
http://www.actacommercii.co.za Open Access

Acta Commercii - Independent Research Journal in the Management Sciences 
ISSN: (Online) 1684-1999, (Print) 2413-1903

Page 1 of 13 Original Research

Read online:
Scan this QR 
code with your 
smart phone or 
mobile device 
to read online.

Author:
Roger M. Elliott1 

Affiliation:
1Department of Business 
Management, University of 
Fort Hare, Alice, South Africa

Corresponding author:
Roger Elliott,
relliott@ufh.ac.za

Dates:
Received: 30 Apr. 2018
Accepted: 11 Oct. 2018
Published: 25 Apr. 2019

How to cite this article:
Elliott, R.M., 2019, ‘Social 
entrepreneurship as catalyst 
to break the poverty trap: An 
analysis of the motivational 
factors in South Africa’, Acta 
Commercii 19(2), a652. 
https://doi.org/10.4102/
ac.v19i2.652

Copyright:
© 2019. The Authors. 
Licensee: AOSIS. This work 
is licensed under the 
Creative Commons 
Attribution License.

Introduction
Entrepreneurship has been proposed as an engine for economic development in Africa (Acs 2006; 
Halcombe 1998; Toma, Grigore & Marinescu 2014) because of its potential to create wealth and 
employment for (economically disenfranchised) individuals (Manyaka 2015; Memani & Fields 
2014; Soomro & Shah 2015). Although the benefits of commercial (or traditional) entrepreneurship 
are well documented (Van Praag & Versloot 2007), the driving force of these enterprises is usually 
focused exclusively on making a profit, with little concern for the broader social impact of the 
enterprises (Toma et al. 2014). In addition, Nyström (2009) argues that the broader developmental 
benefits of traditional entrepreneurship are overstated with some (Nga & Shamuganathan 
2010)  going further and stating that the short-term and selfish focus of many commercial 
entrepreneurs will inevitably lead to economic recession, decreasing social livelihood levels and 
environmental degradation. Rather, Nga and Shamuganathan (2010) propose that entrepreneurs 
should implement integrative business models that encompass economic, social and environmental 
values that are typical of social enterprises.

The focus on social entrepreneurship has been given additional emphasis by the realisation that 
the non-governmental organisations (NGOs), usually funded by donations and not driven by 
profit, have been unsuccessful in the eradication of poverty (Rametse & Shah 2013). Compounding 
this problem is that donors, who traditionally funded these non-profit organisations, are 
increasingly suffering from ‘donor fatigue’ (Smith, Cronley & Barr 2012). Consequently, social 

Orientation: Social entrepreneurship has been advocated as a way of overcoming poverty but 
many of the studies purporting to explain the intention to become a social entrepreneur have 
resulted in inconsistent and inconclusive results.

Research purpose: The purpose of this article was to examine the moderating influence of 
gender, family entrepreneurial background and culture (operationalised in this study as 
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Main findings: Results provide strong support for the proposition that students’ gender and 
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entrepreneurship has been viewed as an alternative model 
to  meet the needs of the marginalised and the vulnerable, 
where the social entrepreneur focuses on both a financial and 
a social ‘bottom line’. However, one of the problems 
associated with understanding the importance of this 
business model in overcoming the challenges of poverty and 
economic equality on the African continent is the lack of 
consensus on what is meant by social entrepreneurship 
(Mair & Marti 2006; Zahra et al. 2009). Urban and Teise (2015) 
define social entrepreneurship as a process of value creation 
through the combination of resources with the intention of 
exploiting opportunities to create social value, while Germak 
(2013) emphasises social entrepreneurship’s triple bottom 
line of improving social conditions, community outcomes 
and financial objectives. In this study, social entrepreneurship 
is defined as an innovative, sustainable and permanent 
problem-solving entrepreneurial initiative in response to a 
social or environmental problem (Irengun & Arikboga 2015).

Although the majority of research (on social entrepreneurship) 
has taken place in developed countries like the United States 
and Canada (Irengun & Arikboga 2015; Mair & Marti 2006), 
there have been some studies on social entrepreneurship in 
emerging markets such as South Africa (Urban & Teisse 
2015). However, South Africa has a dual economy, with the 
first economy being comparable to many ‘developed’ 
countries, whereas the second economy is characterised by 
poverty, unemployment and exclusion. In addition, South 
Africa has one of the highest inequality rates in the world, 
with the poorest 20% of the inhabitants consuming less than 
3% of total expenditure, whereas the wealthiest 20% 
consuming 65% of total expenditure (World Bank 2017).

Defining what is meant by poverty is no easy matter (Woolard 
& Leibbrandt 1999) as the concept of poverty is nebulous 
(Nattrass & Seekings 2001). Understanding this concept 
is  important as one of the arguments why (social) 
entrepreneurship will not succeed in uplifting marginalised 
communities is the concept of the ‘poverty trap’. This 
assertion is based on the belief that (social) entrepreneurship 
is not accessible to ‘economically poor’ individuals as a 
development tool because of the lack of access to finance 
(Odhiambo 2009) to start business. However, an alternative 
view is that one of the constraints to the formation of an 
intention to become a (social) entrepreneur is an individual’s 
perceptions of their economic situation, relative to their 
peers. This is because perceived poverty will impact the 
nature and extent of the motivational factors driving the 
intention to become a (social) entrepreneur (Irengun & 
Arikboga 2015; Krueger, Reilly & Carsrud 2000).

