concept of social 

entrepreneurship, taken in a global aspect, has been interpreted in a number of equally unique ways: The 

first studies that examined the concept of social entrepreneurship took it as a management of several 

scenarios as seen from the creation of social value (Austin, Stevenson, Wei‐Skillern, & practice, 2006; 

Boschee, 1998). Secondly, other studies came to add to the previous work by seeing social entrepreneurship 

as the concrete result of socially responsible enterprises in view of their desire to maintain the sustainability 

of actions and activities (Deakin & Allwinkle, 2007; Sagawa & Segal, 2000). Later, previous works was 

complemented by studies like the one of Alvord, Brown & Letts (2004) and Daskalaki, Hjorth, & Mair 

(2015) pointed out that social entrepreneurship is a measure of social problem solving, leading any entity 

to a sustainable social transformation. Several studies have discovered the links between some terms that 

define entrepreneurship. So we have the industrial, the exemplarity, the transformation and the development 

with the direct consequence of the creation of social value (Mair & Noboa, 2006). In light of this, social 

entrepreneurship and its socio-technical components such as internal processes and expected results 

contribute to a clear discernment of what entrepreneurship is. 

Thus, social entrepreneurship is therefore a description of the works of social organizations and enterprises 

working for social rather than lucrative ends. British humanitarian organizations such as Victorian private 

hospitals are among the forerunners of the social entrepreneurship movement (Shaw, Carter, & 

development, 2007). During the 18th century when the real understanding of what social entrepreneurship 

took shape, the owners of powerful companies were very worried about the well-being of their employees 

in view of the difficult living conditions they faced: poor working conditions, poor educational situations, 

and even gloomy cultural environments. Social entrepreneurship has therefore taken on another facet by 

integrating into several sectors and areas of everyday life: education, community development, social 

economy and even the church (Rey-Martí, Ribeiro-Soriano, & Palacios-Marqués, 2016). This is how the 
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so-called social enterprise has therefore identified itself as a potent weapon capable of solving social, 

economic and cultural problems since it is devoted to social and societal development. 

The advent of the third sector marked a turning point in the evolution and popularization of social 

entrepreneurship. Non-profit organizations realized that they needed professional and effective 

management skills and efficient business to achieve their goals. Thus, new laws and regulations have 

emerged to define the functioning and regulations that govern so-called social enterprises. The aim here 

was to provide assistance to unemployed people with below-average professional standards (Borzaga & 

Santuari, 2003; Nyssens, 2007). In the United States, foundations and business schools have revived the 

social entrepreneurship movement. This is the case of the prestigious Harvard Business School which was 

the initiator of the successful "Social Enterprise Initiative" movement in 1993, intended to highlight 

perennial ideas and social change, with considerable long-term impact.  

Mair & Noboa (2006) reveals in his work that social entrepreneurs are driven by a desire to positively 

change the society in which they live. This change is due to the fact of several existing incongruities which 

would thus prevent the blossoming of their social vision. This is not the case for for-profit entrepreneurs 

where the environment of a capitalist society encroaches on the social character in pain. Eckhardt & Shane 

(2003) made a discovery that social entrepreneurs categorize each social value to the different social 

opportunities associated with it. Specifically, the entrepreneurial social environment, the importance of any 

social opportunity implies the set of values and gains associated with the initiative. 

3.   Social Entrepreneurship Dimensions 

3.1 Social Vision 

To be an agent of social change, the social entrepreneur needs social vision to see opportunities beyond the 

present and to extend the stewardship arm to the needy (Barendsen & Gardner, 2004; Dees, 2001; Keogh 

& Polonsky, 1998). The social vision differentiates social entrepreneurship from other types of 

entrepreneurship (İrengün & Arıkboğa, 2015). Many factors serve as an influencer of the social vision of 

an entrepreneur. Significantly, it is the personal and previous experience of the social entrepreneur and their 
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distinct personality characteristics that define their behaviours/actions (Nga & Shamuganathan, 2010). 

These defined behaviours connect to transformative events (Barendsen & Gardner, 2004), which shapes 

attitude towards meeting social needs. Moen et al. (2004) found that a parent’s education and fathers’ 

occupation has a significant relationship with entrepreneurial attitudes as these individuals see a need to be 

met. Perrini & Vurro (2006) also noted that being exposed to multicultural contexts or directly experiencing 

a social challenge can further motivate an entrepreneur’s social vision. These experiences make an 

entrepreneur to begin to see possible areas to change in the social system (Perrini & Vurro, 2006) through 

the application of their knowledge to chart a different course from the existing situation (Dees et al., 2001). 

From a developing economy point of view, recognizing the challenges in starting and sustaining a business 

in Nigeria and the experience of the entrepreneur, the social vision of such an entrepreneur will be essential 

in seeing opportunities and meeting a need in the society. Nga & Shamuganathan (2010) noted that these 

formed values, based on personality, experiences, and play an essential role in driving social entrepreneurial 

decision making. Thus, personality traits may influence the intentions and the way the individual acts. It is 

therefore hypothesised that: 

 

H1: Social vision as a social entrepreneurship dimension positively relates to SMSME sustainability. 

