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ABSTRACT

Title of Dissertation Social Entrepreneurship and Organizational
Performance: Combining the Resource Dependence and

Resource-Based Views

Author Mr. Sookyuen Tepthong
Degree Doctor of Philosophy (Development Administration)
Year 2014

The increasing number of social enterprises amdben of charities becoming
social enterprises is heartening in terms of themg@l impact that we will see in the
future on our society and the environment. Soaétmrises might be recognized as a
new phenomenon in Thailand, but actually therenamay frustrations regarding their
performance. The objectives of this study, themmewe investigate the role of social
entrepreneurship and the social capital of theas@terprise in terms of resources
and performance, to examine the effects of soaiibpreneurship and social capital
on organizational resources and performance, anthdke recommendations for
management and government policies to promote Isectarprises as part of public
service providers.

The research employed both quantitative and @uiaé methods. Of the
1,000 social enterprises that were mailed the suid&8 (15.8%) returned completed
guestionnaires. The proposed path analytic modsltested using structural equation
modeling to evaluate the theoretically-specifieshstoucts in order to measure and
examine the proposed causal relationship model.r@sdts of the hypothesis testing
indicated that only three of the six hypotheses ewesignificant, social
entrepreneurship had a positive effect on socipitala social capital had a positive
effect on organizational resources, and organigaticesources had a positive effect

on organizational performance.



Integrating resource dependence theory with theuree-based view can be a
better link to organizational performance than gsonly one theory. The study
results make contributions to those that are irelin administration and politics.
Social entrepreneurs will have a better understandif the factors affecting their
performance. Managers should build and use thdnegreneurship to gain social
capital and organizational resources. For furtesearch, the model proposed in this
study should be examined using other types of betiterprises or organizations.
Social return on investment may be seen as a pastganizational performance.
Comparative study between modern NGOs that havpteddhe concept of social
entrepreneurship and traditional NGOs could be gotadl, and the barriers or
obstacles of social enterprises could be studiedertbance and sustain their

performance.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

1.1 Significance of the Study

Social enterprise is an organizational form thaidiy emerged and began to
attract both academic and civil society in theyetrlmid-1990s. The complements of
for-profit and nonprofit strengths explain why sd@nterprises have emerged and are
popular. Dees and Anderson (2003: 16) argue tlagjtbwing sector, integrating for-
profit and nonprofit enterprises, blurs the didiime and boundary between them.
With the change in funding, traditional third sectr civil society organizational
forms such as nongovernmental organizations (NG@s)anthropies, and charities
have tried to adopt the social entrepreneurshigeainand have begun to identify
themselves as social enterprises for more depeadamalonations and government
resources. Additionally, some for-profit organipag have claimed to be social
enterprises as well because their social purpasesd private profit proposes as a
whole. Maryam (2012: 168) proposes that the conoépghe social enterprise has
been on the rise all over the world and organinatibave started to admit and
recognize the need for this phenomenon. The sstiiatture of postindustrial society
may create the potential for human growth as welleaonomic growth (Faunce,
1968: 175). In coming years, both government agsnand nonprofit organizations
will adapt themselves to be more businesslike; thdl change their modes of
operation by taking innovative and aggressive actimt still adhere to their goals
regarding social proposes. This organizational typs developed and evolved over
time. However, the need for understanding and ptmmcaocial enterprises is quite
limited. In Thailand, this kind of organization erged formally by The Regulations
of the Office of the Prime Minister on National $1dcEnterprise B.E. 2553.



Due to its ambiguous form and status or becauseahefterm “social
enterprise,” questions have always been posed atheutperformance of social
enterprises in both nonfinancial and financial aspeAlthough they are clearly
accepted as a trend of society’s development, theivival and prosperity are
doubted. In the case of traditional NGOs, the sibnais that donors and their fund
supporters in Thailand are decreasing while goveminsupport is unpredictable.
This has forced the nonprofits to adopt method®ahed income (Juree Vichit-
Vadakan, 2002: 9). However, no research has coeflrmwhether social
entrepreneurship adoption is better than NGOsentridditional view. As approaches
that mix the benefit of private, public, and norfreectors, resource acquisition and
organizational performance have been increasingiyudsed. Do they have enough
resources and what are the factors that affect theiformance that need to be
examined? The main problems of social enterprises rasources and their
performance. The empirical research that shows aibiéity to gain and utilize
resources is limited. Additionally, the performangsue is also not clear and needs to
be studied.

Another point of view related to the social entegris social capital. There
has been an amount of research on organizationatipes and arrangements that is
network-like in form (Powell, 2003: 315). Socialptal is a valuable resource that is
embedded in any organization. It serves a socialctstre function, producing
organizational capability and competitive advantagleere are many policies and
academic papers focusing on the dimension of scejaital to generate both micro-
and macro-level outcomes, such as family wellbeang group and organization
competency, as well as social and national ecorsn®ecial capital contributes
meaningfully to gaining and developing resourced generating competency for
social exchange between an organization and stilesoor outsiders. Previous
studies have shown that the higher levels of s@apltal can create overall growth.
Baker (1990: 619) argues for example that socigitahis a mechanism related to a
resource that organizations derive from socialcstimes and then use to pursue their
interests. Consequently, social capital can be assea catalytic-driven approach for
organizations to do anything. Trust, networks, egldted issues are critical for their
success. This study will adopt social capital akiaf mediator to explore its effect on



social entrepreneurship and its direct effect omanizational resources and
organizational performance.

The resource-based view (RBV) and resource deperdireory (RDT) are
widely accepted as having the ability to explaigasrizational competitive advantage
and survival (Pfeffer and Salancik, 1978; BarnE391; Miller and Shamsie, 1996;
King, 2007). RDT and RBV have impacted academicd @re strategic decision
making of organizations. However, they have linnitag in explaining organizational
performance related to resources. Although thettveories have stressed resources,
they have different points of view, such as a foonsnternal and external resources
and strategies for competitive advantages. Evemgtmothere is already some
empirical evidence on integrating RBV and RDT (Alh 2010; Nemati, Bhatti,
Magsal, Mansoor and Naveed, 2010; Huang and WafQ#3;2Lui, 2013), the
literature is still confronted by a lack of theacat explanation and empirical
evidence regarding the combined effects of RBV &MdT on organizational
performance. This paper proposes a theoretical hwadieh explains how RBV and
RDT individually and together affect organizationasources and organizational
performance. The effects of RBV and RDT have besgely argued about the
assumption and concept. Regarding the combinedtefté RBV and RDT, this paper
will argue the integrated view of each variable tegred the main characteristics of
these theories.

There is a limitation in the number of researchgpamn social enterprise and
social entrepreneurship. Braunerhjelm and Hami{912: 45) also found that most
of previous research papers used the qualitativhade They suggested that the
guantitative research approach should be usedrigithous hypothesis testing.

In sum, this study examines the effect of how dommerprises adopt social
entrepreneurship and social capital on their omginal resources and
organizational performance. The integration of ¢hego theories may fill the gap in
these theories and explain the results in relatrresources and organizational
performance effectively. This in turn may help den® and social entrepreneurs

understand the conditions necessary to responahistrained environments.



1.2 Objectives of the Study

In this study, there are three main objective#e\is:

1) To investigate the role of social entrepreneursimpo the social
capital of social enterprises regarding organizetioresources and organizational
performance

2) To examine the effects of social entrepreneurshigpsocial capital
on organizational resources and organizationabp@idnce

3) To make recommendations for management and govetnme

policies in order to promote social enterprises

1.3 Scope of the Study

The scope of this study concerns the influenceoofas entrepreneurships and
social capital on organizational resources andopedince. The boundary of the
theoretical framework is related to the resourceedaview and resource dependence
theory. The financial and non-financial perspediweill be a measure of their
performance. Regarding organizational type, orgditns in any form, such as
NGOs, foundations, associations, companies, etat tlave adopted the social
entrepreneurship concept, will be treated as searprises.

The research will use qualitative and quantitatiesearch methods. In the
guantitative, the frame of sample respondents amtae persons that are the owner,
president, committee member, manager or at a leigl bf the organizations. In the
gualitative method, key interviews were asked altlbetinfluence of the variable on

the organizational performance.



1.4 Contributions of the Study

The contributions of this research are at the #tezal and practical level as

follows.

1.4.1 Theoretical Contributions

At the theoretical level, combining RBV and RDT bstter for explaining
organizational resources than using only one thebing RBV is related to how a
competitive advantage is defined while RDT focuseshow a firm manages its
dependence on the environment as a result of inmiuft internal resources. Both
theories can also be integrated by sharing themilaities and differences for
powerful clarification of organizational performadRDT is based on an external-
oriented approach while RBV is an internally-orehtview. The integration of these
theories is focus on both internal and externalwand is represented by related
variables. Critiques on the RBV and RDT are helgtullink the firm’s resource
capabilities, sustainable competitive advantageueces and performance. Resource
utilization will also be filled the gap of RDT imphtion for generating organizational
performance. An integrated model is also proposeddfoviding a holistic view of
the performance of social enterprises regardingakeatrepreneurship, social capital
and resources. Combining these two theories suggest they should complement

each other in order to fill the organizational iese and performance perspective.

1.4.2 Practical Contributions

At the practical level, the study results suggesomprehensive model for
organizational decision making in the future to camtrate on and invest in related
variables regarding their resources and competdrey findings of this study present
the factors that are most relevant to the caskeo$tcial enterprise in Thailand.

In order to sustain organizational resourcesjat@nterprises should to try
new processes and management methods, as welirahlaew products which are
different to the existing ones. Similar to commak@rganizations, social enterprises
confront resource constraints. Social capital hadirect effect on organizational

resources. Through networks, social enterprisesl n@anvolve themselves in the



environment such as through associations and pabéacies. Creating social trust by
formal and informal channels drives reliability. 8@ on the resource-based view and
resource dependent theories, in this study orghora resources were portrayed in
terms of resource acquisition, uniqueness, andafiibn. Further, the results of this
study suggest that nonprofit organizations mighns¢form themselves into social
enterprises by engaging in commercial activitiedevproviding social value, and all
kinds of organizations can adopt social entrepresigos and the social capital
concept.

The study can also be used as a reference lmast®rmparative study in the
same or related fields such as non-governmentainargtions (NGOs), etc., in order
to monitor the current performance of NGOs andimal fvays to improve related
factors. Regarding the contribution to policy, ttezognition of social enterprise
needs is the key factor for social enterprise ssg&cgocial entrepreneurship as well as

the concept of social capital will be broadly adapby social enterprises.

1.5 Organization of the Paper

This dissertation is organized into six chaptetsagler 1 introduces the topic,
the background and significance of the study, thjeatives of the study, the scope of
the study; additionally, the organization and cémiiions of the study are also
discussed. Chapter 2 explains the definition ofed@mnterprise, distinguishing social
entrepreneurs from others, the emergence of senia¢preneurship, earned income
opportunities, social enterprises in Thailand, gmevious research on social
entrepreneurship. Chapter 3 provides some briefildetabout the theoretical
frameworks regarding the resource-based view asduree dependence theory. A
literature review on organizational performancecigocapital, and organizational
resources is also provided. In addition, the cotumdpframework and hypothesis
development are also discussed. Chapter 4 exlensethodology, which describes
the proposed research design, the research insttuthe population of the study, the
unit of analysis, the data collection procedureqd &éme method of data analysis.
Chapter 5 deals with the findings. The collectiowl @nalysis of the data, which test
the hypotheses suggested in chapter 3, togethdr @etcriptive statistics, are



discussed. The last section, chapter 6 containsdhelusion and a discussion of the
results and provides some insights into the impboa of the findings and offers
recommendations for policy makers and social ens&g, and suggestions for further
research.



CHAPTER 2

SOCIAL ENTERPRISE AND SOCIAL ENTREPRENEURSHIP

This chapter provides the definitions and chastics of the social
enterprise, the background of the social enterpiise Thailand, and social

entrepreneurship.

2.1 Social Enterprise

Social enterprises have existed for many cesgurbut gained a reputation
only in recent decades. This part of the presemtystiefines the definition of social
enterprise, the characteristics of the social ent, the nonprofit organization as a

social enterprise, and the resources of the sentakprise.

2.1.1 Definition of Social Enterprise

There is a variety of terms related to social gmise. The words social
enterprise, social entrepreneur, and social emngurship have been used
interchangeably. “To clarify, one could say so@atrepreneurship was seen as the
process through which social entrepreneurs crestieidl enterprises” (Defourny and
Nyssens, 2008: 203). The idea of the social enserfhirst appeared in Italy in the late
1890s (Defourny and Nyssens, 2008: 202). Latdsedame more common when it
began to appear customarily among both academids paactitioners in other
countries in Europe and the United States. Howetlee, definitions of social
enterprise have not been consistent in the intemmlt literature (Dart, 2004).
Moreover, the social enterprise is not a formahklegrm of organization in some
countries, for example in Thailand. The definitioins different regions are quite

diversified.



A number of scholars view social enterprise as Inosiot-for-profit
organizations which devote their resources and/iie8 to solving social problems.
However, recent papers have shifted away from trdynot-for-profit organization to
extend the boundary of the social enterprise to-foveprofit and for-profit
organizations. Social enterprises can be any kiharganization in the public,
private, or other domains. From this perspectilie, definition and boundary of the
social enterprise are ambiguous, and it is necgssaclarify the characteristics of
these for greater understanding.

The social enterprise term is a mixed concept @udst philanthropic and
cooperative background (Ridley-Duff and Bull, 201The concept itself is not
universally recognized. In some countries, thereal® emphasis on community
organization rather than philanthropy. In Thailatfte social enterprise can be any
form of organization (The Office of the Prime Mitgg 2011) such as a company, a
partnership, a foundation, an association, a caiper, etc. Unlike other kinds of
organizations, there is no exact number of socirerises in Thailand.

According to Talbot, Tregilgas and Harrison (2002:the social enterprise is
an organization that uses a market-based approamthteve agreed social ends. It is
characterized by behaviors of creativity, socialovation, entrepreneurship, and a
focus on public or community rather than individuatofit. The Centre for
Community Enterprise (2008: 2) defines social gntse as a business with two
goals: to earn revenue through the sales of goodemwices and to achieve social,
cultural or environmental outcomes. From this pointiew, this term portrays social
enterprise as organizational behavior that apgl@amercial strategies to maximize
improvements for social purposes rather than maingi profits for external
shareholders. Social enterprises can be for-poofiton-profit if they can serve the
public or society, and they can have a variety agfal forms and can be public,
private, or third sector.

According to The Regulations of the Office of fieme Minister on National
Social Enterprise B.E. 2553, the social enterggsan organization which has a clear
objective to develop a community by solving itsiabor environmental problems. It
must have core revenue from service or productsatach is parallel to its social

objectives and must not focus only on maximizingfiprfor its stakeholdersThis
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regulation was approved in order to accelerate dbeelopment of the social
enterprise in Thailand and to make it more effitien

In sum, it is not a universal term. However, th#erent definitions share
some elements. First, the social enterprise hagialpurpose or benefit society and
the environment. Second, it can be of any kind rganizational form. Third, it has
more than one bottom line. The performance of ti@as enterprise is for both the
purposes of engaging in profit-making activitiesd afor social good. Table 2.1

summarizes the definitions of social enterprise.

Table 2.1 Definitions of Social Enterprise

Author Definition

Borzaga and Defourny Social enterprises are not engaged in advocacyitaetias a

(2001: 16) major goal or in the redistribution of financiabWs, but they
are involved in the production of goods or the Bimn of
services to people on a continuous basis.

Talbot et al. (2002: 2) Social enterprise is a mdanwhich people come together
and use market-based ventures to achieve agrermd esods. It
is characterized by creativity, entrepreneurshmg, @ focus on
community rather than individual profit.

Haugh (2005: 347) Businesses that trade for spaigdose. Their social mission
prioritizes social benefit above financial proéind if a surplus
is made, it is used to further the social aims béaeficiary
group or community, and not distributed to thosnai
controlling interest in the enterprise.

Defourny and Nyssens Social enterprises are not-for-profit private oligations

(2008: 204) providing goods or services directly related tdrtb&plicit aim
to benefit the community. They rely on a collectiygmamics
involving various types of stakeholders in theivgaming
bodies, they place a high value on their autononaythey

bear economic risks linked to their activity.
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Table 2.1 (Continued)

Author Definition

The Regulations of the Organization which has a clear objective to devalop
Office of the Prime community by solving its social or environmentablplems. It
Minister on National must have central revenue from procuring a semtigaroduct
Social Enterprise B.E. which is parallel to its social objective and must

2553 (2010) concentrate solely on maximizing profit for itskstholders.