Education is seen as an important enabler for breaking the 
cycle of poverty by encouraging the growth of (social) 
entrepreneurs (Herrington, Kew & Kew 2010), although the 
South African tertiary education system is seen as a significant 
obstacle as it does not meet the needs of their particular 
cohort of students (Illingworth 2015; Lazenby & Machaba 
2011; Mahadea, Ramroop & Zevvotir 2011). This is because 
although apartheid was officially abolished in 1994, the 

economic divide entrenched by years of this policy is still 
mirrored in the tertiary education system of South Africa, 
where students from economically marginalised communities 
tend to gravitate towards ‘historically disadvantaged 
universities’ (HDIs). For example, in 2016, 91% of students at 
the University of Fort Hare qualified to receive National 
Student Financial Aid Scheme (NSFAS) funding, meaning 
that the families of the students earned less than R122 000 per 
annum (Tom 2016). However, many of the quantitative 
studies into the antecedents of the intention to become a 
social entrepreneur (and traditional entrepreneur) have been 
conducted using a population from traditionally advantaged 
(white) universities (Gird & Bagraim 2008; Urban & Teisse 
2015) as opposed to HDIs. This is an important distinction 
given the importance of culture (Hayton, George & Zahra 
2002), entrepreneurial family background and gender 
(Bruton & Ahlstrom 2003; Hofstede 2001; Karhunen & 
Ledyaeva 2010) in choosing a career path as do childhood 
experiences such as poverty and financial difficulties 
(Krueger et al. 2000; Wu, Matthews & Dagher 2007). 
Consequently, these studies have limited value informing 
HDIs universities and other similar tertiary institutions about 
how programmes should be structured.

As such the research question is as follows: to what extent do 
culture, gender and an entrepreneurial family culture 
moderate the antecedents to form a social entrepreneurial 
intention in HDIs? In addition, this study focuses on 
undergraduate students, as opposed to the studies of Urban 
and Teisse (2015) and Germak and Robinson (2014), as we 
argue that, more so than postgraduate students and employed 
people, undergraduate students stand at the crossroads of 
their career. Therefore, this study addresses the shortcomings 
in existing studies and literature by empirically identifying 
the moderating factors and the antecedents that might impact 
the intention to become social entrepreneur.

Literature review
The focus of the literature review firstly considers the 
intention-based model thereafter, the drivers (or antecedents) 
of the intention to engage in social entrepreneurship. The 
factors that moderate these relationships are considered and 
importantly culture is operationalised as the individualism/
collectivism dimension.

Intention
Social entrepreneurship intention can be understood as a 
conscious awareness and conviction to set up a new (social) 
business venture (Bird 1988; Irengun & Arikboga 2015; Urban 
& Teisse 2015; Zahra et al. 2009). This concept is important 
because of the well-established link between the intention to 
perform a particular action and the actual behaviour (Ajzen 
1988; Krueger et al. 2000). Importantly, for the purposes of 
this study, intentions capture the motivational factors that 
ultimately result in the behaviour (Ajzen 1991).

There are a number of theories that offer a theoretical base to 
understand the drivers of intention (to become a social 
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entrepreneur), such as the Theory of Planned Behaviour 
(TPB) (Ajzen 1991), the Social Entrepreneurial Event Model 
(SEE) (Shapero & Sokol 1982) and the Model of Implementing 
Entrepreneurial Ideas (IEI) (Bird 1988). All these theories 
assume that perceptions serve as the primary justification for 
the formation of an intention.

Antecedents
Although many studies have used these underpinning 
(intention-based) theories as the basis to study entrepreneurial 
activity (Gird & Bagraim 2008), others (e.g. Carsrud & 
Brannback 2011; Cope 2005; Nga & Shamuganathan 2010; 
Soomro & Sha 2015) have focused on personality (an 
individual’s psychological traits), functional (economic 
outcomes) and behavioural factors (how an entrepreneur 
sees and acts upon the opportunities). Nevertheless, there are 
a number of recurring themes in the efforts to identify the 
antecedents to the formation of an entrepreneurial intention 
which is the focus of this study.

Closeness to social problem
One of the critical factors in being a successful entrepreneur 
is being able to identify a need, which in the case of many 
social entrepreneurs is being close to the social problem 
(Germak & Robinson 2014). This does not necessarily suggest 
spatial closeness to the problem as technology, and the rise in 
global citizenry has made this type proximity less important 
(Bornstein & Davis 2010). Although being close to a social 
problem suggests having knowledge of a social or 
environmental problem, such as social workers (Germak & 
Robinson 2014), it may also include instances where an 
individual has ‘first-hand’, rather than remote, knowledge 
and has endured some financial or social hardship as a child 
(Drennan, Kennedy & Renfrow 2015). The link between this 
construct and the intention to start a social entrepreneurial 
venture is consistent with social problems theory, which 
proposes that individuals who identify a social need are able 
to identify a solution to the problem, such as starting a social 
entrepreneurship venture (Hervieux & Voltan 2018).

Consequently, the following hypothesis is formed:

H1: Closeness to the social problem will have a significant 
influence on the intention to become a social entrepreneur.

Helping society
Social entrepreneurs are typically viewed (particularly in an 
African context) as individuals who seek to meet a need in a 
(economically or socially) deprived community (Nga & 
Shamuganathan 2010; Urban & Teisse 2015) and in so doing 
seek to uplift that group of people and thereby help society. 
However, while many of the activities are aimed at 
disadvantaged segments of the community (Seelos & 
Mair  2005), this is a somewhat narrow view of social 
entrepreneurship (Certo & Miller 2008) as entrepreneurs who 
start enterprises that benefit advantaged segments of the 
community can also be defined as social entrepreneurs 

(Zahra et al. 2009). Nevertheless, implicit in this factor is the 
dimension of empathy which implies the ability to recognise 
and share the feelings of others. Although this is an important 
element in the social entrepreneurial process, it is a ‘necessary 
but not sufficient condition’ (Mair & Noboa 2006) to facilitate 
an intention to become a social entrepreneur. A further 
dimension of this construct is moral judgement (Urban & 
Tiese 2015), which implies that social entrepreneurs are 
sensitive to the feelings of others (Prabhu 1999) and are able 
to relate to another’s plight or predicament (Mair & Noboa 
2006; Miller et al. 2012). This suggests that in particular 
contexts social entrepreneurs will take tangible steps to 
overcome social problems (Johnson 2000).

Consequently, the following hypothesis is formed:

H2: Helping society will have a significant influence on the 
intention to become a social entrepreneur.