 

The intersectoral nature of social entrepreneurship and the challenges in being a sole social entrepreneur 

caught the attention of researchers, and Prabhu (1999) identified the importance of networking and 

cooperation with different stakeholders to ensure that the vision of the enterprises is achieved. Social 

Entrepreneurs need a strong ability to establish and manage multiple relationships (Perrini & Vurro, 2006). 

The ability to build and maintain external relations is also critical to establishing legitimacy and credibility 

for the enterprises (Prabhu, 1999). Importantly, the context of social entrepreneurship is also worth 

considering. Wheeler et al. (2005) found that the active network and unity towards a common purpose 

achieved through local enterprise networks found to facilitate the generation of sustainable outcomes in 
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developing countries. Alvord et al. (2004) further concluded that making an effort to build capacity and 

extend networks can positively influence the success of the social enterprise. Findings from (Nga & 

Shamuganathan, 2010) also shows that agreeableness, as a personal trait of the entrepreneur which presents 

helpful, trustworthy and affectionate agreeable people who prefer cooperation over competition (İrengün 

& Arıkboğa, 2015) positively influences the success of the social entrepreneurship. This situation, therefore, 

puts the responsibility on the social entrepreneur to reach out, identify and build networks to achieve the 

social vision. It is hypothesized that:  

H2: Social vision as a social entrepreneurship dimension positively relates to social networks. 

 

3.2 Financial Return 

For organisations like social entrepreneurs that use business methods to achieve social goals, financial 

viability is a challenge (Mayer & Scheck, 2018). The financial perspective for social entrepreneurship is 

shaped by the need to seize opportunities and compete for scarce resources to generate economic returns 

(Nga & Shamuganathan, 2010). Even though social enterprises are not profit-oriented, it is essential to be 

mindful of the financial viability of enterprises to achieve the enterprises’ social vision. Flockhart (2005) 

suggested that social enterprises ought to find a way to improve their financial return to suitable for better 

partnerships and new sources of social finance. Achleitner et al. (2014) analyzed the financing structure of 

social enterprises. The study found that social enterprises have a strong financing structure, a diversified 

financing structure which often promises stability in terms of cash flows to the business was recognized, 

this, however, can result in conflicts which either originate from the capital providers’ different return 

requirements or the design of financing instruments. Not surprising therefore to see Perrini & Vurro (2006) 

asked perhaps social enterprises can take up not for-profit ventures to sustain their vision  and Brown (2006) 

suggesting the possibilities of equity finance for social enterprises through liquidation rights, income rights, 

appreciation rights, voting rights, and transfer rights. Provided the financial return is guaranteed by 
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generating enough revenue and attract enough investment to cover expense, there are prospects of filling 

the social needs gap. It is therefore hypothesised that:  

 

H3: Financial return as a social entrepreneurship dimension positively relates to SMSME sustainability. 

 

3.3 Innovation 

Social innovation unlocks value by creating a platform where capabilities, products, processes and 

technologies are synergized via sustainable solutions (Auersweld, 2009; Phills et al., 2008). The innovative 

ability to explore the social need gaps represents the starting base for an entrepreneur to innovate and be 

sustainable (Perrini & Vurro, 2006). Moen et al. (2004) noted that the essential characteristics of a 

successful entrepreneur depend on the imagination ability, highlighting the value of innovation in remaining 

commercially, showing innovativeness of the idea and to evaluate social impacts (Perrini & Vurro, 2006). 

This innovation also adds credibility to the enterprises as there is a recognised fit between opportunities 

and social need (Shaw & Carter, 2007). This ability to innovate involves ‘intentionally identify a solution 

to a specific problem or need because of diverse motivations, including financial rewards’ (Dorado & 

Haettich, 2004, p. 6). Prabhu (1999) also argued that the motivation to improve societal values is the driving 

force for innovation, exploring ways to penetrate unconventional ‘bottom of the pyramid markets’ which 

may not be served by the bigger and more commercially focused companies (Nga & Shamuganathan, 2010). 

They are motivated to improve the social system by tapping into unmet social needs; these individuals can 

recognise a social need and stimulate entrepreneurial ideas and innovations to make a social impact (Perrini 

& Vurro, 2006). Social Entrepreneurs innovate processes and technologies to create a social and strategic 

fit for products and services. In the context of a developing country like Nigeria, it is anticipated that social 

entrepreneurs will make innovate efforts to reach out and engage with the underdeveloped and unchartered 

markets. This study therefore hypothezised that: 
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H4: Innovation as a social entrepreneurship dimension positively relates to SMSME sustainability. 