In this study, the social enterprise is any kind afjanization whose
environmental or social purpose is a part of itssioin. It is self-sustaining by

creating revenue, but its profit is principally f@investing to further its mission.

2.1.2 The Difference between the Business Enteige, Social Enterprise,
and Nonprofit Organization

The business enterprise, the social enterprise, #ra philanthropic
organization share similar and different approacheadbeater (2001: 9) points out
that social entrepreneurial initiatives tend to edinom private, public, and voluntary
sectors. For the public sector, government ager@aes shifted their practices to a
new role, as Osborne and Gaebler (1992: 25) almidhe government is proactively
steering rather than emphasizing cost-effectivelte®ver bureaucratic rules. There
is a trend toward a people-centered, results-atknnarket-based approach driving
public agencies to change their behavior. In respai this concept, government
agencies have become more dependent on other sectchh as the nonprofit and
private sectors to act as a public provider. Rdaggrgrivate organizations, they not
only operate for themselves, but they contributeht® society by delivering value
products and services, and building social wealthey have to overcome their

limited resources. The overlapping of the threemsds demonstrated in Figure 2.1.
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Public
Sector

Private
Sector

Voluntary
Sector

The Social Entrepreneur’s Sector

Figure 2.1 Overlapping among Sectors
Source: Leadbeater, 2001: 10.

According to Wolk (2007: 166), all sectors have stosints concerning their
environmental effect. They have to respond to ntaf&gures and transformative
innovations, and additionally that they have tdizeafinancial sustainability. Social
entrepreneurs arise from a market failure wherétpbde markets are unavailable or
cannot take a minimal profit. Social entreprenatossider the gap between public
and private benefit as a source of opportunitieyéate social value, and at the same
time, they can survive through the competency oietp and the environment.

Social entrepreneurs are mostly considered as ehaggnts related to
breakthrough ideas, social innovation, and proeoeggs. They can be either
completely new inventions or the creative adoptanexisting ones (Peredo and
McLean, 2006: 56). Social entrepreneurs acquiseukee sustainability from non-
financial resources and financial resources. Thdinancial resources are volunteers,
knowledge, and networks. The financial resourcesecfrom many sources such as
individuals, governments, foundations corporatioasd the sale of products or
services. Social enterprise do not rely on donatmngrants like traditional nonprofit
organization. The availability of resources, bdttahcial and non-financial, depends
on their approach to management. The social emtneprship concept, including
social innovation, proactiveness, and risk-taki@s been adopted for some

organizations.
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Even though social enterprises and businesses slane characteristics,
especially in their aggressiveness in responseh#o market, it is necessary to
distinguish them from others in order to conceptaathe term social enterprise and
to capture its unique characteristics. There areynaaiteria which can differentiate
the social enterprise from for-profit organization$e first aspect is the mission, as
mentioned in the previous section. The second &adpeihe strength of the good
image of social enterprises. Last, the new revemglel has enabled social
enterprises to have more choices to gain resotiraespublic, private, third sectors,
and from the individual.

Allinson, Braidford, Houston, Robinson and Ston81(2 23-24) distinguish
social enterprises (SEs) from small and mediumrprises (SMEs) and civil society
organizations (CSOs) in that SEs are more likegntlISMEs to be involved in
community development or mutual aid. However, Stesess likely than CSOs to be
involved in international development and faith-dxhsctivities. Volunteers are used
widely by SEs, in proportion comparable to CSOsci&oenterprises are more
flexible than SMEs and CSOs in terms of raisingdithrough commercial revenues
and business activities. Therefore, they incredgitgive become self-financing
through growth, making their organizations lessestejlent on grants or donations.

Piechowski (2010, 9) argues that social entrepnsnbeave an integration of
entrepreneurial traits and an overarching desigeterate a double bottom line. With
different points of view from traditional entrepeaurs, social enterprises are driven by
both social and economic value, but give prioraythe previous one. Like for-profit
organizations, market failure is considered as ppodunity to create value by
applying social entrepreneurship to solve sociablams. The success of a social
enterprise is measured in terms of quantitativarfaral and qualitative social change.

Comparing for-profit and social entrepreneurs, Shad Carter (2007) found
five main differences, comprising opportunity reoiign, local network
embeddedness, financial risk and profit, credit $mccess, and creativity and
innovation. First, social entrepreneurs are distisiged by their main interest in the
gap in social needs. Second, social entrepren@aienhy maximize their benefit from
local networks, but also employ networks to crdatal credibility and support for
their mission. Third, social entrepreneurs do tiave for profit maximization for the
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individual but rather invest in personal local dtability and reputation. As a result,
the success of the social enterprise does not depefinancial loss or profit but loss
of credibility or reputation. Fourth, social entrepeurs share success with a
collective of volunteers and society while for-ptagntrepreneurs rely only on the
consolidating of their ownership. Finally, sociatrepreneurs create social innovation
to solve social problems while for-profit entrepears create innovation in business
goods or services.

Dees (1998: 60) proposes a social enterprise spectthich demonstrates the
range of commercialization in terms of a nonprefifelationship with its key

stakeholders: beneficiaries, capital, workforcesl suppliers (figure 2.2).

Purely Philartpic < » Purely Commercial
Motives, Methods, | Appeal to goodwill| Mixed motive Appeal to self-
and goals Mission driven Mission and market driven | interest
Social value Social and economic value | Market driven
Economic value
Beneficiaries| Pay noting Subsidized rates, or mix g Market-rate prices
full payers and those who
pay noting
Capital Donations and Below-market capital, or mix Market-rate capital
§ grants of donations and market-rate
é capital
& Workforces | Volunteers Below-market wages, or mikarket-rate
((% of volunteers and fully paid | compensation
x staff
Suppliers Make in-kind Special discounts, or mix of| Market-rate prices
donation in-kind and full-price
donations

Figure 2.2 The Social Enterprise Spectrum
Source Dees, 1998: 60.
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Dees (1998: 2-3) refers to the idea of Schump@&barcker, and Stevenson to
differentiate between business and entreprenesserting that social entrepreneurs
are the organizational type in which the social siis is explicit and a central
criterion, not wealth creation. The social entreyta operates in an imperfect market
like business firms. Many social-purpose organaeticharge fees for some of their
services; however, they may also compete for donstivolunteers, and other kinds
of support like a nonprofit.

Maryam (2012: 175) summarizes the differences batwee private business
and a social enterprise regarding their purposeagement and governance, business
strategies, employment, legal form, ownership, austr and communities, capital,

and profits and surplus, as presented in table 2.2.
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Table 2.2 The Differences between Private Business and tb&Sénterprise

Issue Business enterprises Social enterprises
Purpose e maximize profit, margins or e create profit to meet social aims
share value
Management e directive e engage or democratic

and Governance ¢

Business

Strategies

Employment

Legal Form

Ownership

Customer and

Communities

Capital

Profits and

Surplus

accountable to shareholders e accountable to shareholders

to maximize profits, earning or e service communities or

market share customers, break even or
generate surplus to meet social
aims

least amount and pay to make a good working conditions

profit e employment and career paths
may be a social aims

self employed e company limited by guarantee

company or partnership e cOmmunity interest company

e industrial and provident society

by the shareholders or ¢ by the member-social

investors ownership

sensitive to needs to maximizee accountable to stakeholders

sales e sensitive to needs to maximize
sales

private sector, funded from e private and public

profits e capped return on capital

share value can increase or

decrease

To owners and shareholders e Increase services or meet social

aims

Source Maryam, 2012: 175.
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Although there are several points of differembiat between the business
enterprise and the social enterprise, they sharee samilarities. Self-reliance is the
fundamental basis of both types of organizatiohgythave to earn income and
enough resources for their life. Proactivenessaiired for surviving in a dynamic
environment. Some social enterprises are corpo&tishich have the same legal

entity, so they have to follow the same laws amulilaions.

2.1.3 The Nonprofit Organization as Social Enterpse

“A nonprofit charging a fee for its services to skovho have an ability to pay
is also defined as social enterprise” (Pardee, 20L0This definition is increasingly
recognized by academic and entrepreneurial entitt@ésrresponding with The
Regulations of the Office of the Prime Minister National Social Enterprise B.E.
2553, the ability to create one’s own revenue lgyshle of goods and products is a
key component. Katz and Page (2010) point outtti@isocial enterprise is operated
as a business where its main revenues come frosatheof goods and the provision
of services. However, unlike ordinary businesdes,docial enterprise aims at social
purposes, not private profit. Maryam (2012: 1758 peoposed a business model for
the social enterprise that can summarize the idgheosocial enterprise related to
nonprofits. This framework adds the business moalad, profit for reinvestment to
nonprofit organizations, as key resources of tlgamization.

— Input »| Business Model —»| Activities Profit
L »  Mission Revenue maximization ) Y ) Y
. . . Reinvestment Social Program
vis a vis the social
purpose
> Resources

|—>

Figure 2.4 Business Operation Model of a Social Enterprise
Source Maryam, 2012: 175.
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Nonprofit organizations are increasingly adoptitrgitegies and concepts from
the business sector, such as strategic planninge vaeation, and the balanced
scorecard, and they have become more busines®yikeeating ways to generate
revenue. Dees (1998: 56) points out that nonprbiee been increasingly seeking
additional revenues by behaving like profit orgatians: they are raising funds
through auxiliary commercial enterprises. Many rmofifs are starting to
commercialize their core programs and activitiesough which their expert and
accomplish their mission by searching for away tkenthese activities rely less on
donations and more on fees. Some are serving ct&fram government agencies as
public-providers, for example, to run training ersce programs.

Dart discusses the idea that the social entergmgages in hybrid nonprofit
and for-profit activities. The social enterpriseanges from a social mission bottom
line to a double or triple bottom line of missionpney, and environment, and from
depend on government grants, member fees, andides&b focus on earned income

revenue and return on investment (Dart, 2004: 415).

2.1.4 Resources of the Social Enterprise

The resources of the social enterprise are bo#néiial and nonfinancial, and
can also be viewed as tangible and intangible ressuThe resource approach is one
of the most interesting for nonprofits. This apmloaefines the social enterprise by
earned-income strategies in order to use commeadivities in support of their
mission (Defourny and Nyssens, 2010: 40). Nonmdfdave obviously shown greater
interest in income-generating activities as a paensource of new revenue
(Massarsky, 2005: 436).

According to Alter and Dawans (2009: 2), socialegptise issues are related
to three schools of thought: leadership, fundingd grogram. The leadership
perspective advocates the efforts of individuaiaantrepreneurs, while the funding
perspective supports nonprofits starting commersi@htures to diversify their
funding. The program perspective is effective whersiness activities and social
programs are one and the same. However, Adler &&abavargue that the idea that
the social enterprise is rigorously about earnegnme or profit is misleading. If
organizations cannot convert their profit to megfuh social impact, they have
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wasted valuable resources. The social enterprispiires effective resource
management. An integrated approach to both finhaoi non-financial capital could
be employed for managing these assets.

Brooks (2009: 6) classifies social enterprise resealinto three main types.
First, financial resources come from earned revenpieilanthropy, and governments.
The latter two are very important issues becausg tasically have nothing to sell.
Second, human resources are needed. The volueszirces are at the level of staff
or leadership. Third, human capital resources ré&bethe education, experience,
knowledge, and expertise needed to make an ergergpierational and competent.

Social enterprises have many ways to earn incomeokB (2009: 89)
summarizes the types of earned income, as showkfigure 2.4. For commercial
endeavors, the social enterprise can earn fee dbnough direct endeavors. For
other activities, transactions occur between the $ectors (for-profit & non-profit);
licensing is the use of an organization’s name lagd for a fee or percentage of the
sales; joint-issue promotion is the cooperationveen the nonprofit and the for-profit
organization to combat a single issue (Brooks, 2003

Earned
Income
Commercial Other
endeavors activities
v v v v v
Direct Separately Joint-issue
Programs Incorporated Transactions Licensing ventures
ventures

Figure 2.4 The Types of Earned Income for Social Enterprises
Source Brooks, 2009: 89.
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It is possible for nonprofits to have fully commiaicrevenue covering a
costs at market rates withouphilanthropic subsidy. Fewonprofits can accomplis
full-scale commercialization. However, nonprofits whighdertake commerci
initiatives may face resistance from -profit competitors concerning the unf.
advantages of takreaks ancthe lower cost for labor, capital, andppliers (Dees,
1999: 145).Meanwhile, organizations within social enterpri$ewve pointed to th
internal challenges of the conflict in culture beém the “care” and “business”
their governance and operati(Social Firms, 2009 quetl in Aiken, 2010153).

According to Alter, there are two types of incc-generating activitie:“cost
recovery” is thecosts in delivering their services or actit related to the
organization's mission; “earneincome” provides a stream of revenue whis
generged through activities both related and unrelatedhe mission. Growth ar
revenue targets need be set for the activity in a business or operationin|
accompanied with gualified workforce. Most nonprofits are engagedsame formr
of income generatiorKnowledge ancexpertise areeeded to realize their potent
socialand economic benes for the organization (Alte2007: 17)

high
Mission-Centric
Social Enterprise
Cost
Recovery
o Mission-Related
2 Social Enterprise
<]
= Earned
5 Income
B Activity Socially
(2] :
= Responsible
Business
Mission-Unrelated Corpqrate
Social Enterprise Social
P Responsibility
low
low Profit Motive high

Figure 2.5 Mission and Profit Motive in the Hybrid Organizat
Source Alter, 2007: 2.



21

Dees suggests a four-step process to assess resequirements. The first
step is defining the capabilities needed for theiadoenterprise. The second step
devises a human resource outline to meet each itiapaieed. The third step is
developing a resource plan. The last step is tmebeus of resources. Dees’s (Dees,
2001 quoted in Brooks, 2009: 86-87) four-step psecenportantly asks these four
guestions: (1) What capabilities do we need?; (BpWiill provide them?; (3) How
will we meet the capability?; and (4) Where wiletresources come from?

Studies on the resources of the social enterprsséragmented as to whether
emphasis on social entrepreneurship has stabitizeédstabilized the income flows of
the nonprofit affected. Chang and Tuckman (201014Bsuggest for future research
that additional research on sources and kindsaainme and income diversification be
studied. A set of studies would ideally focus oe thle of competition as sources of
instability in the marketplace. The studies thaufon identifying successful revenue
acquisition strategies are interesting. Both csmsgional and longitudinal studies
should be conducted.

In sum, the resources to be addressed in this stwdydefined as the
acquisition of resources, including tangibles amdngibles, resource utilization, and

the uniqueness of social enterprise resources.

2.2 Social Enterprises in Thailand

Social enterprises have existed in Thailand fonyndecades, but they just
came into formal identification in 2010. To respaiedthe worldwide trend of the
social enterprise, the Thai government has setttlisdconcept for solving Thai social
problems and promoting beneficial activities in iebc by deploying the social
enterprise approach. The effort for promoting dosmerprises was introduced by the
cabinet in 2010. The Social Enterprises Master R@t0-2014 was also approved
and the Social Enterprise Promotion Commission agsinted as a mechanism to
give the private and third sectors a new role.

By virtue of The Office of the Prime Minister Regtion of National
Promotion of Social Enterprises 2011, the Thai 8denterprise Office (TSEQO) was
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therefore established under the Thai Health Pramotfroundation Act as the
executive authority to follow the Social Enterpssklaster Plan 2010-2014. The
TSEQ'’s priority is to stimulate cooperation amorgial enterprises and to develop
their networks in Thailand. Its visions are: to gogt social enterprises as a model for
sustainable economic development, to construct i@ raqual, just, and wise society,
and to initiate a social innovation network. TheETS has the mission to support
social enterprises through intermediary organinatiand to connect their networks to
improve the capacity of social enterprises andelp them smoothly enter the market.
The TSEO also supports the initiative of creatingovation with effective and
sustainable outcomes by supporting both new andtiegi social enterprises.
Therefore, the TSEO has an important role in bogda suitable environment for
facilitating the social enterprise sector in Thadan three core strategic areas: (1) to
build a learning environment for social enterprisedhailand; (2) to develop a new
form and the capacity of social enterprises; afndd3evelop a path to capital and
resources for social enterprises (Thai Social pniee Office, 2011).