Achievement orientation
A need to achieve, consistent with the theory of self-
actualisation proposed by Maslow (1943), is an important 
factor in driving the intention to become both a traditional 
and social entrepreneur (Baum, Frese & Baron 2007) 
notwithstanding the altruistic nature of social 
entrepreneurship (Boluk & Mottiar 2014; Germak 2013). This 
could be because social entrepreneurs see the ‘return’ on an 
entrepreneurial venture not only in financial terms, but also 
in terms of the difference that they can make in their 
communities or meeting a particular social or environmental 
need (Boluk & Mottiar 2014; Soomro & Sha 2015).

Consequently, the following hypothesis is formed:

H3: Achievement orientation will have a significant influence on 
the intention to become a social entrepreneur.

Innovation
Innovation is a critical element in the process of ‘creative 
destruction’ which is required to set up successful 
entrepreneurial ventures. Similar to their commercial 
counterparts, being innovative is an important attribute of 
social entrepreneurs (Germak & Lehner 2013; Ionescu 2015; 
Praszkier & Novak 2012), although the focus is on formulating 
new (innovative) ideas, products or services to meet social 
needs (Bouchard 2012; Germak & Lehner 2013; Ionescu 2015; 
Zahra et al. 2009).

In developing countries such as South Africa, the focus of 
social entrepreneurship is on disadvantaged and marginalised 
communities (Seelos & Mair 2005) because of their 
widespread poverty within a vastly unequal society (Nattrass 
& Seekings 2001; Odhiambo 2009; Woolard & Leibbrandt 
1999). This implies that because of their lack of resources, 
social entrepreneurs need to be resourceful and imaginative 
in creating financially sustainable solutions to social problems 
(Nga & Shamuganathan 2010; Shaw & Carter 2007). This is 
because the markets in which they operate are unconventional 
and often deemed as high risk by traditional commercial 
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entrepreneurs (Hart 2005; Nga & Shamuganathan 2010). The 
foundation of this cognitive ability is a sense of personal 
mastery which allows social entrepreneurs to be dynamic 
and flexible in uncertain and ambiguous environments 
(Urban 2012).

Consequently, the following hypothesis is formed:

H4: Innovation will have a significant influence on the intention 
to become a social entrepreneur.

Self-efficacy
Self-efficacy influences thought patterns, actions and 
emotional arousal in people which is rooted in Bandura’s 
(1986) social learning theory. The construct of self-efficacy is 
similar to the construct of perceived behavioural control 
contained in the TPB (Ajzen 2002, 2011), and both emphasise 
the link between self-belief and the intention to become both 
an entrepreneur (Bandura 1977; Urban 2010) and a social 
entrepreneur (Bagheri & Pihie 2010; Urban & Teise 2015).

Self-efficacy is an individual’s confidence in his or her ability 
to perform entrepreneurial roles and tasks successfully, and 
perceived self-efficacy is the predictor of career choice and has 
been found to predict entrepreneurial intentions among 
individuals (Bandura 1986; Urban 2010). In many respects, 
self-efficacy reflects the perseverance of an individual, rather 
than particular skills and the belief that they will prevail over 
any obstacles to achieve their goals (Bandura 1997). In 
particular, self-efficacy has a considerable influence on 
individual choices, goals and emotional reactions (Bandura 
2001) because it informs an individual’s belief in their ability 
to succeed in fulfilling tasks (Urban 2015; Urban & Teise 2015).

Consequently, the following hypothesis is formed:

H5: Self-efficacy will have a significant influence on the intention 
to become a social entrepreneur.

Although there has been limited research into the antecedents 
of entrepreneurial intention in Africa (Urban 2015; Urban & 
Teise 2015), much of the research in developed nations has 
been inconclusive in terms finding a relationship between 
various antecedents and intention (Shook, Priem & McGee 
2003). Consequently, it has been suggested that a number of 
variables such as culture, gender (Bahrami 2014; Shinnar, 
Giacomin & Janssen 2012; Triandis & Su 2002; Urban 2007) 
and family background (Shittu & Dosunmu 2014) might 
account for the unhelpful and inconsistent results.

Moderators
The moderating variables of culture (defined as the 
dimensions of individualism or collectivism for the purpose 
of this study), gender and the entrepreneurial background of 
the family are considered below.

Culture
The debate about the link between culture and the propensity 
to engage (in both commercial and social) entrepreneurship 

(McGrath, MacMillan & Scheinberg 1992; Urban 2007) is 
ongoing. The contemporary understanding of culture is 
based on the seminal work of Hofstede (1980) who identified 
four initial dimensions of culture: power distance, uncertainty 
avoidance, individualism or collectivism, masculinity or femininity, 
as well as an additional dimension – long-term or short-term 
orientation (Hofstede & Bond 1988).

Although Hofstede (1980) did not consider the relationship 
between culture and entrepreneurship (Urban 2006), the 
dimension of individualism or collectivism (a continuum) is the 
most profound in distinguishing between cultures (Triandis 
& Suh 2002) and consequently has been used as the basis for 
many studies exploring the link between culture and 
entrepreneurial behaviour (Morris, Davis & Allen 1993; 
Mueller & Thomas 2000; Pinillos & Reyes 2011), although the 
results have been somewhat inconsistent.

A predominantly individualistic orientation would suggest a 
sense of personal responsibility which would lead to self-
efficacy and self-confidence which are essential in driving 
innovative ideas. Although these attributes are important for 
both traditional (commercial) entrepreneurship and social 
entrepreneurship, an excess focus on individual interests may 
result in avaricious or selfish behaviour which is inconsistent 
with the altruistic foundations of social entrepreneurship. 
On the other hand, collectivism is characterised by amicable 
relationships between stakeholders, a cooperative approach 
and a concern for others, which are consistent with the tenets 
of social entrepreneurship. This (collectivist approach) is an 
important element of new venture creation because of the 
importance of being able to leverage both internal and external 
resources (Tiessen 1997; Urban 2007).