 

3.4 Social Networks and Sustainability 

From the structural perspective, social networks provide a system whereby the mission of the entrepreneur 

is embedded and disseminated. Network ties enable a vibrant sharing of information and knowledge to 

create more innovative and relevant solutions to service the benefit of the wider community (Chen & Wang, 

2008; Nahapiet & Ghoshal, 1998; Shaw & Carter, 2007; Thompson & Doherty, 2006). The network 

enhances the social capital of the entrepreneur which has been described as “the sum of the actual and 

potential resources embedded within, available through, and derived from the network of relationships 

possessed by an individual or social unit” (Nahapiet & Ghoshal, 1998, p. 243). Accordingly, Nahapiet & 

Ghoshal (1998) posited three interrelated dimensions of social capital: structural (the overall pattern of 

connections between actors), relational (the kind of personal relationships people have developed with each 

other through a history of interactions), and cognitive (those resources providing shared representation, 

interpretations, and systems of meaning among parties). The active participation in networks induces 

collective learning and fosters a better understanding of social community norms (Nga & Shamuganathan, 

2010) which can create a  platform for sustainable solutions through a synergistic combination of 

capabilities, products, processes, technology and human resources (Dwivedi et al. 2019; Auersweld, 2009; 

Nga & Shamuganathan, 2010). Engaging with a social network is crucial to entrepreneurs as they can 

benefit from valuable information being shared, work source, innovation, financial, and personal support 

(İrengün & Arıkboğa, 2015). A social entrepreneur should be able to tap into their social network and 

explore the combination and exchange of intellectual and social capital (Littunen, 2000). Taking into 

consideration that when the communication channels between the social entrepreneurs are open, the trust 

amongst themselves increases, the social needs can be openly and easily stated, and resolutions can be 

found out (İrengün & Arıkboğa, 2015) and, therefore it is hypothesised that: 
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H5: Social networks as a social entrepreneurship dimension positively relates to SMSME sustainability. 

 

4. Methodology 

4.1 Questionnaire Adaptation 

 

This book chapter started with a literature review, and the scale for social vision, social networks, financial 

return, innovation, and adapts sustainability from the study of Nga & Shamuganathan, (2010). The book 

chapter utilized 5-point Likert Scales, 1=disagree through to 5= strongly agree. These validated scales 

comprise of multiple items. The single item measures have the limitation of building a robust model and 

advance the model performance, but the multiple-items model can influence the reliability of the model 

positively. The SMSME sustainability demographics centers on education, size of entrepreneurship, contact 

person position in the company, reason for starting business, year of establishment, income, number of 

employees and barriers while the Likert Scale focuses on social vision, financial return, social networks,  

innovation and sustainability variables with multiple items under each construct. This study utilised 

Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) version 24 to run frequency analysis for data cleaning 

and demography statistics. This study used SmartPLS version 3.2.8 for Partial Least Square data modelling 

for measurement, structural equation modelling, and hypotheses testing with Bootstrapping. 

 

4.2 Data Collection Procedure and Demographic Analysis 

The data for this book chapter was collected at the firm level with questionnaires through the Qualtrics 

online survey platform. The structured questionnaires target the SMSMEs in Nigeria. Similar research has 

used the SMSMEs survey in Nigeria (Ogbo, Igwe, Ezeobi, Modebe & Kalu, 2019; Aribaba, Oladele, 

Ahmodu & Yusuff, 2019). The type of SMSMEs that is relevant for this study was indicated in the 

questionnaire and used conditional statement with Qualtrics Skip Logic to exclude those that did not meet 

the set criteria. For privacy sake, the participants were asked to click a consent button to ensure that this 
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study has the participant’s permission to their information. Thirty-Seven (37) SMSMEs participated in the 

survey, and the data was collected between 27.08.2019 to 02.10.2019. Peng & Lai (2012) confirmed that 

the data collected at the firm level could be a minimum of 20 participants. 

The participants in this survey are well educated. The higher percentage of them are bachelor’s degree 

holders (49%), master’s degree holders (32%), high school/diploma (14%), and Ph.D. (5%). Regarding the 

entrepreneurship size, small entrepreneurship dominates the study (62%), medium-sized entrepreneurship 

(24%), and micro (14%). Concerning the positions of the survey participants, the owner and manager had 

the highest frequency with (70%), seconded by the owners (16%), and participants at managerial level 

(14%). Independency as a reason for starting SMSMEs accounts for (16%), trying out an innovation idea 

(38%), higher earning potential (11%), other reasons (5%), and lack of a job (3%). The most frequent year 

of establishment of MSME is 4 – 6 years (41%), 1 – 3 years (24%), above 11 years (19%), less than one 

year (11%), and 7 – 10 years (5%). The average year of establishment is seven years, which indicates that 

the SMSMEs that participated in the survey are well experienced. Annual revenue of SMSMEs between 

501000 – 1000000 had the highest frequency (49%), followed by Less than 500000, and the least is more 

than 1000000 (16%). The present exchange rate is 1 USD = 362 NGN. In the Nigeria context, the margin 

SMSMEs is based on the number of employee(s) they have. For instance, 1 – 9 employees represent micro-

entrepreneurship, 10 – 49 depicts small entrepreneurship, while 50 – 249 employees are the determinant of 

medium entrepreneurship. The number of employees in SMSMEs that participated in this study is less than 

5 (70%), one employee (16%), less than 10 (11%), and 10 – 49 (3%). The micro and small, medium-sized 

entrepreneurship dominate this study. From the opinion of the SMSMEs in this study, the main barriers to 

starting a business in Nigeria are finance (51%), bureaucracy (27%), language, knowledge and skills had 

the same frequency (8%), likewise the legal barrier and others (3%). 