According to the TSEO, the social enterprise iusiess which has a clear
objective to develop a community by solving itsiabor environmental problems. It
must have central revenue from procuring a semigaroduct which is parallel to its
social objective and must not concentrate solelynaximizing profit for its partners
or stakeholders. A model of the social enterprisghinbe recognized as a new
phenomenon in Thailand but actually, a varietyafial enterprises already exists in
the form of co-operatives, public enterprises, dno®ls. Theses social enterprises
both create economic gain and build hybrid coopmmatbetween local and
philanthropic organizations and the governmentaedturthermore, in times of
economic crisis, social enterprises may attracéntald young people to solve
marketing problems, develop a creative society, at@ngthen the country’s
economic basis for green and sustainable developfifibai Social Enterprise Office,
2011).

However, Kanjanapaibul points out that the “so@alterprise” is not an

accepted legal expression in Thailand:
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There is no specific law that defines it or gives ispecific legal

entity. There is no concept or legal entity thainbmes the

benefits of both the for-profit and nonprofit sectimstead, social

enterprises in Thailand can take a variety of omgional forms.

They can be formed as a foundation or even a puisited

company. Thus, the founders must carefully considercurrent

legal environment and existing legal entities befestablishing a

social enterprise (Kanjanapaibul, 2011, 134).

The TESO classifies social enterprises into siegaties based on individual

or founded organizations. Examples of social emiggp are shown in table 2.3.

Table 2.3 Examples of Social Enterprises in Thailand

Founder

Types of social enterprise Examples in Thiand

Community Network

and Organization

Charitable

Organization

Government and State

Enterprise

New Entrepreneur

Private Sector
Other

Community enterprise, Community  Khlong Pia Saving

tourism, Cooperatives and CommunityCooperatives, Sajja Saving

Finance Organization Group of Teachers Sob
Yodkeaw

Established business and/or its share®oi Tung, Mae Fa Luang

are held by charitable organizations Foundation Project, Cabbages
& Condoms Shop

Established business and/or its sharedbhaiphubet Chaopraya

are held by government and state Hospital Foundation

enterprises

New pioneering business by socially- OpenDream Co., Ltd., BE

conscious businessmen Magazine

Business set up by corporation Lemon Farm, Healttie®/

Established business and/or its sharetRoong Aroon School

are held by religious organizations,

educational institutes, other institutes,

etc.

Source PTT Public Company Limited, 2011: 30.
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The future of the social enterprise in Thailanddsreduce gaps and create
sustainability for the economy. Chantrapat, Dire@bTESO (quoted in PPT Public
Company Limited, 2011: 29-30), has proposed thatil@hd has to encourage more
small entrepreneurs to be social enterprises, hamese awareness and education of
the social enterprise area, and to improve theaalsdity. TESO is trying to provide
support for social enterprises and stimulate theegoment and private sector to pay
more attention to promoting social enterprisesth&t same time, TESO is trying to
seek a network to help with this mission.

2.3 Social Entrepreneurship

The term “social entrepreneurship” first appeared publication entitled The
Sociology of Social Movements written in 1972 byAJ.Banks, who proposed the
differentiation between traditional entrepreneunsl gocial entrepreneurs; however,
he did not offer a formal definition (Jones, Warremd Kiser, 2010: 45). Currently,
social entrepreneurship has been viewed as a neamoptenon that can solve
organizational problems. Social entrepreneurshigrasving in significance because
of a variety of forces, such as the new public ganznt, and increased competition
for donors, grants, and service contracts, and iggoweeds of target markets (Mort,
Weerawardena, and Carneggf03: 85-86).There is a wide variety of concepts of
social entrepreneurship (Dees: 1998: 1).

Social entrepreneurship can be classified accordmgthree groups of
definition. The first group stresses nonprofit andt-for-profit organizations in
adopting funding strategies and management schdmegenerate social value.
According to Lasprogata and Cotton (2003: 69), aoantrepreneurship is comprised
of the strategies to sustain organizations findlycighile having an impact on social
mission. Austin, Stevenson, and Wei-skillern (20D6define social entrepreneurship
as the innovativesocial value generating activity that occurs witloir across the
nonprofit, business, and government sectors. Brog@9: 12) emphasizes the
process of pursuing opportunities without limitatiosing the resources currently in

hand. Weerawardena and Mort (2006: 21) view soelatrepreneurship as an
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emerging field of analysis within the entreprenbipsand not-for-profit marketing
literatures.

A second group of researchers focuses on commdrgghesses behaviors.
Most of definitions and characteristics of sociatrepreneurship terms are inspired
and adopted from the concept of business entrepri@h®rientation. The definition
of social entrepreneurship by Fowler (2000) is “the creatmhnviable (socio-)
economic structures, relations, institutions, org@atons, and practices that yield and
sustain social benefits.” The characteristics afiadoentrepreneurship were adopted
from commercial concepts that generate social liisnet well as surpluses, or
financially support existing social developmentgraoms (Fowler, 2000: 649). Mort
et al. (2003: 76) conceptualized social entrepresiep as a multidimensional factor
concerning the expression of entrepreneuriallyusisness behavior to achieve the
social mission, and key decision-making charadiesis of innovativeness,
proactiveness and risk-taking. Like Pomerantz (2@®3, social entrepreneurship is
defined as the development of innovative, missigopsrting, earned income,
ventures undertaken by individual social entrepuesienonprofit organizations, or
nonprofit in association with for-profits.”

A third group views social entrepreneurship as a&harism to solve social
problems and catalyze social transformation. Mad 8arti (2006: 37) view social
entrepreneurship as “a process involving the inewause and combination of
resources to pursue opportunities to catalyze katiange and/or address social
needs.” Light (2008: 12) looks inside the multidéwof social entrepreneurship;
individual, group, network, organization, and netkyoand seeks pattern-breaking
ideas in what governments, nonprofits, and buseseds to address social problems.

Noruzi, Westover, and Rahimi (2010: 4-5) pointed that the definition of
social entrepreneurship ranges from broad to nartowhe broad definition, social
entrepreneurship refers to innovative activity watlsocial objective in the for-profit
or in the nonprofit sector, and according to therowva definition, it refers to the
behaviors of applying business capability and niaokesed techniques in the
nonprofit sector. Nevertheless, all definitions o social value rather than personal
and shareholder wealth, and focus on innovative eedtion rather than simply
practices.
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Brooks (2009: 3-4) describes entrepreneurship p®oeess consisting of five
parts; opportunities recognition, concept developimeesource determination and
acquisition, launch and venture growth, and harttestventure. He also found that
among the variance in definitions, one or moreuditlg the following: (1) social
entrepreneurship addresses social problems unmativate markets or government,
(2) social entrepreneurship is motivated mostly docial benefit, or (3) social
entrepreneurship generally works with—not againstrkat forces.

Zahra, Rawhouser, Bhawe, Neubaum and Hayton (20@®osed four main
causes of the global impact of social entrepremgursgylobal wealth disparity, the
movement of corporate social responsibility, marka&tures, and technological
advances and shared responsibility, while Jiao 12@81) added two more reasons
for the emergence of entrepreneurship. First, toerdrepreneurship can help
nonprofits operate in innovative ways due to reseweduction, and second is the
requirement of alliances between for-profit and -poofit organizations and
cooperation among different components in society.

Tan, Williams, and Tan (2005: 354-359) clarifiede titmneaning of social
entrepreneurship by reviewing the adjective “séaald the noun “entrepreneurship”
separately; entrepreneurship is the process ahptieg from t-t; to make business
profits by innovation in the face of risk; socialvolves society. This definition also
indicates the period of time operation.

Billis (2010: 46) argues that we are facing an @rarganizational hybridity.
Hybrid organizations are ubiquitous, and they amgernational, multi-sector
phenomena, with unclear sector accountability wisctefinitely difficult to define.
The definition of social entrepreneurship has aawdriety of meanings, and there is
a variety of social entrepreneurship definitions.

Jiao (2011: 132-133) reviewed the key studies oias@ntrepreneurship from
1985 to 2009 and classified the definition of sberdrepreneurship into three groups:
(1) definitions based on the mission focusing ore tbharacteristic of the
organizations’ mission, (2) definitions based on ltiple dimensions such as
innovativeness, risk management, proactivenesgaisability, and (3) definitions

based on the operational process or mechanism.
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There are both different and similar points of ttefinition of social
entrepreneurship. Table 2.4 shows a multi-view loé tsocial entrepreneurship

concept.

Table 2.4 Definitions of Social Entrepreneurship

Author Definition

Dees (1998: 1) “Social entrepreneurship combinegp#ssion of a social
mission with business-like discipline, innovatiamd
determination commonly associated with.”

Fowler (2000: 649) “Social entrepreneurship is the creation of visdaeio-
economic structures, relations, institutions, orz@iions,
and practices that yield and sustain social bengfit

Mort et al. (2003: 76) “Social entrepreneurship imultidimensional construct
involving the expression of entrepreneurially voisness
behavior to achieve the social mission, a cohareity of
purpose and action in the face of moral complexitg,
ability to recognize social value-creating oppoities and
key decision-making characteristics of innovativeme
proactiveness and risk-taking.”

Pomerantz (2003: 25) “Social entrepreneurship eaddfined as the
development of innovative, mission-supporting, edrn
income, job creating or licensing, ventures undkeraby
individual social entrepreneurs, nonprofit orgatias, or
nonprofit in association with for profits.”

Lasprogata and Cotton Social entrepreneurship means nonprofit organizatibat

(2003: 69) apply entrepreneurial strategies to sustain therasel
financially while having a greater impact on theocial
mission (i.e. the double bottom line).

Tan et al. (2005: 358) A legal person is a soaiflepreneur fromytto t just in
case that person attempts fromott, to make profits for
society or a segment of it by innovation in thesfa€ risk,

in a way that involves that society or segment.of i
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Table 2.4 (Continued)

Author Definition

Mair and Marti (2006: 37)  Social entrepreneurskipiewed as a process involving
the innovative use and combination of resourcgaiteue
opportunities to catalyze social change and/ores$dr
social needs.

Austin et al. (2006: 2) Social entrepreneurshipim®vative, social value creating
activity that can occur within or across the noffipro
business, and government sectors.

Light (2008: 12) Social entrepreneurship is anretby an individual, group,
network, organization, or alliance of organizatidmest
seeks sustainable, large scale change throughrpatte
breaking ideas in what governments, nonprofits, and
businesses do to address significant social prablem

Perrini and Vurro (2006:  Social entrepreneurship is a dynamic process «t eate

78) managed by an individual or team, which striveexploit
social innovation with an entrepreneurial mindset a
strong need for achievement in order to create swial
value in the market and community at large.

Brooks (2009: 12) The process of pursuing oppotiesivithout limitation by

resources currently in hand.

Using a grounded theory method, Weerawardena and [2606: 31-32)
developed a multidimensional model of social emepurship. Their model portrays
social entrepreneurship as holistic, comprisinguativeness, proactiveness, and risk
management within the constraints of the envirortieunstainability, and social
mission, as shown in figure 2.6. They found that¢ fhrogressively-competitive
environment has forced nonprofits to place gregtheasis on innovation for creating
activities. Social enterprises believe that thegdht be proactive to survive and to
grow in the market. They have to adopt a highlyticass approach in dealing with

risk having a clear focus on the survival of thgamization. Further, the social
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entrepreneurial organization’s response to enviemtal complexity has been
discussed to create the need for innovativenessacpive behavior, and risk

management (Weerawardena and Mort, 2006: 41-42).

Environment Risk

Management

Sustainability

Innovativeness

Pro-activeness

Social Mission

Figure 2.6 Bounded Multidimensional Model of Social Entrapearship

Source Weerawardena and Mort 2006: 32.

Ankinun (2011: 152) proposed an integrated framé&wor earned income
opportunity adoption by nonprofit social entrepnerskip by studying multiple cases
in Thailand. He found that there were various fectihat influence how nonprofit
organizations adopt the way to earn income oppiitgn such as perceived social
legitimacy, the degree of interconnected, finan@ahstraints, and organizational
context.

According to Morris (1998, qouted in Brooks, 2002-13), the previous
studies usually concern seven areas. First, inh@rass typically involves
innovative people, and develops new ideas to meetific challenges. Second, an
achievement orientation is a set combining persaad social goals. Third,
organizational independence or self-reliance néedstudy more. Fourth, a sense of
control over one’s destiny is changed to how one loae in his/her environment.
Fifth, low risk-aversion shows that entrepreneuss raore tolerant of risk and more
creative. Sixth, tolerance for ambiguity is the itopconcerning the suitable

characteristics of social enterprises. Finally, oamity awareness means that social
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entrepreneurs see the value of social rewards awotel their work to accumulating
these rewards.

The strengths or weaknesses of the concept oflsati@preneurship depend
upon the way in which we choose to view social gmises (Roper and Cheney,
2005: 101). Most of them are in the form of a hgllisetween private, non-profit, and
public sectors.

Martin (2004: 6) has pointed out that the empirieadalysis of social
entrepreneurship should explore the relation betwebanges in the field of
philanthropic giving and the generating the conceptsocial investment. Four
dimensions of social entrepreneurship can be medsyt) innovation is needed to
analyze the work as social innovators through ewcadiresearch; (2) performance
related to the outcomes of how successful sociglepreneurs are, and how we
should measure their performance as providers bfigand private goods; (3) the
leadership issue evaluates how can we render ap®ahthe specific nature of the
leadership for empirical analysis; and (4) identityeasures of how we should
conceptualize the emergence of social entreprenipues a new identity for social
sector leaders. Mort et al. (2003: 85-86) pointatitbat better understanding of the
construct is required so that the establishmentraadagement of social enterprises
can be better understood, especially the organizati characteristics of social
enterprises in capability building, innovation, astataining a competitive advantage.

In sum, social entrepreneurship should be seenanithlistic view, including
the concepts of innovativeness, proactiveness, r&std management within the

constraints of the environment, sustainability, Hrelsocial mission.

2.4 Chapter Summary

A social enterprise is any kind of organizatiohose environmental or
social purpose is a part of its mission. Sociakgnises are self-sustaining in that
they create revenues, but their profits are predbypfor reinvesting to further their
mission. The differentiation between a private bass and a social enterprise regards
their purpose, management and governance, busstedsgies, employment, legal

form, ownership, customer and communities, capdal] profits and surplus. The
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social enterprise engages in hybrid nonprofit amwepfofit activities. The resources of
the social enterprise are financial and nonfindneiad can be viewed as tangible and
intangible resources. The resource approach is ainéhe most interesting to
nonprofits. Social enterprises have existed in [@nhdi for many decades, but they
only earned formal identification in 2010. To resdado the worldwide trend of the
social enterprise, the Thai government has usedcibmcept for solving Thai social
problems and promoting beneficial activities in iebc by deploying the social
enterprise approach.



CHAPTER 3

LITERATURE REVIEW

This chapter comprises the literature review, idelg combining the
resource-based view and resource dependence theso@al capital, organizational
resources, organizational performance and the pbuakeframework, and hypothesis

development.

3.1 Theoretical Frameworks

This section reviews two main theories of the regeathe resource-based
view (RBV) and resource dependence theory (RDTyels as combining these two

theories.

3.1.1 Resource-Based View

3.1.1.1 Background and Assumption

The resource-based view (RBV) was developed fthen concept of
Penrose, Schumpeter, and Ricardo (Scherer, 1980)stdistained competitive
advantage by using strategic resources. The resdaged approach concentrates on
the characteristics of resources and strategiesrganization survival, competitive
advantage, and long-term performance (Barney, 1%d3ources and capabilities are
seen as sources of superior firm performance. €beurce-based view assumes that
resources are heterogeneity distributed amongitirednd are immobile across the
firms (Barney, 2001a). External variables are thatagic factors that impact the firm,

including other stakeholders such as buyers, seygplintensity of competition, and
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industry and market structure (Porter, 1985). THastors impact how resources are
conceived, as well as how they are deployed.