The nature and extent of the influence of the individualism or 
collectivism dimension on the extent of (both social and 
commercial) entrepreneurship will vary. Morris et al. (1993) 
proposed that countries with moderate levels of individualism 
will exhibit the highest levels of entrepreneurship, while 
Mueller and Thomas (2000) concluded that cultures with 
high levels of individualism (and uncertainty avoidance) are 
likely to be characterised by high levels of entrepreneurship. 
In a more recent study, Pinillos and Reyes (2011) found that 
the influence on the individualism on the level on 
entrepreneurship varied, depending on the level of 
development of the economy. Most studies have, however, 
focused on the commercial entrepreneurship and there is a 
void in respect of the impact of culture, defined for the 
purposes of this study as the individualism or collectivism 
continuum, on the extent of social entrepreneurship (Dacin, 
Dacin & Tracey 2011). Consequently, it is argued that the 
extent of entrepreneurial activity cannot be explained by 
personal factors alone, and that culture may well have an 
impact on the intention to become a social entrepreneur 
(Pinillos & Reyes 2011; Tiessen 1997; Urban 2007).

Consequently, the following hypothesis is formed:

H6: Culture will moderate the extent to which the antecedents 
(closeness to social problem, helping society, achievement 
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orientation, innovation and self-efficacy) influence the intention 
to become a social entrepreneur.

Gender
Notwithstanding an increase in the participation of women 
in the commercial sphere (Fielden & Davidson 2005) in 
most  countries, including South Africa, women are 
underrepresented in the entrepreneurial and new venture 
formation domains (Aliaga 2006; Maas & Herrington 2006). 
This is consistent with international studies that found that 
the propensity of women to engage in entrepreneurship will 
differ depending on such factors as laws, religion, culture 
and societal norms (Buttner & Moore 1997; Gupta et al. 2009). 
These factors are, however, all underpinned by the perception 
that entrepreneurial careers are considered as a masculine 
domain (Henry, Foss & Ahl 2016) but in some countries 
women are more likely to embrace a social entrepreneurship 
career than in others (Terjesen et al. 2009). Consequently, 
consistent with social role theory (Gupta et al. 2009; Shinnar 
et al. 2017), it is argued that gender will moderate the 
relationship between the antecedents (discussed above) and 
the formation of a social entrepreneurial intention.

Consequently, the following hypothesis is formed:

H7: Gender will moderate the extent to which the antecedents 
(closeness to social problem, helping society, achievement 
orientation, innovation and self-efficacy) influence the intention 
to become a social entrepreneur.

Family entrepreneurial background
Families can be a significant influence on the extent to which 
individuals are positively disposed to becoming an 
entrepreneur (Bagheri & Pihie 2010; Birley & Westhead 1994). 
Parents, and the extended family, can still play an important 
part in a child’s entrepreneurial tendencies, even if they were 
not themselves entrepreneurs through emotional and 
intellectual support (Shen, Osorio & Settles 2017). However, 
the involvement of family members (or the individual) in 
their own businesses will develop the nascent entrepreneur’s 
self-confidence to initiate an entrepreneurial venture (Bagheri 
& Pihie 2010; Nga & Shamuganathan 2010). Specifically, self-
employed parents and extended family members will act as 
mentors and guides (Matthews & Moser 1995; Scherer et al. 
1989), and these family networks have a positive influence on 
the extent of innovativeness, motivation and planning for 
entrepreneurial ventures (Germak 2013).

Consequently, the following hypothesis is formed:

H8: Family entrepreneurial background will moderate the extent 
to which the antecedents (closeness to social problem, helping 
society, achievement orientation, innovation and self-efficacy) 
influence the intention to become a social entrepreneur.

Research methodology
This section considers the design of the research and the 
sample surveyed.

Research design
The initial step in the data analysis was to assess the 
discriminant validity of the instrument. This was done 
using the multivariate technique of exploratory factor 
analysis using SPSS (Version 24). The factorial load and the 
communality below 0.45 were defined as extraction criteria 
(Hair et al. 2010). To apply a factorial model, it is necessary 
that the correlation among variables is above 0.5, and to 
check this, the Kaiser–Meyer–Olkin (KMO) test was used 
and reported values above acceptable thresholds. The 
reliability of the instrument was confirmed by calculating 
the Cronbach’s alpha coefficients for each of the factors. 
Thereafter a four-stage hierarchical multiple regression 
was conducted to consider the relationship between the 
variables identified.

Sampling design
The sample was drawn from undergraduate business 
management students studying at a historically 
disadvantaged university in South Africa. This is not only 
consistent with previous studies, but the propensity for 
students studying commercial subjects to participate in 
different types of entrepreneurial activity is greater than 
among the wider student constituency (Harris & Gibson 
2008; Turker & Selcuk 2009; Urban 2013).

A total of 200 students were surveyed, of which 54% were 
females and 46% males. The students were mostly 
undergraduates (71%) and were either fourth-year or 
honours students (29%). As expected, the respondents 
were relatively young, with 80% in the age group of 18–24 
years, 17.5% in the age group of 24–34 years, whereas only 
five students (2.5%) were above the age of 34 years at the 
time of the survey. The population group was University 
of Fort Hare students who are predominately from 
previously disadvantaged backgrounds (Tom 2106), with 
90.5% (181) describing themselves as black students, 7.5% 
(15) as mixed race students and 1.5% as Asian students. 
Only three white students (1.5%) completed the 
questionnaire. In respect of employment, 171 (85.1%) were 
unemployed, 21 (10.4%) were part-time employed, four 
(1.5%) were full-time employed and three (1.5%) were 
self-employed.

Ethical considerations
Ethical clearance was obtained from the ethics committee of 
University of Fort Hare (Reference number: MC2018-017).

Results
This section firstly considers the validity and reliability of the 
instruments used to measure the variables. The loading of 
the items on the different factor is considered after which 
they are operationalised and where necessary the hypotheses 
are reformulated. Lastly, the results of the hierarchical 
regression analysis are considered.
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Validity and reliability
Table 1 provides a summary of the rotated component matrix 
and is set out below. It includes the eigenvalues and the 
Cronbach’s alpha coefficients associated with each of the 
scores. The items associated with the item codes are presented 
in Appendix 1. From Table 1 it is clear that all the factors 
recorded an eigenvalue above 1, which is consistent with 
both Kaiser’s rule (Kaiser 1960) and the suggestion by Jolliffe 
(2002) who advised a more conservative cutoff eigenvalue 0.7 
because it would be unwise to delete the components that 
have eigenvalues close to 1.