 

4.3 Quality Criterion of Measurement Model 



11 
 
 

The study examined the quality of the measurement and structural model based on the proposition of the 

existing authors. This study benchmarks the factor loadings criteria of Fornell & Larcker (1981). All the 

items loaded well on their corresponding construct and loaded between moderate and very strong (0.63 – 

0.95). The reliability of the measurement of the study utilised was examined with composite reliability, and 

the values were above the thresholds of 0.70 (Bagozzi & Yi 1988). Also, the Average Variance Extraction 

(AVE) met the standard of 0.5 (Anderson, Anderson, & Hurst, 2010). This study data analysis shows 

discriminant validity as the constructs utilised that suppose not to be related are unrelated. 

 

4.4 Evaluation of structural and mediation model 

This book chapter formulated five hypotheses and tested it with SmartPLS through Bootstrapping and 

confirmed the variables that are responsible for MSMEs sustainability. Will social vision positively relate 

to SMSME sustainability that is, social vision -> SME sustainability (Beta=0.16, t=0.55, p> 0.05) and 

will social vision positively relate to social networks, (Beta=0.46, t=3.00, p< 0.05).  Will financial return 

positively relate to Sustainability, (Beta=0.22, t=1.20, p> 0.05) and innovation positively relate to 

sustainability (Beta=0.37, t=1.34, p>0.05). Lastly, the social networks positively relate to sustainability, 

(Beta=0.33, t=2.11, p< 0.05). As shown in Table 3, the hypotheses (H2 and H5) were accepted, while 

hypotheses (H1, H3-H4) were not accepted. The relationship between social networks and sustainability 

has the highest prediction value (Figure 1 and Table 1). The path coefficient of determination for social 

networks is 18%, while sustainability explained 72% variance (Figure 1). 

The financial return is central to social vision, social networks, innovation, and sustainability, and it was 

used as an intervening construct between social vision and sustainability to create a mediating effect as 

proposed by Hair, Hult, Ringle & Sarstedt (2016). The study used a bootstrapping approach to test the 

proposed hypotheses. It was hypothesized that social vision relates positively to sustainability through 

the intervention of financial return (H6b) Social Vision -> Sustainability, (Beta=0.56, t=2.87, p< 0.05). 

Also, social vision indirectly relates with financial return (H7), Social Vision -> Financial Return, 
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(Beta=0.51, t=3.18, p< 0.05) while financial return intervenes between social vision and sustainability 

(H8b), Financial Return -> Sustainability (Beta=0.33, t=1.83, p> 0.05). The intervention was not 

significant, and the result indicates partial mediation. The coefficient of determination of the mediation 

model for sustainability is 61%, while the financial return is 26%. The R2 falls between moderate and 

weak criteria (Table 1 and Figure 2). The direct relation in the intervention model (0.73) is stronger than 

the indirect relationship (0.56). This relationship shows that financial return partially mediates the effect 

of social vision on sustainability. 

 

Fig. 7.1 Tested hypotheses conceptual framework 
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Table 7.1 Result of tested hypotheses 

Hypotheses  Path Coefficient OS SD T Statistics P Values 

H1a Social Vision -> Sustainability 0.17 0.28 0.55 0.580 

H2 Social Vision -> Social Networks  0.46 0.15 3.00 0.003 

H3a Financial Return -> Sustainability 0.22 0.18 1.20 0.231 

H4 Innovation -> Sustainability 0.37 0.28 1.39 0.181 

H5 Social Networks -> Sustainability 0.33 0.16 2.11 0.035 

Mediation Tested Hypotheses 

H6b Social Vision -> Sustainability (Direct) 0.56 0.20 2.87 0.004 

H7 Social Vision -> Financial Return 

(Indirect) 
0.51 0.16 3.18 0.001 

H8b Financial Return -> Sustainability 

(Indirect) 
0.33 0.18 1.83 0.068 

Sustainability 

Model 

Relationship Direct effect Indirect 

effect 

Total 

effect 

H6b Social Vision -> Sustainability  0.56 0.17 0.73 

H7 Social Vision -> Financial Return  0.51 - - 

H8b Financial Return -> Sustainability  0.33 - - 

 A-B - - 0.56 
Note: OS: Original Sample; SD: Standard Deviation 

 

 

Fig. 7.2 Result of simple mediation analysis 
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5. Discussion 