3.1.1.2 Key Concepts

Not all resources are important for achieving cetitiye advantage and
firm performance (Fahy, 2000: 96). According tooese-based view, firms with
VRIN (valuable, rare, inimitable, and non-subsatle resources) criteria have the
competency for achieving high performance (Barn@91). According to Miller and
Shamsie (1996), resources are inputs into an argaoin’s production process that
contain tangible and intangible resources, eitmewkedge-based or property-based.
Property-based resources are tangible resourcele Wwhowledge-based resources
refer to intangible resources. Both of them areemsary for an organization’'s
operation. In the resource-based view, resourcelisiign is an important point
because resources with value, rareness, inimitabéerand non-substitutability can
generate competitive advantages and have a grélaerine on organizational
performance. Basically, resource acquisition cadibieled into two aspects: resource
acquisition capability and resource acquisitioncoate. Zhang, Soh, and Wong
(2010) stated that resource acquisition capabhgitye ability to acquire both tangible
and intangible useful resources through organimatior through the environment.
Resource acquisition outcome emphasizes the ugaloh the resources that
organizations spent for long-term performance ardcbmpetitive advantages. The
resource-based view of firms helps an organizatdimd their strategic resources for
greater advantage than others. In this study, therdéhree perspectives of resources:
resource acquisition refers to the organizatiomahgetency for acquiring resources;
resource uniqueness refers the uniqueness of Esotivat the organization contains;
and resource utilization is the ability to use reses for effective work.

3.1.1.3 Strengths and Limitations

Although the RBYV is useful for finding out howrrhs outperform
others, it has both strengths and limitations. &hare four main strengths of the
RBV. First, the RBV provides a complementary view vehy organizations are
different such as transactional costs and agenepryh Secondly, the RBV
strengthens the organizational resource perspe@s/ea source of competitive
advantage, as Barney (1991) strongly recommendeidl¥, internal resources are
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more focused that firms should build up a distwetcapacity and seek to integrate
and reconfigure their internal and external resesircFinally, there are several
strategic choices for organizations to perform rtipgrformance, such as intangible
resource patents, intellectual property, contracisent databases, distribution
networks, and supplier relationships.

Regarding the limitations of the RBV, the critiquésl into five
categories. First, it is considered a general idedautological statement without
managerial implications and it not operationallyidva(Priem and Butler, 2001:
31).Second, it seems impossible to find and devslagh resources. Third, the link
between resources and competitive advantage iset@ddby causal ambiguity.
Fourth, VRIN, as mentioned in this theory, is nertthecessary nor sufficiency.
Finally, there is limited research that supports rblationship between resources and
performance.

Kraaijenbrink, Spender, and Groen (2010: 360) rmanzed the
critigues on the RBV, as shown in table 3.1. Locketl. (2009) argues that the value
of resources depends on utilization rather tharsggsson. This is not a scope of
resource-based approach. However, Barney (2004b)raplied to critiques about the
resource-based view, indicating that the resouased view has a useful perspective

for strategic management research.

Table 3.1 Summary and Assessment of the Critiques of th¢ RB

Critique Assessment
1. The RBV has no Not all theories should have direct managerial iogpions.
managerial implications. Through its wide dissemination, the RBV has evidemact.

2. The RBV implies infinite ~ Applies only to abstract mathematical theoriesarirapplied theory
regress. such as the RBV levels are qualitatively different.
It may be fruitful to focus on the interactionsween levels rather
than to consider higher levels prior as a sourcaisfainable

competitive advantage.
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Critique

Assessment

3. The RBV'’s applicability is
too limited.

4. Sustainable competitive

advantage is not achievable.

5. The RBV is not a theory of

the firm.

6. VRIN is neither necessary
nor sufficient for sustainable

competitive advantage.

7. The value of a resource is
too indeterminate to provide

for useful theory.

Generalizing about uniqueness is not impossiblddiinition.

The RBV applies to small firms and startups as,vealllong as
they strive for a sustainable competitive advantage

Path dependency is not problematic when not tadimet extreme.
The RBV only applies to firms in predictable envingents.

By including dynamic capabilities, the RBV is natrply static,
through it only explains ex post, not ex ante sesiaf sustainable
competitive advantage.

Although no competitive advantage can last forezdocus on
sustainable competitive advantage remains useful.

The RBV does not sufficiently explain why firms sixi

Rather than requiring it to do so, it should furtevelop as a
theory of sustainable competitive advantage aneeledditional
explanations of firm existence to transactionat ea®nomics.

The VRIN criteria are not always necessary andaivoays
sufficient to explain a firm’s sustainable compegéitadvantage.
The RBV does not sufficiently consider the synesgghin resource
bundles as a source of sustainable competitiverdaige.

The RBV does not sufficiently recognize the rolatfudgment and
mental models of individuals play in value assesgraad creation.
The current conceptualization of value turns the/Rio a trivial
heuristic, an incomplete theory, or a tautology.

A more subjective and creative notion of valuededed.

8. The definition of resource isDefinitions of resources are all-inclusive.

unworkable.

The RBV does not recognize differences betweeruress as
inputs and resources that enable the organizatisanah inputs.
There is no recognition of how different types esaurces may
contribute to sustainable competitive advantagedifferent

manner.

Source Kraaijenbrink et al., 2010: 360.
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3.1.2 Resource Dependence Theory
Resource dependence theory (RDT) was formally [dped in the 1970s by

Pfeffer and Salancik (1978) with the publication ©he External Control of
Organizations. RDT is the study of how externabueses affect the behavior of the
organization.

3.1.2.1 Assumption

Resource dependence theory assumes that organgatie externally
constrained by the environment for resources. Theeefour assumptions of RDT.
The first is that the survival of an organizatioeludes the ability to obtain resources
from the environment (Pfeffer, 1982). In other wsrarganizations do not have
enough resources for their operation and depenth@renvironment. Organizations
also need to obtain resources to satisfy custoreemadd for their products and
services. Throughout the years, the organizatiol be selected out by the
environment for this inability to respond. Therefporganizational survival depends
on the ability of the organization to acquire andimmain resources. For the second
assumption, the organization that control the flmwesources could influence other
organizations. In the third assumption, in ordebbécable to sustain themselves within
the environment, organizations must have the ghihtacquire information from the
environment, know how to react to the environmemisdd on this acquired
information, and have the ability to develop futuresponses based on past
experiences (Pfeffer and Salancik, 1978). The fasdumption is that organizations
always seek predictability and certainty regardihg resources that they require
(Oliver, 1991). They need to have strategies taumeq maintain, and sustain their
survival and prosperity.

3.1.2.2 Key Concepts

Resource dependence theory defines a resource ydisngnthat an
actor perceives as valuable, whereas dependeacgtase in which one actor relies on
the actions of another for achieving particularcoutes (Emerson, 1962).

The concept of the resource dependence perspecdivebe simply
explained in a diagram, adapted by Nienhuser fréeffé® and Salancik (2003), as
shown in figure 3.1. Box 1 explains the environmasta source of uncertainty and

constraint. The central thesis of resource deperaé¢heory is to understand the
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organizational behavior in their environment. Whihest theories focus on internal
processes of resource use, RDT concerns gainimguness. The absence of the
critical resources for output has been seen agy d@akget. A specific resource may a
small part of the total need but it is an essemat. RDT support the idea that the
environment directly influences organizational bebg but RDT recognizes the

organization’s relations with the environment. Téhex uncertainty in the distribution

of scarce resources in the environment which cabhaaccurately predicted (Pfeffer
and Salancik, 2003).

To reduce their dependence, organizations try tuae their need,
acquire alternative sources of resources, or gaitral over those resources. Pfeffer
and Salancik applied the idea of RDT to the refestiop with both the external and
internal environment. Arrow 2a describes the exkdistribution of power and the
management of dependency relationships. The adtwas control the critical
resources needed by other organizations have vwelgtower. The rationale for
resource management relies on the level of resalgpendency and the amount of
uncertainty. Pfeffer and Salancik describe a war@t organizational actions for
reducing uncertainty and managing the demandseoétivironment in terms of both
vertical integration and horizontal integration.réw 2b refers to the internal
distribution of power. Not only do external fact@f$ect the organization, but also the
internal actors within the organization such asspes or departments are critical
resources. Members of powerful sub-units can mat@ng&ibution to the reduction of
organizational uncertainty.

Arrow 3 represents the connection between theiloligion of power
and executive succession. To maintain and enhamee power, managers that
possess great power prefer to select someone ¢pands on their opinion. Arrow 4
and 2b describe the connection between manageitnectuse, distribution of power,
and decisions or organizational structures. Torobnésources, external stakeholders
also fill important positions of the organizatiokrrow 5 shows the feedback effects.
According to an argument of Pfeffer and SalancBO@), it is clear that the decisions

and actions in organizations have a feedback effect
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1 Environment
(source of uncertainty,
constraint and contingency

2b 2a
Distribution of power and Distribution and control of
control within organization power outside organization

T~

Selection and removal
of executives

4 2a

v

Organizational actions
and structures

Figure 3.1 The Connection between Environment, Organizatod, Organizational
Decisions or Action
Source adapted from Pfeffer and Salancik, 2003: 22¥@nhuser, 2008: 11.

In summary, organizations actively manage envirartaleconstraints
by adopting strategies and structures that endoee flow of resources. Social
enterprises basically face constraints from thewvirenmental stakeholders. They
therefore may adopt environmental practices to renthat those stakeholders will
continuously supply resources to the organization.

3.1.2.3 Strengths and Limitations

1) Strengths of Resource Dependence Theory

First, RDT complements the political economy thefooyn the
perspective of power exchange in organizationabuees. Second, based on
dependence-exchange, RDT points out that orgaoimathave choices in sustaining
their resources through the adaption of stratelgaices such as in cooperation, join
ventures, partnerships, etc. Third, active choiebalwior should be recognized by
organizations to manage a fluctuating environmdfinally, RDT provides a
systematic explanation of interorganizational refst, and provides a useful

foundation for understanding and enhancing resoexchange in the environment.
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2) Limitations of Resource Dependence Theory

RDT faces four limitations. First, the analysee done at the
industry level rather than the organizational levdtich leaves their results sensitive
to claims of an ecological fallacy. Robinson (1980)nted out that correlation at the
group level need not apply at the individual leRégarding the second limitation,
the theory does not show how benefits and costdécabe ascertained in managing
particular interdependence. Third, resource-bastztdasts are the main objective of
this theory without the social responsibility oktood governance concept. Finally,
RDT is resource - or input-oriented. It is not teth to or does not mention
organizational performance. Resource dependenoytladso fails to suitably value a
sense of rationality in the organization, althoulé theory does help to clarify the
environment and context in which individual decrscare made within organizations
(Nemati et al., 2010: 113).

3.1.3 Combining Resource Dependence Theory with Resour&ased

Views

The resource-based view and resource dependeremrythshare
similarities and different points. The resourcedmhssiew is related to how a
competitive advantage is defined, and why and how-$pecific resources create a
competitive advantage. Resource dependence, frothempoint of view, focuses on
how a firm manages its dependence on the environaera result of insufficient
internal resources (Klangboonkrong, 2011).

According to the strengths and limitations of tesource-based view
and resource dependence theory, combining thesethitearies suggests that they
should complement each other in order to fill thgamizational resource perspective.
First, RDT, based on organizational theory, is asean external-oriented approach,
while RBV is an internally-oriented view. The caomstt of organizational resources
could include resource acquisition (from the pectipe of resource dependence
theory) and resource uniqueness (from the persgecti the resource-based view)
accompanied by resource utilization. Secondly,a$ been argued that RDT omits
society and environment issues while RBV, from ffedent view, neglects external
competitors. The integration of both theories wiincentrate on both internal and
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external environments. Therefore, the variable Usedhe integration of these two
issues is social entrepreneurship, including saniavation, proactiveness, and the
risk-taking dimension, which considers both envmamtal responsibility (social
innovation) and internal success factors (proanggs and risk taking). Finally, RDT
focuses on strategic choices to gain external ressuwhile the RBV argument
asserts that it is difficult to find such resourcas Barney mentions. The integration
of these theories is represented by the sociatatapariable, including social trust,
networks, and public engagement. Resource utidinatrill be filled the gap of RDT
implication for generating organizational perforroan

Critiques on the RBV are helpful to link the fiswesource capabilities,
sustainable competitive advantage, and performandele RDT considers that
certain valuable resources are needed to maink&notganization and to enable
growth.
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Table 3.2 Comparing and Combining Resource Dependence watiRésource-

Based View

Issues Resource-Based View Resource Dependencelntegration and Proposed
Theory Variable
Key Resource characteristics: Interrelationship Organizational resources:
concept Firms with valuable, rare, strategies: Organizationalresources perspective should
inimitable, and non- resources depend on be considered in their
substitute resources haveexternal resources and uniqueness, acquisition, and
the potential for level of resource- utilization
achieving superior dependence bases on
performance. relative magnitude of the
exchange and criticality
of the resource.
Strengths It has been argued that It has been argued that Social entrepreneurship
and RBV neglects external RDT omits social represents social
Limitation  competitors and the responsibility and responsibility while
() environment. environmental issues.  exhibiting aggressive
behaviors:
e Social Innovation
e Proactiveness
¢ Risk-taking
Strengths It is difficult to acquire  External resource is Social Capital is the main
and such competitive viewed as a source of  source of resources through
Limitation  resources as mentioned power. There is loose networks and relationships:
2 by Barney (1991). coupling between the e Social Trust
organization and o Network
environment. e Public Sector Engagement
Strengths  There is little research ~ RDT has no implications The organizational
and about the relationship  directly concerning performance perspective is
Limitation  between resources and resource and basically needed to appraise:

®3)

performance.

performance.

o effectiveness
e SROI
e Growth
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3.2 Social Capital

This section reviews the background and definitmfnsocial capital, its

characteristics, and its contribution to the orgational field.

3.2.1 Physical Capital, Human Capital, and SociaCapital

Physical capital, human capital, and social capita seen as accumulative
capital. The important idea of original economivelepment in the past thirty years
has been concentrated on physical capital as emtbaditools, machines, and other
product equipment. Physical capital is created laking changes in materials while
human capital is created by changes in persone(@ui, 1990: 304). It is principally
accepted that the historical literature on econognmvth focuses on physical and
human capital as key factors of economic growth dedelopment (Bousrih, 2013:
42).

Physical capital is tangible while human capitald asocial capital are
intangible. An increase in human capital will ginee to reverse transitional effects,
and an increase in human capital will bring aboytoaitive accumulation of both
physical and human capital (Caballe and Santos3:19957). Li and Wang (2012)
examined the impact of physical capital, human tegpiand social capital on
economic growth during China’s reform period. Tlesults confirmed that physical
capital and human capital contribute to econommwn. In addition, comparing
human and social capital, it can be seen that palystapital investment has
contributed to the economic growth in China. Theeegch findings support the
prediction that both human capital and social ehpiill emerge as important factors
in Chinese economic growth in the future (Li andniga2012: 2).

In cross-country studies in Europe, Kaasa andsR@@08: 30) found that
economic growth and convergence processes in Ewepe significantly influenced
by human and social capital.

Social capital is different from human capital. 8sen in figure 3.2, three
persons (A, B, and C) reside in the nodes, andakaeipital resides in the lines
connecting the nodes. Social capital and humantatapre often complementary
(Coleman, 1990: 302-304).
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Figure 3.2 Three-Person Structure: Human Capital in NodesSarctial Capital in
Relation
Source:Coleman, 1990: 305.

Fatoki (2011: 193), in a study of the impact ofrfan, social, and financial
capital on the performance of small and mediumesigrterprises in South Africa,
found that there was a significant positive relagiop between human, social and

financial capital on the organizational performance

3.2.2 Definitions of Social Capital

There are many approaches regarding the concepe afocial capital. OECD
(2007: 103) defined social capital as networks tlogrewith the shared norms, values,
and understandings that facilitate co-operatiorhiwitand among groups. In this
definition, groups or individuals are linked in werks. Adler and Kwon (2002)
classified the social capital’'s concept into thggeups of definitions: the external
view, internal view, and the integration betweea ¢txternal and internal view.

The first group focuses primarily on external sbcapital or a bridging view,
which means the explanation of the relation betwseaial networks or among
organizations. The social capital can help desctiige differential achievement of
individuals and firms in their competitive context®urt, 1992; Bourdieu, 1997;
Portes, 1998) defines social capital as the agtgegé the actual or potential
resources which are linked in network of more gslmstitutionalized relationship of
mutual acquaintance and recognition. Additionafgrtes (1998: 6) stresses the
competency of actors to gain benefits by virtue neémbership in other social

structures or networks.
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The second group focuses on internal social capitéhe bonding view; the
linkages among individuals or groups (Coleman, 198Qtnam, 1995; Thomas,
1996). Colman (1988: S98) states that social dagéa be defined according to its
function. It is not a single entity but a varietiydifferent entities, with two elements
in common. According to Putnam (1995: 67), socagital means the features of the
social organization such as social trust, networBied norms that facilitate
cooperation for mutual benefit. The disengagemewnnfpolitical involvement of
Americans since 1950 is the example of decliningad@apital.