Measurement
In the first factor identified, closeness to the social problem, 
only three of the original items loaded on this construct 
and reliability was poor, but nevertheless acceptable 
within the context of this study, recording a Cronbach’s 
alpha score of 0.461. The construct was operationalised as 
the extent to which people felt that poor people were 
honest and were no different to the rest of society. The scale 

was derived from the literature and, in particular, the 
study of Germak (2013).

Underpinning original construct of helping society is a certain 
amount of compassion and empathy. Consequently, the 
compassion scale (Raes et al. 2011) was used and adapted as a 
basis to measure the construct of helping society. However, the 
factor analysis revealed that the construct of helping society was 
not unidimensional and it loaded on three separate factors: 
helping society (connected) operationalised as the extent to which 
an individual has the propensity to connect with people at an 
emotional level when they are experiencing some sort of 
hardships; helping society (humanity) is operationalised as the 
extent to which an individual acknowledges and accepts 
human frailties, whereas helping society (empathy) is 
operationalised as the extent to which an individual can relate 
to poor people. All constructs demonstrated an adequate 
Cronbach’s alpha score (0.827, 0.674 and 0.526, respectively) 
and consequently can be considered reliable.

The reliability for achievement orientation was good (0.803), 
but one item was deleted as a result of poor loading when the 

TABLE 1: Rotated component matrix.
Items 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

Closeness to  
social problem

Helping society 
(connected)

Helping society 
(humanity)

Helping society 
(empathy)

Achievement 
orientation

Innovation Self-efficacy Social entrepreneurship 
intention

CSP7 0.773 - - - - - - -
CSP6 0.753 - - - - - - -
CSP4 0.744 - - - - - - -
HS3K - 0.745 - - - - - -
HS1S - 0.724 - - - - - -
HS4K - 0.723 - - - - - -
HS2S - 0.684 - - - - - -
HS12K - 0.627 - - - - - -
HS11S - 0.614 - - - - - -
HS8K - 0.523 - - - - - -
HS6H - - 0.773 - - - - -
HS7H - - 0.683 - - - - -
HS9H - - 0.538 - - - - -
CSP2 - - - 0.765 - - - -
CSP3 - - - 0.585 - - - -
CSP1RS - - - 0.544 - - - -
NA5 - - - - 0.755 - - -
NA6 - - - - 0.736 - - -
NA2 - - - - 0.732 - - -
NA7 - - - - 0.713 - - -
NA4 - - - - 0.681 - - -
NA3 - - - - 0.631 - - -
INN4 - - - - - 0.834 - -
INN3 - - - - - 0.816 - -
INN5 - - - - - 0.671 - -
INN1 - - - - - 0.659 - -
SA5RS - - - - - - 0.780 -
SA2RS - - - - - - 0.608 -
HS5SRS - - - - - - 0.535 -
EI2 - - - - - - - 0.810
EI4 - - - - - - - 0.800
EI3 - - - - - - - 0.797
EI5 - - - - - - - 0.759
EI1 - - - - - - - 0.671
Alpha 0.461 0.827 0.674 0.526 0.803 0.863 0.473 0.865
Eigenvalues 1.783 6.715 1.700 1.449 2.649 2.078 1.264 3.583
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validity was assessed. Although Urban and Tiese (2015) 
developed an instrument to measure achievement orientation, 
it was adapted to make it more relevant for students who 
(mostly) had not participated in the job market. Consequently, 
achievement orientation was operationalised as the extent to 
which students feel the need to achieve by having a long-
term vision and the perseverance to achieve long-term goals 
without any compromise.

Innovation is operationalised as the extent to which students 
are able to come up with fresh and new ideas, and creative and 
unconventional methods to solve problems and challenges 
(Germak 2013). One item was deleted because of cross-loading, 
and the recorded Cronbach’s alpha coefficient was 0.863; 
therefore, this construct can be considered valid and reliable. 
In contrast for the variable of self-efficacy, only two of the items 
originally formulated to measure this construct loaded on this 
construct together with one item from the helping society, 
relating to the extent to which an individual can relate to 
people ‘feeling down’. Consequently, this construct is 
operationalised as the extent to which individuals do not feel 
inadequate or fear failure, yet can still relate (and not feel 
superior) to individuals who are feeling forlorn.

Finally, the scales to measure the intention to become a social 
entrepreneur were predominately derived from Urban and 
Tiese (2015) and were operationalised as the extent to which 
the respondents find a career as a social entrepreneur 
attractive and intend to become a social entrepreneur. The 
reliability of the construct was good, with a Cronbach’s alpha 
score of 0.865.

Reformulation of the hypotheses
As mentioned above, the constructs of helping society split 
into three separate constructs and were named as helping 
society (connected), helping society (humanity) and helping society 
(empathy). Consequently, H2 was no longer relevant deleted 
and three hypotheses formulated in its place:

H2.1: Helping society (connected) will have a significant 
influence on the intention to become a social entrepreneur.

H2.2: Helping society (humanity) will have a significant 
influence on the intention to become a social entrepreneur.

H2.3: Helping society (empathy) will have a significant influence 
on the intention to become a social entrepreneur.

In addition H6, H7 and H8 were amended to substitute the 
construct helping society with helping society (connected), 
helping society (humanity) and helping society (empathy).

Hierarchical regression analysis
Prior to conducing a hierarchical multiple regression, the 
relevant assumptions of this statistical analysis were 
considered. Firstly, the assumption of singularity was met by 
all the hypothesised variables as the moderating variables 
(gender, parents own business, relatives own business, run own 
business, individualism or collectivism), independent variables 
(helping society (connected); need for achievement; innovation; 

closeness to social problem; helping society (humanity); helping 
society (empathy); self-efficacy) were not a combination of other 
independent variables.