Though social entrepreneurship is one of the catalysts of poverty reduction and sustainable development, 

its impact in developing countries is not rapid in comparison to traditional entrepreneurship. Between 1985 

till 2019, Nigeria poverty rate has been undulating and emerged as one of the leading countries globally 

where about 90 million people who constitute 45 percent of the entire population find it difficult to have 

access to basic needs of life such as balance diet food, portable healthcare, less expensive education and 

sanitation (Abdullahi, 2019). Poverty has become a sui generis challenge, and it was listed as number one 

on Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs). According to Abdullahi (2019), investment in girls’ education, 

health, and wellbeing, enhancement of economic opportunities, and technology integration are ways to end 

poverty in developing countries, among others. Social entrepreneurs’ intervention is crucial to the SDGs 

goals to end poverty.  

The essence of this book chapter is to examine the relationship of the latent variables of social vision, social 

networks, financial return, and innovation with sustainability based on the suggestion of Valle, et al., (2018) 

to further examine the interconnection of five dimensions of social entrepreneurship. This book chapter 

reveals that social vision is the highest predictor of social networks. The ability to identify the social needs 

of the people necessitates social networks through knowledge sharing and caring to improve the social 

strata of the lower class in the welfare hierarchy. Social networks significantly relate to social 

entrepreneurship sustainability. The result indicates that combining efforts of different social 

entrepreneurship can foster sustainability. Hence, the ecosystem of social entrepreneurs is crucial. The 

mediation of financial return makes the relationship of social vision and sustainability significant which, 

was insignificant in the general model. Though the financial return is not the main goal of social 

entrepreneurship; nevertheless, an intervention of financial return can influence the relationship of social 

vision and sustainability. The mediation of financial return between social vision and sustainability can 

facilitate the business renewal of social entrepreneurs. 
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5.1 Theoretical contributions 

This chapter provides important theoretical contributions. First, it provides information on new methods 

for understanding the factors that contribute to understanding the effects of social vision and social networks 

on SMSME sustainability. Second, it provides an essential understanding of structural relationships that 

may exist between the social vision, social network, financial return, innovation, and SMSME 

sustainability. Third, it contributes to the literature by deepening the concepts of social entrepreneurship in 

developing countries, where social and economic conditions are not stable.  

From previous results, social vision, along with social network, financial return, innovation constructs, 

contribute to the formation of the SMSME sustainability variable at 72%. Indeed, the sustainability of a 

business, whether micro, small or medium, is highly subject to the fact that it can see the opportunity in a 

futuristic dimension, with prospects for social change around the business. This result is related to the work 

of (Brooks, 2009). Also, SMSME sustainability supports social networking strongly, be it relational, 

structural, or cognitive. The work of Chen & Wang (2008) reinforces this to the extent that it demonstrates 

that an enterprise designed via social networking contributes to dissemination and sharing of information, 

which can, in turn, create innovative and ingenious solutions for the benefit of communities. The study also 

provides information on the importance of the structural relationship that exists between the social and 

social network vision. Indeed, the social vision positively influences social network, which is also proven 

in the work of (Nga & Shamuganathan, 2010). It is, therefore, an essential predictor of SMSME 

sustainability, which itself is densified and solidified by the creation of active social networking. 

 

5.2 Managerial implications 

From a managerial perspective, the current study recognises the influence of social vision, social networks, 

and financial return on social entrepreneurial sustainability and offers implications for stakeholders. First, 

for a prospective social entrepreneur, those thinking of starting a social entrepreneur, it is essential to 

identify a social need to be met, ensuring it is unique and innovative enough to guarantee its sustainability. 
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It is not just about having the social vision and zeal to start a venture but having a bigger picture of its 

prospects right from the beginning. Second, for those that are running a social enterprise, the social vision 

is essential and should remain relevant. It should be the motivating factor to carry on with the innovation. 

No doubt the, financially return may not be coning as anticipated. It is, therefore, vital to make use of social 

capital and rely on the network. This further highlight an implication for an entrepreneur to build their social 

capital and ensure they remain innovative. 

Third, for the social entrepreneur at large, the need for a support group is proposed. This development will 

serve as an avenue for prospective and present social entrepreneurs to engage, share ideas, and support each 

other. It will be an avenue to share innovative ideas and build social capital. Importantly members can come 

together and help themselves in times of need. They can share ideas, skills, and resources like a trade 

association which will represent the interests of social entrepreneurs. This association builds on the theory 

of social capital as a form of social network for ensuring sustainability. Lastly, policymakers have a role to 

play in ensuring sustainable social enterprises in the country. While this is not just limited to the 

Government, they can significantly contribute by providing a sustainable environment for entrepreneurs. 

These social enterprises are meeting social needs. The right support mechanism should be put in place as a 

policy to support them. This mechanism could mean having access to discounted resources such as office 

space, technical equipment, or opening a bank account. 