The third group is neutral on both the internal amdernal dimension
(Nahapiet and Ghoshal, 1998; Woolcock, 1998). THeaatage of this group’s
definition is that is has a broad viewpoint. Nale#@ind Ghoshal (1998: 243) defined
social capital as the sum of the actual and p@krgsources in the network possessed
by an individual or social unit, while Woolcock @& 153) stresses the information,
trust, and norms inhering in one’s social netwowkscording to Tripp, Payne, and
Diodorus (2009: vii), social capital is comprisddsocial networks and the norms of
reciprocity that arise from them, and the applmatiof these assets in mutual
objectives.

By encompassing both internal and external tiederAand Kwon (2002: 23)
define social capital as “the goodwill availablendividuals or groups. Its source lies
in the structure and content of the actor's soo#étions. Its effects flow from
information, influence, and solidarity it makes i#afale to the actor.” For this
research, the definition of external social capdafinition will be developed as a

common conceptual framework.
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Table 3.3 Definitions of Social Capital

Authors

Definitions

Bourdieu (1997: 51)

Portes (1998: 6)

Coleman (1988: S98)

Putnan (1995: 67)

“The aggregate of the actugdatential resources, which are
linked to possession of a durable network of mardees
institutionalized relationships of mutual acquant@ or

recognition.”

“The ability of actors to securendfits by virtue of

membership in social networks or other social $tnés.

“Social capital is defined tsyfunction. It is not a single
entity but a variety of different entities, withavelements in
common: they all consist of some aspect of sotrattires,
and they facilitate certain actions of actors witha

structure.”

“Social capital refers to featuné social organization such
as networks, norms, and social trust that faoditat

coordination and cooperation for mutual benefit”

Nahapiet and Ghoshal'Social capital is the sum of the actual and poéént

(1998: 243)

Woolcock (1998:
153)

Adler and Kwon
(2002: 23)

resources embedded within, available through, asrd/ed
from the network of relationships possessed byndividual

or social unit.”

“The information, trust and norms or reciprocityaming in

one’s social networks.”

“Social capital is the goodwill available to indiuals or
groups. lIts source lies in the structure and cdnoénthe
actor’s social relations. Its effects flow from anfation,

influence, and solidarity it makes available to #uotor.”
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Table 3.3 (Continued)

Authors Definitions

OECD (2007: 103) “Social capital is networks togethwith shared norms,
values and understandings that facilitate co-operatithin
among groups.”

Tripp et al. (2009: vii) “Social capital may be defined as social netwotlks,norms
of reciprocity and trust that arise from them, atick

application of these assets in achieving mutuadahjes.”

3.2.2 Dimensions of Social Capital

In the broad view, the social capital can be dggtished according two
dimensions: internal and external social capitawiver, this paper concentrates on
external social capital or the relationship witrenvironment. Macerinskiene and
Aleknaviciute (2011: 116) proposed that earlieriagocapital was considered as a
one-dimensional view (Coleman, 1988; Bourdieu, 19%ut later in the work of
several researchers it was discussed from a nmkigsional perspective. Andrew
and Klaus surveyed the academic research and thandhere were many studies on
the effect of social capital, such as corporat@wation, interfirm resource exchange,
regional production networks, mobilization of firza collective goal orientation and
shared trust, organizational citizenship behavimrporate entrepreneurship, the
creation of new intellectual capital, knowledge wsdion and exploitation, and
interfirm learning (Andrew and Klaus, 2009). Theeyibus researches on the

multidimensional aspect of social capital are shawable 3.4.
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Table 3.4 The Variety of Social Capital Dimensions

Authors Social capital dimensions Sector
Nahapiet and Ghoshal Structural dimension (social network); All
(1998) Relational dimension (trust, norms);

Cognitive dimension (codes, beliefs).
Saxton and Benson  Bridging social ties, Political engagement, Nonprofit
(2005) Giving and volunteering, Civic engagement,

Informal socializing, Social trust.

Cheng et al. (2007) Social interaction, Relatiopgfuality, and  Business
External network

Lee and Sukoco Trust, Commitment Business

(2007)

Bratkovic et al. (2009) Resource network intensitgntral network Business
person contact intensity, Central network
person friendship.

Fatoki (2011) General and customer network, Social Business

interaction, Relationship quality

3.2.4 Benefits and Risks of Social Capital

While several research papers identify the pasitimtcomes of social capital,

some papers point out the negative side of it. Adled Kwon conclude that

investments in social is the same as other kindevastments; overinvestment can

transform a productive asset into a liability andoastraint. The benefits and risks

will have a different value for an actor, dependamga number of factors. The direct

benefits of social capital are information, powand solidarity (Adler and Kwon,

2002: 28-29).

The OECD (2007: 103) points out that the benefitsarial capital can be

seen by looking at social bonds. At the individieakel, friends and families can help

people in many ways. For example, a UK governmentey found that more people

secure their jobs through personal contacts thamugfn advertisements.
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Macerinskiene and Aleknaviciute (2011: 121) sumpeal the benefits of
social capital, including less time consumption,duged transaction costs,
strengthened relations with suppliers and customedsiced business risks, easier to
reach company goals, improved manufacturing presesenewed production and
expanded distribution, increased sales and praditsthe enterprise, increased
flexibility of a company, better communication beem companies and reduced
uncertainty, strengthened personal relations, edsumpermanent business
development, easier access to new markets, ensatted portfolios of employees for
the enterprise, effective relationships between leyees and employers, high
efficiency of the company, reduced rotations of Eyges, better diffusion of
information within a company, stimulated innovatiand intellectual capital creation
in the enterprise, and increased reputation oéttterprise.

On the other hand, social capital can create negaixternalities. Network
contacts share obligations to help each other,udey the competitors in the
collective rivalry of the network. Such competit@an get beneficial effects for the
broader aggregate, but also carry the risk of fhy@dunity cost of wasted effort for
collaboration. Moreover, the use of social cafdiathe dominant group can enhance
the exclusion of subordinate categories from tHermation. There is no invisible
hand that guarantees that the use of social capgalrces connecting the actors will
generate an optimal outcome (Yoon, 2006: 9).

Adler and Kwon (2002) explored the risk of soaapital by distinguishing
the risks of focal actors and negative externalifier the broader aggregate. They
proposed that the investment for information may be cost efficient in certain
situations. In some cases, the power benefitsekdttial capital trade off against its
information benefits, and the solidarity benefitey backfire for the focal actor such
as reducing the flow of new ideas into the grougléAand Kwon, 2002: 30).

Research shows the effect of social capital onym@dgpendent variables.
Social capital directly impacts organizational periance, growth, or effectiveness
(Cheng et al., 2007; Sherman, 2007; Smerek andsDeni2007; Bratkovic et al.
2009; Chisholm and Nielsen, 2009; Fatoki, 2011; Gugt al., 2011; Roxas and
Chadee, 2011)Social capital has a positive effect on knowledgngfer or the
learning organization (Sorama et al.,, 2004; Changle 2006; Lakpetch, 2009),
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and there is an influence of social capital on watmn or innovativeness (Landry et
al., 2000; Chang et al., 2006; Xu, 2011).

3.3 Organizational Resources

Resource can be defined as anything the orgamzedceives in an exchange
and uses as inducements to influence those withmmie firm has a relationship
(Sheppard, 1995). Organizational resources have ligaly inconsistenin the terms
used to describe their characteristics. Inspired tiy resource dependent and
resource-based view, different perspectives haverresl to resources, such as
tangible-intangible resources, capabilities, dtre competences, strategic
resources, critical resources, etc. Wernerfelt 4)98fined resources as anything
which could be thought of as a strength or weakwoéss given firm, such as brand
name, knowledge, skill, trade contacts, machineagpital, efficient procedures, etc.
Barney introduced the notion that organizationabtece can be classified into three
kinds. Physical capital resources include the maysitechnology, plant and
equipment, location, and raw materials accessingn&h capital resources include
the training, judgment, intelligence, experiencelationships, and insight of
individual managers and workers. Organizationaltahpesources include a reporting
structure, planning, controlling, coordinating, arelations among groups and an
organization (Barney, 1991: 101). Further, orgaimral resource can be grouped in
many aspects. For example, organizational resoumc€beng et al.’s view consist of
market capability, technology capability, and fingh resources (Cheng et al., 2007).
As reviewed, the previous studies show that thexeldferent kinds of organizational
perspectives. Classifying by tangible and intaregitdsource is mostly mentioned.
Physical resources, human resources, and finaresalurces are another group of
organizational resource classification.

The resource-based view of the firm is discussesgveral studies. Therefore,
the characteristics of resources have been examamed proposed to find the
significance of resources and to show the relatignbetween resources and certain

dependent variables such as competitive advantageoganizational performance.
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Resource dependence theory emphasizes the crigsalurce holder, and vital
resources for the future success of a firm. Alth{2910) agrees that resource
dependence theory and the resource-based viewecased to provide an appropriate
theoretical basis for in-depth understanding of #teategic alignment of the
organization.

Resource acquisition is a critical issue propdseseveral papers (Ge et al.,
2009: 223). Resource acquisition capability isdbaity of an organization to acquire
both tangible and intangible useful resources ftiinotlhe organization or individual.
Rose et al. (2010) studied the relationship betwerganizational resources and
performance by viewing resources from four pergpest (1) physical resources such
as the plant, machinery, equipment, productionrteldgy and capacity; (2) financial
resources such as cash, bank deposit, and finasapéhl; (3) experiential resources
such as product reputation, manufacturing expeei@mel brand-name; and (4) human
resources such as the top and middle managemedt,then administrative and
production employees. In the RBV, resource acdaisiseems to be created in the
organization or internal environment. Intangiblesaerces and human resources are
more important and critical in attaining and sustag performance because of their
nature, being valuable and hard to copy relativetht® other types of tangible
resources (Rose et al., 2010). From this point iefvy critical resources can be
acquired from both internal and external environtee@ompetitive advantage can be
created by perceiving and sustaining sufficiencgoueces for the operation of an
organization

Some studies focused on resource utilization.néféelt (1984) explores the
usefulness of analyzing organizations from the uss® point of view rather than
from the product point of view. In order to achieligh performance, Rose et al.
(2010) suggested that organizations have to sea&rstanding regarding the relative
degree of relationship between their organizatiansdrnal resources, competitive
advantage, and performance. To measure the sigmificelationship between
resource utilization and competitive advantageanizations have to conceptualize
the variables in terms of scale resource, prograimad managerial efficiency and
firm performance. Ge et al. (2009: 223) pointed ¢hét resource acquisition
outcomes focus on the usability of the resourcepiieed and on whether these
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resources can bring short or long-run competitisreaatages. Knowledge as a key
resource is generated through the interaction wigh environment. Clustering, the
relation among a firm’s society, enables the dgualent of informal social networks

through knowledge transfer (Whittaker et al., 2003)erefore resource uniqueness,

resource acquisition, and utilization need to basnead.

3.4 Organizational Performance

Organizational performance is one of the most arignt constructs in
management research (Richard, 2008). Organizatppedbrmance shows the status
of organizational competencies. It is one of thesmonportant constructs in
management research. Most studies define orgamedtperformance as a dependent
variable; however, little attention has been paodthe characterization of the
organizational performance phenomenon (March anthiSul997: 698). This section
reviews the contexts that frame organizational ggerhnce as a dependent variable

with specific emphasis on how it is operationaliaed measured.

3.4.1 Definitions and Measures

The definition of organizational performance haské consensus criteria. In
the classical view, organizational performance esegally referred to as financial
performance. In other words, organizational sucdesassociated with financial
benefits. Davis et al. (2010) pointed out that mh@st commonly-used measures of
organizational performance have been profitabiligales growth, return on
investment (ROI) and return on equity (ROE). Hoam\inancial outcomes do not
reflect good or poor future financial results. Ooiethe problems with financial
figures is the uncompleted information of actioeioiime of measurement (Norreklit,
2000: 65). The pressure of reporting organizatiopatformance based on non-
financial as well as financial measures has ine@ease last few years (Sim and Koh,
2001: 18). The non-financial outcomes such asud#it commitment, and the way
individuals acquire knowledge have been used tosareathe long-run performance
(Yeo, 2003: 202). The combination of financial andn-financial measurements

offers more comprehensive view. Kaplan and Nortelele that financial and non-
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financial aspects should be mixed to evaluate antvate company performance.
Three non-financial perspectives—customer satigfiactinternal business process,
and learning and growth—were introduced and accomedawith the financial
perspective (Kaplan and Norton, 1992).

As described by Sink and Tuttle (1989), the tiaddal approach of
performance is a complex interrelationship betwesx criteria: effectiveness,
efficiency, quality, productivity, and innovatioma profitability, which Rolstadas
(1998) pictured for easy understanding as in figufe
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Figure 3.3 Performance Criteria
Source Rolstadas, 1998: 991-992.
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According to figure 3.1, Rolstadas (1998) summewithat “effectiveness
involves doing the right thing, at the right timeith the right quality, and can be
defined as actual output per expected output” (@ddila). Efficiency is an input and
transformation process question which can be defasethe resources expected to be
consumed/resources actually consumed (figure 3.Chality is an extremely
extensive concept that could be measured at sixkpoets (figure 3.1c).
Productivity is the traditional ratio of output paput (figure 3.1d). Quality of work
life is an important contribution to a well-perfamg operation. Innovation is a
moderating element for improving performance. Rabiiity/budgetability represents
the ultimate goal for the organization (figure 3.1e

An effectiveness measure is commonly used in kpotfit and nonprofit
organizations. However, there is no consensus aat tie concept means, and the
criteria for measurement remains unclear becaugan@ations typically pursue
multiple goals and tend to differ according to tgpe of the organization and its
environment. Therefore, the concept of organizafi@ffectiveness is subjective, and
it depends on who the evaluator is and the intehest represent. Cameron discusses
the idea that many models of organizational effectess are products of multiple
arbitrary models of the organization. No one beetleh can be argued to be better
than any other. Moreover, the best measures feisasg) organizational effectiveness
are unknown because individuals often cannot iflerthieir own preferences and
expectations (Cameron, 1996). Organizational effeness is also seen as an
intangible notion. The measurement of organizatieffactiveness tends to determine
the proxy measure that will be utilized to sigrefijectiveness (Ullah, 2013: 8). While
most studies examine financial performance, soroptatie effectiveness of business
processes and output as a significant dependerdbl@rinstead of organizational
performance.

Aggarwal and Gupta (2006) suggest another pdintesv: that in addition to
financial and non-financial measures, internal artkrnal approach measures could
be measured. The internal measures involve thernaitefactors inside the
organization such as stakeholders, strategy, Ishger employees, innovation,

information system, and corporate government, wéxternal measures hinge upon
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players outside the organization such as suppleistomers, competitors, and other
market-related indicators.

Chong (2008) found that many organizations usehyarid approach,
combining both financial and non-financial measue®valuate performance based
on four main approaches to measuring the performaricorganization: the goal
approach, the system resource approach, the stdkehapproach, and the
competitive value approach. The goal approach &edsystem resource approach
measure the extent to which an organization achiggseyoals and accesses resources.
The stakeholder approach and the competitive vaperoach evaluate the
competency of an organization based upon its wbtlit meet the needs and
expectations of the stakeholders (Daft, 1995). @ltfh all four approaches aim to
measure the extent to which an organization hasfisat its planned targets, the first
two approaches focus on the internally-set targéide the latter two focus on the
needs and expectations of the external stakehol@@neng, 2008). Pfeffer and
Salancik (1978) point out that the goal approacthésmost commonly-used method
because of its simplicity, understandability anteinal focus. The goal approach is
directly used to measure organizational targetedas the stakeholders’ interests,
and it can cover both financial and non-financiigpectives.