An examination of the correlations revealed that no 
independent variables were highly correlated. In addition, 
the collinearity statistics (i.e. tolerance and the variance 
inflation factor [VIF]) were all within acceptable limits, so 
the assumption of multicollinearity was deemed to have 
been met. No extreme univariate outliers (in the initial 
data screening) were observed, and an examination of the 
Mahalanobis distance scores indicated no multivariate 
outliers. In addition, residual and scatter plots were 
viewed, and it can be concluded that the assumptions of 
normality, linearity and homoscedasticity were all satisfied 
(Hair et al. 2010).

A four-stage hierarchical multiple regression was conducted 
with social entrepreneurial intention as the dependent variable. 
Gender was entered at stage 1 of the regression to control for 
socially accepted norms of the gender roles within South 
African society. Three dummy variables, measuring whether 
or not the respondent had (1) parents who had owned their 
own business (parents own business) and/or (2) other relatives 
who had owned their own businesses (relatives own business) 
and/or (3) who had been in their own business (run own 
business), were entered at the second stage, and in the third 
stage the two cultural variables (individualism and collectivism) 
were entered. In stage 4, the independent variables (helping 
society (connected); need for achievement; innovation; closeness to 
social problem; helping society (humanity); helping society 
(empathy); self-efficacy) were entered.

The hierarchical multiple regression output revealed that in 
model 1 (Table 2), gender significantly contributed to the 
regression model, F(1,191) = 8.621, p < 0.01 (0.006) and 
accounted for 4.3% of the variation in social entrepreneurial 
intention. Model 2 introduced the variables relating to 
previous entrepreneurial experience (parents own business, 
relatives own business, run own business) and explained an 
additional 1.1% of the variance although the change in the R2 
was not significant Fchange(3,188) = 0.602, p > 0.05 (0.614). 
However, if one considers Table 3 (ANOVA), it is apparent 
that while the change in the variance explained is not 
significant, model 2 as a whole is still significant F(4,188) = 
2.593, p < 0.05 (0.038). Introducing culture (model 3) explained 
an additional 16.8% of the variance, which was also significant 
Fchange(2,186) = 19.972, p < 0.001 (0.000). In the final model, the 
only control variables that were significant were gender 
(standardised beta = 0.158, p < 0.05) and individualism (beta 
= 0.141, p < 0.05). Lastly, with model 4 the balance of the 
variables was introduced, explaining an additional 21% of 
the variance Fchange (7,179) = 9.395, p < 0.001 (0.000).

The results presented in Tables 2 and 3 suggest that gender 
will have a significant moderating influence on the 
antecedents of the intention to start a social entrepreneurship 
business, as will culture (defined here using the dimensions 
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of individualism and collectivism). As such, H6 and H7 are 
supported. However, the results in respect of an 
entrepreneurial background are inconclusive and thus H8 is 
not supported.

In the final regression (Table 4) model, we found innovation to 
be positively (standardised beta = 0.439) and significantly (at 
the 0.01 level) related to the intention to become a social 
entrepreneur and as such H4 is supported. This finding also 
confirms many previous studies, which found that innovation 
positively influenced the intention to engage in entrepreneurial 
activities (e.g. Germak & Lehner 2013; Ionescu 2015; Praszkier 
& Novak 2012).

The standardised coefficient for closeness to social problem is 
negative (beta = −0.156) and significant at the 0.001 level, 
which supports H1. The significant relationship between the 
extent to which an individual is close to a social problem is 
consistent with previous research (Germak & Robinson 2014; 
Wong & Tang 2007). These were the only significant 
relationships between the antecedents and the intention to 
become a social entrepreneur revealed by the results in Table 4.

Discussion
Although entrepreneurship is critical for the long-term 
success and growth prospects of most countries, social 
entrepreneurship seeks to address areas of social and 

environmental need neglected by governments and other 
agencies while at the same time making an economic 
contribution. Although NGOs (and other agencies) have 
traditionally filled this role in African countries, foreign 
governments and philanthropic agencies are increasingly 
suffering from donor fatigue, leaving many marginalised 
communities without any support (Smith et al. 2012). 
Consequently, it is a significant research problem to identify 
the factors that drive the intention to become a social 
entrepreneur.

To address this issue, this study referred to a number of the 
theories which have been advanced as a way of understanding 
the intention to become a social entrepreneur. Specifically, this 
study found that innovation had a significant relationship 
influence on the intention to become a social entrepreneur. 
This finding is consistent with many other studies (Germak 
& Lehner 2013; Ionescu 2015; Praszkier & Novak 2012) which 
propose that being innovative is an important element in the 
creation of new social enterprises. Indeed, it is argued that, 
because of the complexity of juxtaposing a viable financial 
model with a social mission, being innovative is even more 
important in social entrepreneurship than within the context 
of traditional entrepreneurship.

The findings of the study reveal that the extent to which 
individuals feel close to a social problem will also have a 

TABLE 3: Analysis of variance.†
Model Sum of squares df Mean square F Significant

1 Regression 323.081 1 323.081 8.621 0.004‡
Residual 7158.315 191 37.478 - -
Total 7481.396 192 - - -

2 Regression 391.207 4 97.802 2.593 0.038§
Residual 7090.189 188 37.714 - -
Total 7481.396 192 - - -

3 Regression 1644.650 6 274.108 8.735 0.000¶
Residual 5836.746 186 31.380 - -
Total 7481.396 192 - - -

4 Regression 3212.858 13 247.143 10.364 0.000††
Residual 4268.538 179 23.847 - -
Total 7481.396 192 - - -

†, Dependent variable: Intention to become a social entrepreneur.
‡, Predictors: (Constant), gender.
§, Predictors: (Constant), gender, parents own business, relatives own business, run own business.
¶, Predictors: (Constant), gender, parents own business, relatives own business, run own business, individualism, collectivism.
††, Predictors: (Constant), gender, parents own business, relatives own business, run own business, individualism, collectivism; helping society (connected); need for achievement; innovation; 
closeness to social problem; helping society (humanity); helping society (empathy); self-efficacy.