 

5.3 Study limitations, plan for future study and conclusion 

This study creates an opportunity for future researchers to extend the dimensionality of social 

entrepreneurship, but the study is not without limitations. The book chapter only focuses on social 

entrepreneurship in a developing country context, but since the poverty scope is beyond a single country, 

there will be a need for future researchers to extend this study to other African countries. Researchers can 

use the multigroup analysis technique to compare demographics variable based on five entrepreneurship 
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dimensions. The mixed methodology will also add additional flavour to social entrepreneurship dimensions 

study. 

 

 

 

References 

Achleitner, A. K., Spiess-Knafl, W. & Volk, S., 2014. The financing structure of social enterprises: conflicts 

and implications. International Journal of Entrepreneurial Venturing, 6(1), pp. 85-99. 

Adebayo, T. S., Alheety, S. N. Y., & Yusoff, W. S. W. (2019). Factors Affecting SMEs’ Internationalization 

Process in the Southwest Nigeria. International Journal of Entrepreneurship, 2(5), 44-62. 

Akhmetshin, E. M., Kovalenko, K. E., Goloshchapova, L. V., Erzinkyan, E. A., & Murzagalina, G. M. 

(2018). Approaches to social entrepreneurship in Russia and foreign countries. Journal of 

Entrepreneurship Education. 

Alvord, S. H., Brown, L. D., & Letts, C. W. (2004). Social entrepreneurship and societal transformation: 

An exploratory study. The journal of applied behavioral science, 40(3), 260-282. 

Aribaba, F. O., Oladele, R., Ahmodu, A. L. O., & Yusuff, S. A. (2019). Tax policies and entrepreneurship 

sustainability in Ondo State, Nigeria. Journal of Global Entrepreneurship Research, 9(1), 53. 

Auersweld, P., 2009. Creating Social Value. Stanford Social Innovation Review, 7(2), p. 51–55. 

Austin, J., Stevenson, H., & Wei-Skillern, J. (2012). Social and commercial entrepreneurship: same, 

different, or both?. Revista de Administração, 47(3), 370-384. 

Barendsen, L. & Gardner, H., 2004. Is the social entrepreneur a new type of leader? Leader to Leader, 

2000(34), pp. 43-50. 

Borins, S. (2000). Loose cannons and rule breakers, or enterprising leaders? Some evidence about 

innovative public managers. 60(6), 498-507. Public Administration Review, 60(6), 498-507. 



18 
 
 

Borzaga, C., & Santuari, A. (2003). New trends in the non-profit sector in Europe: The emergence of social 

entrepreneurship. 31-59.  

Boschee, J. (1998). Merging mission and money: A board member's guide to social entrepreneurship. In: 

National Center for Nonprofit Boards Washington, DC. 

Brooks, A. C. (2009). Social entrepreneurship: A modern approach to social value creation: Pearson 

Prentice Hall Upper Saddle River, NJ. 

Brown, J., 2006. Equity finance for social enterprises. Social Enterprise Journal, 2(1), pp. 73-81. 

Campbell, S. J. H. (1998). Social entrepreneurship: how to develop new social-purpose business ventures. 

16(5), 17-18. 

Certo, S. T., & Miller, T. J. B. h. (2008). Social entrepreneurship: Key issues and concepts. 51(4), 267-271.  

Chai, S. & Kim, M., 2010. What makes bloggers share knowledge? An investigation on the role of trust. 

International Journal of Information Management, 30(5), pp. 408-415. 

Chang, H. H. & Chuang, S. S., 2011. Social capital and individual motivations on knowledge sharing: 

Participant involvement as a moderator. Information & Management, 48(1), pp. 9-18 

Chen, M. H., Wang, M. C. (2008). Social networks and a new venture's innovative capability: the role of 

trust within entrepreneurial teams,  R&d Management, 38(3), 253-264.  

Chiu, C. M., Hsu, M. H. & Wang, E. T., (2006). Understanding knowledge sharing in virtual communities: 

An integration of social capital and social cognitive theories. Decision Support Systems, 42(3), pp. 

1872-1888. 

Choi, N., & Majumdar, S. (2014). Social entrepreneurship as an essentially contested concept: Opening a 

new avenue for systematic future research,  Journal of business venturing, 29(3), 363-376.  

Corner, P. D., Ho, M. (2010). How opportunities develop in social entrepreneurship, Entrepreneurship 

theory and practice, 34(4), 635-659.  

Cornwall, J. R. (1998). The entrepreneur as a building block for community. 3(2), 141. 



19 
 
 

Dacin, M. T., Dacin, P. A., & Tracey, P. (2011). Social entrepreneurship: A critique and future directions. 

22(5), 1203-1213.  

Daskalaki, M., Hjorth, D., & Mair, J. (2015). Are entrepreneurship, communities, and social transformation 

related?  Journal of Management Inquiry,  24(4), 419-423.  