Venkatraman and Ramanujam (1985) illustrated raptete construct in the
measurement of organizational performance thatded the following: (1) financial
performance is the common indicator which measufes level of achieving
economic goals in the organizational and used dwittonal research; (2) operational
performance is the indicator used for market shaed (3) organizational
effectiveness is the indicator used in the strateganagement or organizational
theory such customer satisfaction. According to kSiand Tuttle (1989),
organizational performance can be split into sigeass: effectiveness, productivity,
innovation, efficiency, quality, and profitability.

The measurement of organizational performance alaa be divided into
subjective performance and objective performaneeoBjective performance is more
traditional and quantitative, which is a commonidgatbr in general research, and
objective performance is more effective than subjedinancial indicators (Chang et
al., 2006: 66). The overall organizational perfonece depends upon the different
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levels of people at work and the different goalsgabizations are likely to act like
small ones by focusing on sub-units involving indials and teams in order to cope

with increasing environmental fluctuation (Yeo, 20Q202).

Domain of Financial
+ Operational Performance

Domain of
Financial
Performance

Domain of Organizational
Effectiveness

Figure 3.4 Domain of Performance

Source Venkatraman and Ramanujam, 1985: 23.

In short, effective performance should captureardy the financial aspect of
organizational performance but also the non-firginelements in order to present a
clearer perception of performance. It is necestsamgcognize the multidimensional
nature of the performance.

3.4.2 Performance Measurement of the Social Emjwise

As mentioned in chapter 2, social enterprises havdifferent nature of
characteristics from general profit organizatiofisey differ mainly in their goals and
values. For-profit companies are focused on proéiimization while the operational
goal of social enterprises is to maximize sociagaed profits (Yang et al., 2014).
According to the assumption of the social entegyrsocial entrepreneurs are seen as
more effective providers of public goods, and depemarkets that are limited by
formal-sector enterprises. Martin (2004) challengealv one should go about
conceptualizing and measuring social enterpristopaance in the delivery of public
and private goods, and what measures should be Asstin et al. (2006) found that
social entrepreneurs do not use only financial esgedetermine the success of the
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organization, nonfinancial view is a crucial aspesgjuired to measure. Social value
and social change as a means of developing sunaddesures of social enterprise are
needed to define (Bull, 2007). Although the conwadl approach can be adapted to
measure the performance of the social enterpiiesifec tools are also introduced for
a more suitable measurement. There are three tdokf for evaluating the social
enterprise: social return on investment (SROI), #ueial enterprise balanced
scorecard (SEBC), and social impact for local ecurs (SIMPLE) (Yang, Huang
and Lee, 2014).

SROI, developed by the Roberts Enterprise Developrirend, derives from
the financial perspective of social enterprisess dpproach is based on traditional
cost-benefit analysis. It determines the value otiad benefits created by an
organization related to the relative costs of aghge such benefits. SROI is equal to
the net present value of benefits divided by thiepmesent value of investment. The
SEBC, developed in 2005 by Somers at the Sociargnse London, was inspired by
Kaplan and Norton’s balanced scorecard (BSC) agpro§ome perspectives and
strategies were modified such as social goals talekisolders. SIMPLES, developed
by Mcloughlin et al., comprise four steps to hefgial enterprises conceptualize the
impact problem: identify impacts for measurememtyedop impact measures, report
impacts, and integrate the results in managemengide making (Yang et al., 2014).

Survival is another argument that some studiee havestigated. Hannan
and Freeman (1977) indicated that survival is a mom dependent variable in
research where increasing attention is paid to ogowdl explanations of
organizational performance. Survival and perforneaace sometimes closely related
due to the internal and external circumstance haccompetency of the organization.
It is basically measured by the variables promoting ongoing presence of the
organization. Increased demands for accountablbyy resource providers and
stakeholders have increased the interest in usettgrbtools for the measurement of

performance of social enterprises.
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3.5 Conceptual Framework and Hypothesis Developmé

This section elaborates the relationship amomgakentrepreneurship, social
capital, organizational resources, and organizatigerformance and a theoretical

model will be proposed.

3.5.1 Social Entrepreneurship and Organizational Bsources

Organizational resources are the sum of resourqpisiton that an
organization obtains over time and they extendaw An organization mobilizes its
resources. Additionally, the uniqueness of the uess helps the enterprise to
maintain a competitive advantage. According to RDiganizations need to obtain
resources for their operations while organizatiorasources are externally
constrained by the environment. Active choice barav and organizational
strategies, such as partnership, joint venture hatee been recommended. In the case
of social enterprises, the organizational resoumes generally limited, and it is
necessary to support the entrepreneurial capaaty securing them. Social
entrepreneurship, then, can be viewed as a strapegference leading to the main
source of resources. As Lasprogata and Cotton (2@¥ proposed, social
entrepreneurship is comprised of the strategiesusiain organizations financially
while having an impact on social mission. Mair avdrti (2006: 37) viewed social
entrepreneurship as a process involving the inmowatise and combination of
resources to pursue opportunities to address sduaage.

RBV also adds the point that the organization néed®ncentrate its strategic
resource. This study conceptualized social entrepreship in terms of three
dimensions: social innovation, proactiveness, ais# management. Uniqueness,
acquisition, and utilization are the three dimensiomf organizational resources.
Regarding SMEs, Wiklund and Shepherd (2003: 13b8grved that entrepreneurial
orientation has a positive relationship with knadge-based resources while Cheng et
al. (2007: 227) found strong correlations betweegawizational entrepreneurial
orientation and resources and suggested that amegesources come from a high

level of proactiveness, autonomy, and innovatidnthé social enterprise fails to
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generate social innovation, proactiveness, andtaking, it is unlikely have enough
resources.

In sum, it has been obviously demonstrated thatkeatrepreneurship will
have impacts on organizational resources. In cshtnathout social entrepreneurship,
social enterprises are constrained in terms ofgoainle to capture organizational
resources.

Hypothesis 1 Social entrepreneurship has a positive effectoganizational

resources.

3.5.2 Social Entrepreneurship and OrganizationaPerformance

Previous studies in the business sector have exvelat entrepreneurial
orientation enhances opportunities to generateuress for sustained competitive
advantage, and entrepreneurship has a positivicoredhip with performance (Cheng,
2007: 218). Like the “entrepreneurial orientatidafm in the business sector, social
entrepreneurship is an organizational capability swstaining the competitive
advantage of social enterprises. Brooks (2009: @e$cribes entrepreneurship as a
process consisting of five parts: opportunitiesogegtion, concept development,
resource determination and acquisition, launch aemure growth, and harvest the
venture.

Social innovation, proactiveness, and risk manageérhave been viewed as
the key components of social entrepreneurship. Daii al. (2010) found that
organizations have a preference for innovative vdigs, risk taking, and
proactiveness and are in a more favorable positaompete with others. Basically,
customers take an interest in new products, sesviaed technologies which may
result in organizational growth. Social enterpridesieve that they need to be
proactive to survive and to grow in the market. @aned to passive competitors,
proactive enterprises can be seen as a first-mwlvieh can dominate the market. For
nonprofits, the progressively competitive enviromtleas forced them to place great
emphasis on innovation for creating activities asl.wAdditionally, they have to
adopt a highly-cautious approach in dealing wistk inanagement with a clear focus
on the survival of the organization. Good risk ngarmaent leads to retaining and

accelerating performance variation in the long term
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Social entrepreneurship has complications regardingganizational
performance. According to Oeij et al. (2010: 1)tiver organizations with social
innovation have more often reported improved orzional performance. The social
entrepreneurial organization’s response to enviemtal complexity has been
discussed to create the need for innovativenessacfive behavior, and risk
management (Weerawardena and Mort, 2006: 41-42nghkt al. (2007: 227) found
in their research that innovation and proactivitiffuence a new venture’s profit and
growth. Fox (2008) suggested that the field of egmeneurship offers a principle for
continuously improving performance.

Hypothesis 2 Social entrepreneurship has a positive effeatrganizational

performance.

3.5.3 Social Entrepreneurship and Social Capital

More recently, the theory of social entrepreneyrstas been expanded to the
field of social capital research. Social entrepuegleip and social capital are
relatively connected. At the organizational levshmadi (2011: 644) proposed that
the entrepreneurship literature has emphasizedinthigence of social capital in
understanding how firms create a network and wihatautcomes are. According to
Nahapiet and Ghoshal (1998: 243), social capitdlessum of resources derived from
the network while social entrepreneurship is themgtion of structures, relations,
institutions, and practices to yield social bersefffowler, 2000: 649).

However, there are limited studies that highlighé trelationship between
social entrepreneurship and social capital. A fempgrs have investigated the
business field in terms of entrepreneurial orieamt instead of social
entrepreneurship. Ahmadi (2011), studying a sangbl®&2 companies, found that
there was a meaningful relation between structuedgtional, and cognitive, and
dimensions of entrepreneurship and social capBaku (2012: 386) analyzed the
links between social entrepreneurship and socpaitalaby assessing the activities of
social entrepreneurs in community organizationse $tudy found that in the poor
socio-economic context, social entrepreneurs carodeice social capital and sustain
an organization. These papers show the connectramn@ social network and trust
that are viewed as parts of social capital, and sbaial capital is strengthened by
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social entrepreneurship through proactive behayvegwsial innovation activities and
risk management.

Hypothesis 3 Social entrepreneurship has a positive effectamal capital.

3.5.4 Social Capital and Organizational Resources

Social capital is the sum of actual and potentippastunity to secure
resources. Resource acquisition derived from nédsvare important for enterprises
because they can help organizations overcome manketmation hurdles and
support them to extend new capabilities in an iefficmanner (Huang et al., 2010).
Organizations are linked to environments by contipetrelationships that control the
nature and limits of these relationships.

For the social enterprise, social capital shouldiiegved in terms of at least
three dimensions: trust, network, and public seelogagement. Trust means the
promise that exists within a community of honesigdd on commonly-shared norms.
A network is the number of members that are diyectbnnected with specific
community. Government can be viewed an importanircg of resources. Public
sector engagement related to government plans amergment agencies’ projects
need service providers to accomplish such proj@esoki, 2011: 195). In order to
attract resources, that is funding, board membmeaniagement, and management and
staff—Austin et al. (2006: 6) proposed that soematrepreneurs must have a strong
reputation that engenders trust among networks.

This literature review shows the strong link betwesocial capital and
organizational resources. For example, Cheng e{28D7: 227) indicated in their
research that there are strong relationships betweeial capital and organizational
resources for new ventures. Consistent with Gd. §2@09: 233), there is a positive
relation between network intensity and resourceuistiipn capability. Firms that
closely work within the network can improve thedsource acquisition capability by
using contacts for more resources. Moreover, udet@ from China, Junwei et al.
(2007: 135) found that state-owned enterprises mwee advantages in using the
connection of public agencies, leading to bettariadostatus than non-SOEs have.

Social capital also has a positive effect on knogée transfer or the learning
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organization (Sorama et al., 2004; Chang et alQ62Qakpetch, 2009). These
arguments show the robust link between social abgitd organizational resources.

Hypothesis 4 Social capital has a positive effect on orgamretl resources.

3.5.5 Social Capital and Organizational Performaoe

Several papers have insisted that social capitahp®rtant for organizational
capacity. Social capital theory explores the bésielind costs derived from social ties
and relationships. Using the resource-based theasource dependence theory,
network theories, and goal theory, Sherman (20Q7suveyed data from 228
entrepreneurial social sector organizations to éxenthe factors that encourage
growth and organizational performance. He found tha findings highlighted the
importance of social capital in achieving high levef organizational performance in
the social sector. Nevertheless, the social enserps contrary to the commercial firm
in the sense that financial capacity is not armate goal. In this study it is suggested
that organizational effectiveness, growth, andanability should be considered.

Social capital directly impacts organizational rfpemance, growth, or
effectiveness (Cheng et al., 2007; Sherman, 200@er& and Denison; 2007,
Chisholm and Nielsen, 2009; Fatoki, 2011; Guptalet2011; Roxas and Chadee,
2011; Bratkovic et al., 2009). This empirical ende shows the positive inter-
relationships among the firm's social capital, epteneurial orientation, and
performance. Moreover, firm growth can be influehty the strategic utilization of
the entrepreneur’s resource-based social capital.

In addition, as organizational performance i® alsflected by the strategies
and processes of leveraging knowledge, a netwookighes crucial information to
support their mutual success, and Lakpetch (20089pggests that the
complementarities in terms of strategic and resmalgnment between partners are
key antecedent factors which have an effect caniny to knowledge transfers.
From all of the above arguments the contributiors@dial capital to organizational
performance can be seen.

Hypothesis 5 Social capital has a positive effect on orgamozes

performance.
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3.5.6 Organizational Resources and Organization&erformance

According to RBV, resource acquisition is an impot point because
resources with value, rareness, inimitableness, radsubstitutability can create
competitive advantages and have a great effectrganzational performance. The
resource-based approach focuses on the featuressoltirces and strategies for
organization survival and long-term performance r(@g, 1991). Resources and
capabilities are seen as sources of superior ferfopnance.

Jayatilaka et al. (2002) portrayed the resourcedagew as the resources for
competitiveness while resource dependence theocysés on the relationship
between the task environment and resources. Tloeineesbased view is related to
how a competitive advantage is defined, and why laowd firm-specific resources
create a competitive advantage. Resource dependiane another point of view,
focuses on how a firm manages its dependence omrthieconment as a result of
insufficient internal resources (Klangboonkrongl 20

In this study, organizational resources are pged as including acquisition,
uniqueness, and utilization. Organizational uni@ssn means the specialty of
resources that are difficult to find in other plscmcluding more expertise than other
organizations in the same industry, information deeke by others, difficulty in
imitating the organization’s procedures, and emgésy competencies. Resource
acquisition is the ability to acquire all importaneésources, both tangible and
intangible. Certain items should be identified, ls@as the ability to raise sufficient
funds to accomplish the mission, sources of revemakinteering, and information
from the network. Utilization is the ability of cagizations to use resources with
effective work, reducing transactional costs, arafipdelivering for a better society.

However, the contribution of resources dependsnupheir utilization.
McGivern and Tvorik’s research suggests that tha ftapability aligning resources
mobilizes the firm through the creation of a shaxesion, and these symbiotic
relationships help the firm to pursue innovatiorirwthe expectations of increasing
competitive advantage (McGivern and Tvorik, 19928% Social enterprises are
forced to revise organizational strategies not amlgow they acquire their assets but
how they utilize and maintain them for a compegitimdvantage as well, thus
improving organizational performance (Bhatti, Zahaed Rehman, 2011: 2847). The
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study of small and medium-sized firms by Ge et(2009: 233) found that both

resource acquisition capability and resource adguisoutcomes have a positive

impact on performance. Therefore, resources arddatgrs affecting organizational

performance.

Hypothesis 8 Organizational resources have a positive effact o

organizational performance.

Figure 3.5 shows the model of the relationship rgreocial entrepreneurship,

social capital, organizational resources, and orgdional performance of social

enterprises.
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Figure 3.5 Conceptual Framework
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3.6 Chapter Summary

The resource-based view (RBV) and resource deperdireory (RDT) are
widely accepted as having the ability to explaimpetitive advantage and survival.
This chapter reviews and proposes a theoreticaleimslich explains how the RBV
and RDT individually and together affect organiaatil resources and organizational
performance. Social capital is the sum of the igitale resources embedded in an
organization derived from the network and relatiops possessed by an individual or
social unit. This chapter reviewed the diversitydefinitions, characteristics, and how
to measure social capital. Organizational resousgese seen to be the sum of
resource acquisition that an organization acquice®r time. Organizational
resource’s issue extends to how organizations mebiheir resources. Further, the
uniqueness of the resources helps the enterprisa&iaain a competitive advantage.
Organizational performance is the result of theivdigs of an organization’s
investment over a given period, including multidm®nal aspects, and both
financial and non-financial perspectives. In thst lsection, a conceptual framework
and hypotheses were proposed for the study by sisw the relationship among the

variables.



CHAPTER 4

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

This chapter describes the research design, opealization of variables,

instruments, and data analysis procedures as fellow

4.1 Research Design

This research is principally based upon a samphley of social enterprises in
which data were collected from a sample of the efangopulation through both
guantitative and qualitative methods. This reseasrhbe categorized as exploratory,
which attempts to explain the relationships betw#en determinants of the three
prediction factors regarding their influence on amgational performance. The
gualitative research method was conducted using potary and secondary data,
while the quantitative method adopted a sampleeyuwith a cross-sectional design.
Cohen et al. (2002) suggested that a cross-sekhoadysis can be used when logical
reasoning convinces that one variable precedesth®s, and a theoretical framework
guides the analysis. The associations in the hgsatbd model of this study were
drawn in a causal relation on the basis of the®dherefore, the two criteria above
were satisfied in this study. The following are teinitions of terms used for clearly
exhibiting the research methodology and analysis.