TABLE 2: Model summary.†
Model R R2 Adjusted R2 Standard error  

of the estimate
Change statistics

R2 change F change df 1 df 2 Significant F  
change

1 0.208‡ 0.043 0.038 6.12194 0.043 8.621 1 191 0.004
2 0.229§ 0.052 0.032 6.14115 0.009 0.602 3 188 0.614
3 0.469¶ 0.220 0.195 5.60182 0.168 19.972 2 186 0.000
4 0.655†† 0.429 0.388 4.88330 0.210 9.395 7 179 0.000

†, Dependent variable: Intention to become a social entrepreneur.
‡, Predictors: (Constant), gender.
§, Predictors: (Constant), gender, parents own business, relatives own business, run own business.
¶, Predictors: (Constant), gender, parents own business, relatives own business, run own business, individualism, collectivism.
††, Predictors: (Constant), gender, parents own business, relatives own business, run own business, individualism, collectivism; helping society (connected); need for achievement; innovation; 
closeness to social problem; helping society (humanity); helping society (empathy); self-efficacy.
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material impact on the extent to which students intend to 
become a social entrepreneur. This is consistent with the 
findings of Germak and Robinson (2013) and Drennan et al. 
(2015), which found that there is a link between a 
disadvantaged or difficult background and an entrepreneurial 
intention. What also adds resonance to this corroboration is 
that these two studies took very different approaches in 
different contexts. Germak and Robinson (2013) followed a 
qualitative approach with ‘mature’ respondents, whereas 
Drennan et al. (2015) did a quantitative analysis using first-
year students (albeit both from developed countries).

There have, however, been a number of calls for the inclusion 
of moderating variables to improve both the limited 
exploratory power and inconsistencies among studies. 
Although this study found that culture and gender both have 
a moderating influence on the antecedents to the formation 
of an intention to start an entrepreneurial venture, the 
dimensions of individualism or collectivism, as defined by 
Hofstede (1980), were used as a proxy for culture. Although 
this study did confirm the findings of extant research (Pinillos 
& Reyes 2011; Tiessen 1997; Urban 2007), the level of economic 
development may also have an influence on the nature and 
extent of the influence. As such, this study does confirm that 
individualism or collectivism does moderate the influence of 
the antecedents on the intention to become a social 
entrepreneur, but it does not account for the influence of 
economic development.

The findings that gender moderates the relationship between 
the antecedents and the intention to become a social 
entrepreneur have a number of implications. Men are 
motivated to become entrepreneurs by ‘pull factors’ such as 
the perception that entrepreneurship will give them an 
opportunity to control their own destiny and be able to earn 
an uncapped income. This differs from women, who are 
usually driven into entrepreneurship by ‘push’ factors such 
as gender prejudice (Gupta et al. 2009), frustration, the 
difficulty in balancing work and family commitments or, 
often, in developing countries, poverty (Buttner & Moore 
1997). Consequently, the impact of gender on the intention to 
become a social entrepreneur may be more pronounced for 
younger people than for older individuals when the ‘push 
factors’ associated with life experiences have not yet 
manifested themselves. The findings suggest that 
entrepreneurship education, targeted specifically at women, 
may be an intervention that is required to educate women 
about social entrepreneurship as a feasible career choice.

Limitations and future research
Gender has been identified as having a significant influence 
which may moderate the antecedents influencing the 
intention to become a social entrepreneur. However, it is 
postulated that the influence of this construct may vary over 
time, as the ‘push’ factors associated with the changing 

TABLE 4: Coefficients.†
Model Unstandardised coefficients Standardised 

coefficients
t Significant Correlations Collinearity 

statistics
B Standard error Beta Zero-order Partial Part Tolerance VIF

1 (Constant) 23.991 0.600 - 40.005 0.000 - - - - -
Gender 2.596 0.884 0.208 2.936 0.004 0.208 0.208 0.208 1.000 1.000

2 (Constant) 24.088 0.730 - 32.980 0.000 - - - - -
Gender 2.383 0.911 0.191 2.616 0.010 0.208 0.187 0.186 0.949 1.054
Run own business 1.341 1.257 0.082 1.067 0.288 0.105 0.078 0.076 0.857 1.168
Parents own business -0.919 0.926 -0.074 -0.993 0.322 -0.055 -0.072 -0.070 0.899 1.112
Relatives own business 0.014 0.846 0.001 0.016 0.987 -0.002 0.001 0.001 0.881 1.136

3 (Constant) 9.371 2.429 - 3.858 0.000 - - - - -
Gender 2.359 0.849 0.189 2.777 0.006 0.208 0.200 0.180 0.907 1.102
Run own business 1.531 1.148 0.093 1.334 0.184 0.105 0.097 0.086 0.855 1.170
Parents own business -0.484 0.848 -0.039 -0.571 0.569 -0.055 -0.042 -0.037 0.893 1.120
Relatives own business 0.573 0.777 0.051 0.738 0.462 -0.002 0.054 0.048 0.869 1.151
Collectivism 0.312 0.083 0.259 3.784 0.000 0.341 0.267 0.245 0.896 1.116
Individualism 0.445 0.114 0.267 3.913 0.000 0.301 0.276 0.253 0.903 1.107