Deakin, M., & Allwinkle, S. (2007). Urban regeneration and sustainable communities: The role of 

networks, innovation, and creativity in building successful partnerships. Journal of Urban 

Technology, 14(1), 77-91. 

Dees, J. G., Emerson, J. & Economy, P., (2001). Enterprising Nonprofits: A Toolkit for Social 

Entrepreneurs. New York: John Wiley and Sons. 

Dees, J. G. (1998). The meaning of social entrepreneurship. In: Kauffman Center for Entrepreneurial 

Leadership. 

Dey, P., & Steyaert, C. (2016). Rethinking the space of ethics in social entrepreneurship: Power, 

subjectivity, and practices of freedom, Journal of Business Ethics, 133(4), 627-641. 

Dorado, S. & Haettich, H., 2004. Social entrepreneurial ventures: Worth a careful look, Boston: Working 

Paper. UMASS–College of Management. 

Dwivedi, Y. K., Hughes, L., Ismagilova, E., Aarts, G., Coombs, C., Crick, T., ... & Galanos, V. (2019). 

Artificial Intelligence (AI): Multidisciplinary perspectives on emerging challenges, opportunities, 

and agenda for research, practice and policy. International Journal of Information Management, 

101994. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijinfomgt.2019.08.002 

Ebitu, E. T., Glory, B., & Alfred, U. J. (2016). An Appraisal of Nigeria's Micro, Small and Medium 

Enterprises (Msmes): Growth, Challenges and Prospects. British Journal of Marketing 

Studies, 4(5), 21-36. 

Eckhardt, J. T., & Shane, S. A. (2003). Opportunities and entrepreneurship. Journal of management, 29(3), 

333-349. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijinfomgt.2019.08.002


20 
 
 

Flockhart, A., 2005. Raising the profile of social enterprises: the use of social return on investment (SROI) 

and investment ready tools (IRT) to bridge the financial credibility gap. Social Enterprise Journal, 

1(1), pp. 29-42. 

Fornell, C., & Larcker, D. F. (1981). Structural equation models with unobservable variables and 

measurement error: Algebra and statistics. 

Gbadegeshin, S. A., Oyelere, S. S., Olaleye, S. A., Sanusi, I. T., Ukpabi, D. C., Olawumi, O., & Adegbite, 

A. (2019). Application of information and communication technology for internationalization of 

Nigerian small‐and medium‐sized enterprises. The Electronic Journal of Information Systems in 

Developing Countries, 85(1), e12059. 

Hair Jr, J. F., Hult, G. T. M., Ringle, C., & Sarstedt, M. (2016). A primer on partial least squares structural 

equation modeling (PLS-SEM). Sage Publications. 

Hau, Y. S. & Kim, Y. G., 2011. Why would online gamers share their innovation-conducive knowledge in 

the online game user community? Integrating individual motivations and social capital 

perspectives. Computers in Human Behavior, 27(2), pp. 956-970. 

Haugh, H. (2005). A research agenda for social entrepreneurship. Social enterprise journal, 1(1), 1-12. 

Haugh, H. M., & Talwar, A. (2016). Linking social entrepreneurship and social change: The mediating role 

of empowerment. Journal of Business Ethics, 133(4), 643-658. 

Hibbert, S. A., Hogg, G., & Quinn, T. (2002). Consumer response to social entrepreneurship: The case of 

the Big Issue in Scotland. International Journal of Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Marketing, 7(3), 

288-301. 

İrengün, O. & Arıkboğa, S., 2015. The effect of personality traits on social entrepreneurship intentions: A 

field research. Procedia-Social and Behavioral Sciences, Volume 195, pp. 1186-1195. 

Iwueke Obinna, C., & Nwaiwu Blessing, N. (2014). Social entrepreneurship and sustainable development. 

Journal of Poverty, Investment and Development-An Open Access International Journal, 5, 126. 

King, P. J., & Roberts, N. C. (1987). Policy entrepreneurs: Catalysts for policy innovation. 



21 
 
 

Lepoutre, J., Justo, R., Terjesen, S., & Bosma, N. (2013). Designing a global standardized methodology for 

measuring social entrepreneurship activity: the Global Entrepreneurship Monitor social 

entrepreneurship study. Small Business Economics, 40(3), 693-714. 

Littunen, H., 2000. Entrepreneurship and the Characteristics of the Entrepreneurial Personality. 

International Journal of Entrepreneurial Behaviour & Research, 6(6), p. 295–309. 

Mair, J., & Noboa, E. (2006). Social entrepreneurship: How intentions to create a social venture are formed. 

In Social entrepreneurship (pp. 121-135). Palgrave Macmillan, London. 

Mayer, J. & Scheck, B., 2018. Social investing: what matters from the perspective of social enterprises?. 

Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarterly, 47(3), pp. 493-513. 

Moen, J. A., Rahman, I. H., Salleh, M. M. & Ibrahim, R., 2004. A study on entrepreneurial attitudes among 

youths in Malaysia: case study: Institute Kemahiran Belia Negara, Malaysia. Journal of American 

Academy of Business, 4(1/2), pp. 192-197. 