The quantitative data were collected through astiienaire. The obtained
data were used to examine the causal relationsbipvelen the factors through
structural equation modeling (SEM). Structural dmuamodeling is a multivariate
technigue combining the approaches of factor arsalsd multiple regression that
enables the simultaneously examination of a seokdnterrelated dependence
relationships among the measured variables andtlatestructs (Hair, Black, Babin

and Anderson, 2010).
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A structural model is a set of one or more depeodeelationships connecting
the hypothesized model’s variables or construdrsicgiral relationships suggest that
one construct is dependent on another. Exogenonstroat is not dependent on
another construct while endogenous constructs gperdlent on either exogenous or
endogenous constructs (Hair et al., 2010).

There are two kinds of variables, measured arehiatto be assessed. A
measured variable or manifest variable is an olesemalue for a specific item or
guestion, obtained either from respondents in respdo questions or from some type
of observation. Measured variables are used amdieator of latent constructs (Hair
et al., 2010). A latent construct is an operati@adlon of a construct in structural
equation modeling which cannot be measured dirdatly can be represented or
measured by one or more variable (Hair et al., 2010

Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA), the techniqueng in this research, is a
strategy for analysis of the a priori measurementleh in which the factors and

indicators are explicitly stated (Kline, 2005).

4.1.1 Population

As reviewed in topic 2.2, there is no specific lamgarding the social
enterprise in Thailand. Moreover, social entergrisave unclear boundaries, resulting
in the difficulty of identification. Therefore, th&ocess of target population selection
was carefully defined. According to Thai Social é&mprise Office (TSEO), there are
several forms of organizations which might be itigeded as a social enterprise: co-
operative, community enterprises, savings group fwoduction, community
organizations and networks, associations, and fatious.

Although there is no formal list of social enteg@s in Thailand, two main
sources of social enterprises can be investigatau the TSEO and the National
Statistical Office (NSO). TSEO (2011) lists the raen of organizations that can be
assumed as social enterprises as shown in tahld-drithis study, the mission and
operation of community enterprises, community orgaiions and networks,
associations, and foundations are interesting ftbenentrepreneurship perspective

and will be used.
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Table 4.1 Number of Social Enterprises in Thailand Clasditig Type of

Organizations

Type of Social Enterprise Number

1. Co-operative 6,291
2. Community Enterprise 59,490
3. Savings Group for Production 35,891
4. Community Organization and Network 12,534
5. Association 126
6. Foundation 104
Total (1-6) 116, 298

Total (2,4,5,6) 72,254

Source The Thai Social Enterprise Office (TSEO), 2010.

The nonprofit sector is another source of orgdrmnavhich can be treated as
a social enterprise. However, not all nonprofitammgations are social enterprises.
Most of them were founded for legal expressionusibess transactions. Therefore, a
selecting process was used to extract the nonprajdnizations that behave like a
social enterprise.

According to National Statistical Office’s staitst, in 2007 there were 65,459
NGOs in Thailand. These are social welfare sergiganizations, trade associations,
cremation welfare associations, employer assoaistidabor associations/ labor
union/ government enterprise officer associatioe$igious organizations, political
organizations, and international organizations. Tiember and percentage of
nonprofit organizations by type and region are showtable 4.2.
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Table 4.2 Number and Percentage of Non-Profit Organizatimn$ype of Non-

Profit Organization and Region

Type of Non-Profit Region Whole
Organization Bangkok  Central North Northeast ~ South Kingdom
1. Social Welfare Service 6,469 3,674 2,178 2,263 2,184 16,768
Organization
2. Trade Association, Chamber ¢~ 608 218 74 84 67 1,051
Commerce
3. Cremation Welfare Association 338 435 1,899 879 211 3,762
4. Employer Association, Labor 852 1,304 23 96 99 2,374

Association and Labor Union,

Government Enterprise Officer

Association
5. Religious Organization 1,005 8,628 9,934 16,507 5,297 41,371
6. Political Organization 24 11 1 5 1 42
7. International Organization 70 8 9 2 - 89

Total (1-6) 9,366 14,278 14,118 19,836 7,859 65,457

Total (1,2) 7,077 3,892 2,252 2,347 2,251 17,819

Source:National Statistical Office, 2007.

Referring to table 4.1, the target organizationegypare the community
enterprise, community organizations and networlssoeiations, and foundations
(type 2, 4, 5, 6) and in table 4.2, social welfaervice organizations and trade
associations (type 1 and 2) might be seen as sentalprises. Therefore, the total
target population is 90,000 organizations approxétya

4.1.2 Sample Size and Sampling
Hair et al. (2010) argue that some previous dinde are no longer
appropriate, for example, as big as sample sizesample sizes of 300 are required.

Sample decisions must be made based on a settofsathey also suggest that the
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minimum sample sizes are offered based on the modeiplexity and basic
measurement model characteristics. One hundredlgampe a minimum size for
models containing five or fewer constructs and wiith item communalities (0.6 or
higher). One hundred fifty samples are a minimumnimdels with seven or fewer
constructs, modest communalities (0.5), and no nchelatified constructs. Three
hundred samples is a minimum size for models comigiseven or fewer constructs,
lower communalities (below 0.45), and/or multiplederidentified (fewer than three
items) constructs. Five hundred samples are a mimiraize for models with large
numbers of constructs (Hair et al., 2010).

This paper will mainly use a survey of social eptises to gather the data
necessary to test the model and its hypothesesqué&ionnaires were distributed to
the sampling respondents, while in-depth interviewsre undertaken through

purposive sampling by using the snowball technique.

4.2 Operationalization of Variables and Measurement

This section provides operational definitions ftirthe variables included in
the conceptual model and generates items that semprenanifestations of these

variables.

4.2.1 Dependent Variable

Organizational performance has drawn upon mamytpof view. Generally,
financial and non-financial aspects are the comnvay to capture the performance
view. The social enterprise is contrary the commaéfoem in the sense that financial
capacity is not an ultimate goal. In this studg itiea of organizational effectiveness
shows how effectively an organization achieves @utes that the organization
intends to produce (Etzioni, 1964). Organizatiosfctiveness is also indicated by
the impact on social and environmental problemiaglv public sector support,
stakeholder satisfaction, and a flexible and aslapgnvironment. Organizational
growth, represented by an increasing in incometoousrs, and employees, is

measured.
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4.2.2 Independent Variables

4.2.2.1 Social Entrepreneurship

While the concept of entrepreneurship has longtedisn the private or
commercial sector, social entrepreneurship is no@ of the hottest issues for policy
makers and practitioners seeking new solutiontmat problems in the world (Young
and Grinsfelder, 2011: 543)Social entrepreneurship can be defined as the
development of innovative, mission-supporting, a&tned income undertaken by
individual social entrepreneurs. There are threeedsion of social entrepreneurship
in this study. First, social innovation is definasl Lumpkin and Dess (1996) defined
it; that is, a tendency of the organization to @®yén and create new ideas and
creative processes which may result in new progwsssvices, or processes. The
guestions asked will include the role of sociakgntises in influencing social change
being a leader for social problem-solving projecsing of new programs and service
developments compared to other organizations infitld, and new solutions for
social problem solving. Proactiveness is takingtiatives by anticipating and
pursuing new opportunities and by participatingemerging markets (Lumpkin and
Dess, 1996). The items measuring proactivenessaaremphasis on continuous
improvement in methods of operation, quickly resg@to social or member needs,
emphasis on new area expansion or new targetind, Gompromises among
conflicting demands of all stakeholders. Risk tgkiaccording to Lumpkin and Dess
(1996), is making large resource engagements lzyngeopportunities in the market
place for the expectation of high returns. It soalelated to taking risks in seizing and
exploiting new opportunities, trying to compete twitthers in the same field, and
making large, bold decisions despite uncertainty.

4.2.2.2 Social Capital

According to Nahapiet and Ghoshal (1998: 243)ciaocapital is the
sum of the actual and potential resources embedakih, available through, and
derived from the network of relationships possedsednd individual or social unit.”
Social capital has been measured in a number obvative ways based on
multidimensional aspects (Yoon, 2006: 9). Socuastira part of social capital, means
the expectation that occurs within a community efésty, and cooperative behavior,
based on commonly shared norms. The questions aooidl trust concern one’s
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good reputation in society, an organization’s infation referred to by media,
members’ or people’s recognition, and visiting llyes organizations. A network is
the number of members that are directly conneatesbtial structure. Public sector
engagement is the connectedness to public ageiNgé&sorks are measured by items
including external alliances, a diversity of frishdps in many areas resulting in a
positive effect for an organization, informal netk& and playing a significant role in
networks. Public Sector Engagement is the connees=dto public agencies by which
mutual benefit relates to government supporting.pliehas become common for non-
profit providers to depend on government supparttie majority of their operating
budgets (Lipsky and Smith, 1990; Lune, 2010).

Whether the idea of social capital is as usefguantitative concept in
social science as the concept of physical cagitancial capital, and human capital
remains to be seen, and its value also lies initqtigse aspect as well (Coleman,
1990: 305).

4.2.2.3 Organizational Resources

Organizational resources are the sum of resoucqeistion that an
organization gets over time and they extend to lamworganization mobilizes its
resources. Additionally, the uniqueness of theoweses helps the enterprise to
maintain a competitive advantage. The organizatiogsources which are portrayed
in this study then include acquisition, uniquenessd utilization. Organizational
uniqueness means the specialty of resources tealifficult to find in other places
including more expertise than other organizationshe same industry, information
needed by others, difficulty in imitating the orgaation’s procedures, and
employees’ competencies. Resource acquisitioneigHility to acquire all important
resources, both tangible and intangible. Certaim should be identified, such as the
ability to raise sufficient funds to accomplish tieission, sources of revenue,
volunteering, and information from the network. li2ation is the ability of
organizations to use resources with effective woeklucing transactional costs, and

profit delivering for a better society.



73

Table 4.3 Variables, Meaning, and ltems

Variables Meaning ltems

Organizational Performance
Effectiveness How effective an organization i€ Social and environmental problem-

in achieving the outcomes that  solving

the organization intends to e The organization mission related to
produce (Etzioni, 1964) government plan
e Time

e Stakeholders’ satisfaction
¢ The flexible and adaptive to the
environment

¢ Financial sustainability

Growth The ability to achieve higher e Income

performance than the past e Customers/clients

e Number of employees

Social Entrepreneurship
Social Innovation An organization’s tendency to e Social innovation and social change
engage in and support new e The Leader of social problem-solving
ideas, novelty, experimentation, projects
and creative process which mays New programs and services

resultin new products, servicess New solutions for social problem
or technological processes solving

(Lumpkin and Dess, 1996)

Proactiveness Taking initiatives by ¢ The continuous improvement

anticipating and pursuing new .
pating P ¢ ¢ Quick response to customer needs

opportunities and by

participating in emerging o New areas or targeting.
markets (Lumpkin and Dess, o Compromising among stakeholder

1996) goals
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Table 4.3 (Continued)

Variables Meaning Items

Risk-taking Incurring heavy debt or makinge Seizing and exploiting new
large resource commitments by opportunities
seizing opportunities in the e Trying to compete with others in the
marketplace in the interest of same field
high returns (Lumpkin and

e Making large, bold decisions despite
Dess, 1996)

uncertainty

Social Capital
Social Trust The expectation that arisen e Reputation of organization

within a community of regular, e« Media

honest, and COOperative ° Perception on emp|oyees’
behavior, based on commonly  performance

shared norms e Site visit

Network A set of actors that connected in External alliances.
social structure. « Diversity of friendships
e Informal networks.
¢ Network participation
¢ The role or organization in networks.
Public Sector The connectedness and e The policy role
Engagement commitment between social e The mission is related to the
enterprises and public agencies. government supporting plan.
e Government needs
¢ Contact with government decision-

makers.

Organizational Resources
Uniqueness The specialty of resources thate The organization expertise
are difficult to find in other e Information impact
places e Inimitable

e Employees’ competencies
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Table 4.3 (Continued)

Variables Meaning Items
Acquisition The ability to acquire all e The ability to raise sufficient funds
important resources, both e Sources of revenues
tangible and intangible ¢ VVolunteers

e Network information

Utilization The ability to use resources in e Efficiency

effective work. e Cost reduction

¢ Value delivery

4.3 Research Instruments

Based on the operationalization of social capisalcial entrepreneurship,
organizational resources, and organizational permice, questionnaires were
developed. There are seven level of item’s ratisfyongly disagree, disagree,
somewhat disagree, neither agree or disagree, Soabheagree, agree, and strongly
agree

For the qualitative data, the interviewees wekedshree main issues: (1) the
influence of social entrepreneurship on organiraticdesources, and organizational
performance, (2) the influence of social capital anganizational resources, and
organizational performance, and (3) the influenéeoxanizational resources on

organizational performance.
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4.4 Data Analysis and Procedures

The data analysis comprised the application oftcrjesve and inferential
statistics. Descriptive statistics, including freguay, percentage, mean, and standard
deviation were used to assess the characteridtite aespondents and demographic
data by using the IBM SPSS Statistics 20.0. Infigentatistics were used to examine
the reliability of the instruments, confirmatoryctar analysis (CFA), and hypothesis
testing.CFA involves only a measurement model lier direct effects of the factors
on the measured variables. Unlike a full structegation model (SEM), a CFA is
not a causal model that relates the factors to ettedér (Grimm and Yarnold, 2000:
247). The SEM was used then for examining the Hhgx#s.

The origins of modern SEM are usually mentioned Sewall Wright's
development of path analysis in 1921 (Hancock anelMdr, 2006: 1). However, the
SEM term as it is meant today began when Swedglsstian Karl Joreskog had the
idea of combining features of econometrics and lpsyeetrics into a single model in
1970 (Grimm and Yarnald, 2000: 227). The structugguation modeling is a
statistical methodology widely used by several rddie fields because it provides
researchers with a comprehensive method. (RaykdvMarcoulides, 2006: 1). The
term “structural equation modeling” conveys two maspects of the procedure: the
causal processes are represented by a serieuictusal equation, and the structural
relations can be drawn to facilitate a clearer epiwalization of the theory under
study (Byrne, 2006: 3).

Hoyle (1995: 15) stated that the SEM approach mmae comprehensive
method to research design than any other singlistgtal model. Although there are
research hypotheses that can be tested by stanuahibds, the structural equation
modeling approach provides a mean of testing mongptex and specific than can be
tested by those methods.

Five steps characterize most applications of SEMgluding model
specification, identification, estimation, testifiy and respecification (Bollen and
Long, 1993: 2). The model specification refershe initial model that a researcher
formulates prior to estimation based on the batiene’s theory or past research.

Identification determines whether it is possible find unique values for the
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parameters of the specified model. Once a moddeigtified, selection of estimation

techniques is determined. After that the estimates obtained, if the model is

consistent with the data, the process can stoptatefourth step. Moreover, the fit of
the model could be improved through respecificatwhere step 2 through 5 may be
repeated, often multiple times.