4 (Constant) 1.818 3.187 - 0.570 0.569 - - - - -
Gender 1.972 0.764 0.158 2.580 0.011 0.208 0.189 0.146 0.851 1.175
Run own business 0.485 1.013 0.030 0.479 0.632 0.105 0.036 0.027 0.834 1.199
Parents own business -0.118 0.756 -0.010 -0.156 0.877 -0.055 -0.012 -0.009 0.854 1.171
Relatives own business 0.269 0.701 0.024 0.383 0.702 -0.002 0.029 0.022 0.810 1.234
Collectivism 0.110 0.085 0.091 1.292 0.198 0.341 0.096 0.073 0.646 1.548
Individualism 0.235 0.105 0.141 2.241 0.026 0.301 0.165 0.127 0.811 1.233
Helping society (connected) 0.063 0.063 0.071 1.005 0.316 0.313 0.075 0.057 0.643 1.555
Need for achievement 0.025 0.046 0.032 0.544 0.587 0.068 0.041 0.031 0.902 1.109
Innovation 0.568 0.087 0.439 6.516 0.000 0.581 0.438 0.368 0.703 1.422
Closeness to social problem -0.262 0.103 -0.156 -2.536 0.012 -0.020 -0.186 -0.143 0.847 1.180
Helping society (humanity) 0.168 0.133 0.079 1.264 0.208 0.161 0.094 0.071 0.814 1.229
Helping society (empathy) 0.067 0.104 0.042 0.649 0.517 0.240 0.048 0.037 0.759 1.318
Self-efficacy 0.147 0.095 0.092 1.542 0.125 0.159 0.115 0.087 0.895 1.118

VIF, variance inflation factor.
†, Dependent variable: Intention to become a social entrepreneur.

http://www.actacommercii.co.za�


Page 10 of 13 Original Research

http://www.actacommercii.co.za Open Access

attitudes of women come into play. As such a study 
comparing the attitudes of young women (towards intention) 
with that of more mature women could be a feasible research 
area, as would a longitudinal study mapping out the 
changing attitudes of women over time.

Culture may play an important part in how gender 
moderates the relationship between the antecedents to the 
formation of intention. As such alternative research 
methodologies could be a way of examining these 
differences. Qualitative research methodologies could allow 
research to ‘drill down’ in respect of the complex interaction 
between gender, family influences and the broader cultural 
influences.

The results reveal that attitudes towards social 
entrepreneurship emerge from individuals’ being close to 
the social problem. If this type of experience is well 
understood, it might well influence the way social 
entrepreneurship education is envisaged (Drennan et al. 
2015). In particular, entrepreneurial curricula might 
consider including aspects necessary for self-employment 
emerging from such an experience, such as resourcefulness, 
resilience and independence. An in-depth qualitative study 
would allow researchers to interrogate the nature of this 
experience and its nexus with their intention to become a 
social entrepreneur.

Implications for policy and practice
The study findings reveal that the extent to which individuals 
are close to a social problem can play a significant role in 
forming an intention to become a social entrepreneur. 
Similarly, the results imply that culture (defined in this study 
as individualism or collectivism) will also play a moderating 
role with students in choosing social entrepreneurship as a 
career. This suggests that in a multi-cultural society, such as 
South Africa, the education curriculum needs to promote a 
dialogue so that different cultural groups understand each 
other’s values and perspectives.

South Africa is characterised by one of the most unequal 
societies in the world. This divide is also reflected in the 
character of its institutions including universities. This 
suggests that there needs to be more collaboration and 
dialogue across both faculty and students so that all 
stakeholders appreciate the economic and social challenges 
faced by the broader society. These efforts should be across 
different disciplines to facilitate an education system that is 
equipped to deal with the unique socio-economic challenges 
encountered in South Africa.

Conclusion
The purpose of this study was to investigate the extent to 
which antecedents identified in the literature were moderated 
by gender, family entrepreneurial background and culture. 
The study confirmed that gender and culture (defined in this 
study as individualism and/or collectivism) do have a 

moderating influence on the antecedents to the formation 
of  an intention to become a social entrepreneur. This 
implies  that policy makers, seeking to encourage social 
entrepreneurship in South Africa, should take into 
consideration the contextual elements of the student cohort.

This research can be considered an exploratory study and 
should be critically interpreted because it does not take into 
account many of the dynamics inherent in the formulation of 
an intention to become a social entrepreneur. In addition, the 
sample was drawn from the student body of one university 
and a more inclusive sample would allow for a more robust 
interpretation of the results. Nevertheless this study does 
make a valuable contribution to understanding the complex 
interaction between the factors initiating an intention to 
become a social entrepreneur among South African youth.
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Appendix 1

TABLE 1-A1: Items used in the study.
Code Label

HS3K If I see someone going through a difficult time, I try to be caring toward 
that person

HS1S I am emotionally connected to people in pain
HS4K I like to be there for others in times of difficulty
HS2S I relate to others when they tell me their problems
HS12K When others feel sadness, I try to reach out to them
HS11S I can really connect with other people when they’re suffering
HS8K My heart goes out to people who are unhappy
EI2 Owning my own social venture would be a good career choice
EI4 I intend to set up a social venture in the future
EI3 Being a social entrepreneur is more appealing than having a job
EI5 I am always searching for social venture opportunities
EI1 Becoming a social entrepreneur interests me very much
NA5 I put little time and effort into my work/When I take on a project, I give 

everything
NA6 I am not motivated to succeed/I want to be the very best of myself
NA2 I believe that I am average/I think that I am destined for extraordinary 

accomplishments
NA7 I do as little as possible whenever possible/I continue until I think 

everything is perfect
NA4 I just do enough work to get by/I always do more than what is expected of 

me
NA3 I concentrate more on short-term and daily tasks/I set long-term goals for 

myself
INN4 I think I have a lot of fresh ideas
INN3 I come up with creative solutions when confronted with problems
INN5 I like to try unconventional solutions to challenges
INN1 I have a lot of new ideas to solve old problem
CSP7 Poor people have the same intelligence as the rest of society; they may 

just have less education
CSP6 Poor people have the same set of values as other people
CSP4 At their core, poor people are the same as me
HA6H Everyone feels down sometime it is part of being human
HS7H It is important to recognise that all people have weaknesses and no one’s 

perfect
HS9H Despite my differences with others I know that everyone feels pain just 

like me
CSP2 Poor people are generally honest
CSP3 I can relate to poor people
CSP1RS Poor people are different from the rest of society (reverse scored)
SA5RS I am bothered by fears of being inadequate (reverse scored)
SA2RS I fear failure (reverse scored)
HS5SRS When I see someone feeling down, I feel like I cannot relate to them 

(reverse scored)
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