Muhammad Sani S.M. (2019). Three things Nigeria must do to end extreme poverty. Available at: 

https://www.weforum.org/agenda/2019/03/90-million-nigerians-live-in-extreme-poverty-here-are-3-

ways-to-bring-them-out/, (Accessed on 10th December 2019. 

Ngai, E. W., Tao, S. S. & Moon, K. K., 2015. Social media research: Theories, constructs, and conceptual 

frameworks. International Journal of Information Management, 35(1), pp. 33-44. 

Nga, J. K. & Shamuganathan, G., 2010. The influence of personality traits and demographic factors on 

social entrepreneurship start up intentions. Journal of Business Ethics, 95(2), pp. 259-282. 

Nyssens, M. (2007). Social enterprise: At the crossroads of market, public policies and civil society: 

Routledge 

Ogbo, A., Igwe, A., Ezeobi, J., Modebe, N., & Kalu, E. U. (2019). The Impact of Social Entrepreneurship 

on the Sustainability of Selected Small and Medium Enterprises in Nigeria. Advances in Research, 

1-15. 



22 
 
 

Peng, D. X., & Lai, F. (2012). Using partial least squares in operations management research: A practical 

guideline and summary of past research. Journal of Operations Management, 30(6), 467-480. 

Perrini, F. & Vurro, C., 2006. Social entrepreneurship: Innovation and social change across theory and 

practice. In: Social Entrepreneurship. London: Palgrave Macmillan, pp. 57-85. 

Prabawani, B. (2013). Measuring SMEs’ sustainability: a literature review and agenda for research. 

International Journal of Management and Sustainability, 2(12), 193-207. 

Prabhu, G. N., 1999. Social entrepreneurial leadership. Career Development International, 4(3), pp. 140-

145. 

Rey-Martí, A., Ribeiro-Soriano, D., & Palacios-Marqués, D. (2016). A bibliometric analysis of social 

entrepreneurship. Journal of Business Research, 69(5), 1651-1655. 

Rivera-Santos, M., Holt, D., Littlewood, D., & Kolk, A. (2015). Social entrepreneurship in sub-Saharan 

Africa. Academy of Management Perspectives, 29(1), 72-91. 

Ryan, W. P. (2002). The new landscape for nonprofits. Nonprofit governance and management, 13. 

Sagawa, S., & Segal, E. (2000). Common interest, common good: Creating value through business and 

social sector partnerships. California Management Review, 42(2), 105-122. 

Santos, F. M. (2012). A positive theory of social entrepreneurship. Journal of business ethics, 111(3), 335-

351. 

Sanusi, I. T., Olaleye, S. A., & Atjonen, P. (2017). Assessment of innovative entrepreneurship education in 

Nigerian tertiary institutions. Journal of Entrepreneurship Education, 20(2) 

Shaw, E. & Carter, S., 2007. Social entrepreneurship: Theoretical antecedents and empirical analysis of 

entrepreneurial processes and outcomes. Journal of Small Business and Enterprise Development, 

14(3), pp. 418-434. 

Smallbone, D., Evans, M., Ekanem, I., & Butters, S. (2001). Researching social enterprise: Final report to 

the small business service. Centre for Enterprise and Economic Development Research, Middlesex 

University Business School, Middlesex University, UK. 



23 
 
 

Sullivan Mort, G., Weerawardena, J., & Carnegie, K. (2003). Social entrepreneurship: Towards 

conceptualisation. International journal of nonprofit and voluntary sector marketing, 8(1), 76-88. 

Ukpabi, D., Karjaluoto, H., Olaleye, S., & Mogaji, E. (2019). Influence of offline activities and customer 

value creation on online travel community continuance usage intention. In Information and 

Communication Technologies in Tourism 2019 (pp. 450-460). Springer, Cham. 

Valle, M. A. P., Fuchs, R. M., Sáenz, M., Nga, J. K., Darmohraj, A., & Moschetti, M. (2018). Personality 

traits and social entrepreneurship dimensions in Peru and Argentina. COMPENDIUM: Cuadernos 

de Economía y Administración, 5(11), 32-57. 

Waddock, S. A., & Post, J. E. (1991). Social entrepreneurs and catalytic change. Public administration 

review, 393-401. 

Wallace, S. L. (1999). Social entrepreneurship: The role of social purpose enterprises in facilitating 

community economic development. Journal of developmental entrepreneurship, 4(2), 153. 

Wheeler, D. et al., 2005. Creating sustainable local enterprise networks., 47(1), 33.. MIT Sloan 

Management Review, 47(1), pp. 33-40. 

Zahra, S. A., Rawhouser, H. N., Bhawe, N., Neubaum, D. O., & Hayton, J. C. (2008). Globalization of 

social entrepreneurship opportunities. Strategic Entrepreneurship Journal, 2(2), 117-131. 

doi:10.1002/sej.43. 