SEM consists of two parts, the assessing of thdiromatory measurement
model or factor analysis, and the assessing otdméirmatory structural models or
path analysis. Factor analysis is an analysisebtiserved measures in relation to the
latent construct while the path analysis tests dhesal relations among the latent
constructs (Anderson and Gerbing, 1988). In assgd$ie model fit, four indices

were employedy2 (chi-square), GFI (goodness of fit index), CFIr(guarative fit

index), and RMSEA (root mean square error of appnakon).
Chi-square is a measurement of the overall fithef model with the data

(Joreskog, 1993). Considering problems with th@ test although a p-value

indicates no significant difference between theeolsd and estimated covariance
matrices, this does not suddenly imply a good métehe researcher should always

complement it with other GOF indices. The value and the model's degrees of

freedom should always be reported (Hair et al.,020870). Table 4.5 shows a
guideline for using fit indices in different sitimts based primarily on simulation
research (Cohen and Cohen, 1983; Hair et al., 2010)

The Goodness of Fit Index (GFI) is used to measheesquared residuals
from the prediction from the empirical data. Itduearanges from 0 to 1 (poor to
perfect fit). A GFI closer to .90 and 1 indicatebetter fit. The Root Mean Square
Error of Approximation (RMSEA) is an indicator fire overall degree of fit with the
data. The acceptable values range from .05 toH8@8 €t al., 2010). The Comparative
Fit Index (CFI) represents comparisons betweenetstenated model and null or
independence model. The CFI values range from 0, tand a large value (>.95)
indicates goodness of fit (Hair et al., 2010).Histstudy, the Chi-square test, adjusted
chi-square, Goodness of Fit Index, Root Mean Sqkarer of Approximation, and
Comparative Fit Index were used to evaluate howhyothesized model fit the

empirical data.
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Table 4.5 Characteristics of Different Fit Indices (N < 250)

No. of Stat.
Vars.(m) M <12 12<m<30 M> 30

72 Insignificant Significant Significant

p-values expected p-values even with p-values expected
good fit

CFlor TLI .97 or better .95 or better Above .92

RNI May not diagnose .95 or better Above .92
misspecification well

SRMR Bias upward, use other .08 or less (with CFI of Less than .09 (with CFI
indices .95 or higher) above .92)

RMSEA Values < .08 Values < .08 Value < .07 with CFI
With CFI = .97 With CFI = .95 of .97 or higher
Or higher Or higher

Source Hair et al., 2010: 672

There were three steps in assessing the thedretiodel. First, the full
hypothesized model was tested for model adequany, hypothesis testing was
employed. Secondly, the model modification wasqrentd to improve its fit. For the
hypothesized model assessment, the goodness oéstit statistics was obtained
simultaneously with the estimation. The parameteese estimated, including the
regression coefficients, variances, and covariafdfterwards, if the model did not fit
the empirical data, it was modified to improve twerall chi-square test of the model
fit. Modification indices provide indicators of nsigecification in terms of correlation
measurement errors. Modification of the proposeddehshould have consistent
reliability, which depends on a theoretically-basaaghdation (Hair et al., 2010).

The study model was tested using AMOS versiof 28.examine the model
fit and to test the hypotheses. AMOS is one of uker-friendly interfaces for this
kind of computer program, where the user can sk#tehmodel in a user-friendly
drawing environment and then translate the drawibtg a program and perform the

necessary calculations (Blunch, 2013: 85).
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4.5 Chapter Summary

The research was based on both quantitative aadajive methods. The unit
of analysis was a sampling of 1,000 social enteegrin Thailand. The questionnaires
were distributed to the sampled respondents whilalepth interviews were
undertaken through purposive sampling and using sthewball technique. The
purpose of gathering the data from the intervieves W obtain individual opinions
and to describe the deeper and more detailed fatdtge situations regarding their
responsibilities in dealing with social enterprisesid their performance. A
descriptive, cross-sectional research design wad s examine the relationships
among social entrepreneurship, social capital, roegdéional resources, and
organizational performance factors. A hypothesizexdiel of the factors contributing
to organizational performance was tested with @athlysis using AMOS version
20.0 to examine the model fit and to test the hypses.



CHAPTER 5

RESEARCH RESULTS

This chapter is organized into five main sectidghe characteristics of the
respondents, the descriptive characteristics ofvHr@ables, measurement reliability,

preliminary analyses, principle analyses, and Hyggis testing.

5.1 Characteristics of Respondents

Table 5.1 describes the respondent’s profile. tMidsthe respondents were
female (55.1%) and held a master degree/highe2¥6.0f the 158 respondents,
most of them were owners (32.8%), board/committeembers (24.1%),
directors/managers (21.5%), secretaries (8.9%Xxigents (5.7%), and other (8.9%)
such as middleclass management level.

Table 5.2 describes the organization’s profileosm of the respondent
organizations were foundations (44.3%); 39.2% wenéed companies, and 11.4%
were associations. Regarding the organization'ssions 22.8% of the respondent
organizations related to children/youth/women/dide21.5% worked in the service
industry, 20.3% worked in the product industry,728.had an environmental mission,
7.0% worked in the healthcare area, 6.3% worketl w#ople with a disability, and
4.4% worked with animals. In terms of organizatiage, most of the respondent
organizations were greater than 30 years old, 258%e younger 10 years, and
22.8% were 11-20 years old. Fifty-five point sevparcent of the respondent
organizations had 20 or fewer employees, 17.7%heddeen 21 and 40 employees,
and 25.9% had more than 40 employees.



Table 5.1 General Information about Respondents

Characteristics Number Percent
Gender
Female 87 55.1
Male 71 44.9
Total 158 100.0
Education Level
Below Bachelor’'s degree 42.4
Bachelor’s degree 60 38.0
Master degree/Higher 30 19.0
Not specified 1 0.6
Total 158 100.0
Current Position
Owner 42 32.8
Board/committee 38 24.1
Manager/Director 34 21.5
Secretary 14 8.9
President 9 5.7
Other 14 8.9
Not specified 7 4.4
Total 158 100.0
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Table 5.2 General Information about Organizations

Characteristics Number Percent

Organizational Type

Foundation 70 44.3
Company 62 39.2
Association 18 11.4
Other 8 5.1
158 100.0
Mission

Children/Youth/Women/Elderly 36 22.8
Service Industry 34 21.5
Product Industry 32 20.3
Environment 20 12.7
Healthcare 11 7.0
Disability 10 6.3
Animals 7 4.4
Other 8 5.1
Total 158 100.0

Organization Age (year)

<10 41 25.9
11-20 33 20.9
21-30 36 22.8
>30 48 30.4
Total 158 100.0

Number of Employees

<20 88 55.7
21-40 29 17.7
>40 41 25.9

Total 158 100.0
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5.2 Characteristics of Variables

A description of the characteristics of the efeveariables—social
innovation, proactiveness, risk-taking, social trusetworking, public sector
engagement, acquisition, utilization, uniquenesdfecgveness, and growth

entrepreneurship—is presented in table 5.3.

Table 53 Descriptive Statistics of the Study Variables

Constructs Observed Variables X S.D.
Social SI1. My organization has major social 5.46 1.319
Innovation change as a dominant goal.
SI2. Generally, my organization plays a 5.08 1.200
leader role in social problem-solving
projects.
SI3. My organization has a high rate of 5.27 1.155

new programs and service development

compared to other organizations in our

field.

Sl4. My organization always finds new 5.04 1.294

solutions for social problem solving.

20.86 3.90

Proactiveness  PAL. My organization has an emplasis 5.28 1.418

continuous improvement in its methods of

operation.

PA2. My organization quickly respondsto  5.65 1.216

social or members’ needs.

PA3. My organization emphasizes new 5.03 1.299

area expansion or new targeting.

PA4. My organization creates a 4.63 1.202

compromise among conflicting demands of
the different sector
20.58 4.17
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Table 53 (Continued)

Constructs Observed Variables X S.D.
Risk-taking RT1. My organization takes risks in 5.26 1.273
seizing and exploiting new opportunities.
RT2. My organization tries to compete 4.68 1.580
with others in the same field.
RT3. My organization makes large, bold 4.27 1.478
decisions despite uncertainty.
14.21 3.68
Social Trust ST1. My organization has a good 5.72 1.046
reputation in society.
ST2. My organization’s information has 5.09 1.150
been referred to in the media.
ST3. Members or people have recognized 5.10 1.211
my organization as the first priority
compared with other organizations.
ST4. Other organizations pay us a visit 412 1.269
oftentimes.
20.04 3.76
Networking NET1. My organization has external 5.65 1.082
alliances.
NET2. l/our administrators have a 5.83 1.185
diversity of friendships in many areas
resulting in a positive effect.
NET3. My organization has informal 5.01 1.319
networks.
NET4. When my organization needs help, 4.92 1.414
we can count on other members of the
network.
NET5. My organization plays a significant ~ 5.08 1.292
role in networks.
26.49 4.77
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Table 53 (Continued)

Constructs Observed Variables X S.D.
Public Sector PSE1. My organization plays an important  4.65 1.441
Engagement role in proposing policy or procedures for

social problem solving.
PSE2. My organization’s mission is related 4.06 1.673
to government plans.
PSE3. Government agencies need support 4.22 1.460
by my organization.
PSE4. The organization has contacts with  4.11 1.448
government decision-makers.

17.04 5.17

Acquisition ACQL. Over the years, my organization 443 1.142

has had the ability to raise sufficient funds
to accomplish our mission.
ACQ2. Most of the revenue comes from 3.55 1.426
product/service sales and fees.
ACQ3. My organization has received 3.21 1.326
funds by donors or supporters.
ACQA4. Volunteers and experts always 413 1.479
work in my organization.
ACQ5. My organization has always 4.80 1.299
gotten updated information from the
network

20.12 4.90

Utilization UT1. An adequate budget is availalde f 5.19 .945

the operations in each year.
UT2. My organization works effectively. 5.47 1.026
UT3. Network organizations have made 4.59 1.168
my organization reduce the cost of work.
UT4. Our profit is delivered for a better 5.41 1.095
society.

20.66 3.36
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Table 53 (Continued)

Constructs Observed Variables X S.D.
Uniqueness UN1. My organization is more expert than 5.16 1.076
other organizations in the same industry.
UNZ2. The information of our organization 5.12 1.131
is needed by others.
UNS3. It is difficult to imitate my 421 1.242
organization’ procedures.
UN4. Our employees’ competency is 5.05 1.093
outstanding and rare.
19.54 3.55
Effectiveness  NF1. My organization has an impact on 5.80 1.037
social and environmental problem-solving.
NF2. The public sector’'s mission has been 5.44 1.091
supported by my organization.
NF3. My organization always respondsto  5.38 1.007
customers quickly.
NF4. Stakeholders are satisfied with the 5.37 1.061
organization’s operation.
NF5. My organization is flexible and 5.22 1.214
adaptive to the environment.
NF6. My organization has financial 4.81 1.450
sustainability.
32.03 5.26
Growth F1. Income 4.88 1.202
F2. Customer/client 5.37 1.186
F3. Number of employees 4.82 1.161
15.07 3.08
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5.3 Measurement of Reliability and Validity

The reliability coefficient known as Cronbachiptaa coefficient refers to the
degree of dependability, consistency or stabilitya scale. The indicators of highly-
reliable constructs are highly interrelated andaat that they all seem to measure
the same thing. However, high reliability is a resagy but not sufficient condition; it
does not guarantee that a construct is representiag it is supposed to represent
(Cronbach, 1951: 297-334; Hair et al., 2010: 634)e general acceptance of the
lower limit for Cronbach’s alpha is 0.7, although may decrease to 0.60 in
exploratory research (Drasgow, 1984: 134-135, daal., 2010: 125). In this study,
the reliability coefficients of eleven constructere tested with 158 social enterprises
(see table 5.5).

Average variance extracted (AVE) is a measure n¥emence among a set of
items representing a construct. It is the averagregmtage of variation explained
among the items of a construct (Hair et al., 2@BR8). Fornell and Larcker (1981: 39-
50) indicated that the AVE value should exceed fo5 a construct. Table 5.4
indicates that the AVE values exceeded 0.5 ofalbtructs.
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Table 5.4 Reliability and Validity

Reliability Validity
Constructs Alpha Construct Convergent
Coefficient (AVE)
Organizational Performance 74 51
Effectiveness .85
Growth .84
Social Entrepreneurship .96 .90
Social Innovation .79
Proactiveness .83
Risk-taking .80
Social Capital .70 .52
Social Trust .82
Network .81
Public Sector Engagement .88
Organizational Resources .64 .84
Acquisition .78
Utilization .80
Inimitability .79
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5.4 Assessing Measurement Models

5.4.1 Social Entrepreneurship

The first measurement model examined the reldtipgssamong the measures
of social entrepreneurship. Social entrepreneuralap theorized to consist of three
sub-constructs: social innovation (Sl), proactienéPA), and risk-taking (RT). In
terms of reliability, Cronbach’s alpha for the aadér construct of social
entrepreneurship was .905; for social innovati@®; #or proactiveness .826; and for
risk-taking .802, all indicating reliable measures.

Figure 5.1 presents the standardized estimatethéomeasurement model of
social entrepreneurship with 11 measurement itejaestions 1-11 in Appendix B).
As illustrated in the figure, factor loadings beémeitems and their underlying sub-
constructs ranged from 0.54-0.90, showing that @aeAsurement item is a member
of social entrepreneurship variable. The correfstibetween the three hypothesized
dimensions of social entrepreneurship were abov® ©0.89-0.92). Overall, the
proposed three-dimension measurement model termdé&tithe data highly well, as
the five indices were all at an acceptable valuEl (G-I, CFl above 0.90, RMSEA
between 0.05-0.08, p>.05).
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Si1

Sl2 Social

. Si3 Innovation

Si4

PAL

PA2 Social
@ Proactiveness Entrepreneurship
.———P PA3

PA4

RT1

RT2 Risk-taking

RT3

Chi-square=48.594 df=37 p=.063
RMSEA= .050 GFI=.947 IFl=.985 CFI=.984

Figure 5.1 Measurement Model of Social Entrepreneurship.

5.4.2 Social Capital

The second measurement model examined the redhis among the
measures of social capital (question 2.1-2.13 irpekglix B). Social capital was
theorized to consist of three sub-constructs: $dnigt, network, and public sector
engagement. Cronbach’s alpha for social trust wés5) for network, 0.811; and for
public sector engagement, 0.880), indicating a Heytel of reliability. Figure 5.2
presents standardized estimates for the measuremnuatdl of social capital with 13
items. As illustrated in the figure, the factorda@ys of all measures were moderate to
high (ranging from 0.53-0.95). All the fit indiceshowed that the three dimensions
provided a moderate level for the observed coiglatamong the collection of item
measures (GFI, IFIl, CFl above 0.90, RMSEA betwe66-0.08).
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Chi-square=78.455 df=60 p=.055
RMSEA=.044 GFI=.932 IFI=.980 CFI=.979

Figure 5.2 Measurement Model of Social Capital

5.4.3 Organizational Resources

The third measurement model examined the relstigs among the measures
of organizational resources. Organizational resowas theorized to consist of three
sub-constructs: acquisition, uniqueness, and atibn. In terms of reliability,
Cronbach’s alpha for the overall construct of asfjwin was 0.781; for uniqueness it
was .786; and for utilization, .800, all indicatireliable measures. Figure 5.3 presents
the standardized estimates for the measurement |Inobd@rganizational resources

with 13 measurement items (questions 3.1 to 3.18ppendix A). As illustrated in



the figure, the factor loadings between items ameirtunderlying sub-constructs
ranged from 0.55-0.88, showing that each measurenem appeared to be an
adequate indicator of the latent variable of orgatonal resources. The correlations
between the three hypothesized dimensions of arghonal resources were
acceptable (0.57-0.63). Overall, the proposed tneension measurement model

tended to fit the data moderately well, as the fivéices were all at an acceptable

value.

92

Acquisition

Organizational

Resources

79

ACQ1
ACQ2
ACQ3
ACQ4
ACQ5
UN1
UN2
UN3
UN4
uT1
uT2
uT3
uT4

Chi-square=74.271 df=55 p=.043
RMSEA= .047 GFI=.932 IFI=.975 CFI=.974

Figure 5.3 Measurement Model of Organizational Resources
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5.4.4 Organizational Performance

The fourth measurement model examined the rekttips among the
measures of organizational performance. Organizatiperformance was theorized
to consist of two sub-constructs: nonfinancial &ndncial perspectives. In terms of
reliability, Cronbach’s alpha for the overall canst of nonfinancial was .851; and
for financial, .835, all indicating reliable meassr Figure 5.4 presents the
standardized estimates for the measurement modelrgzinizational performance
with 9 measurement items (questions 4.1 to 4.9ppehdix B). As illustrated in the
figure, the factor loadings between items and thenlerlying sub-constructs ranged
from 0.33-0.90, showing that each measurement appeared to be an adequate
indicator of the latent variable of organizatiopa&irformance. Overall, the proposed
two-dimension measurement model tended to fit tta dhoderately well, as the five
indices were acceptable.

.82***
F2

.82***
F3

Chi-square=34.795 df=23 p=.055
RMSEA= .057 GFI=.953 IFI=.983 CFI=.983

‘—> NFL oy
‘—> NF2
NF3
Effectiveness

‘——P NF4
NF5

Organizational
@ NF6 Performance

Figure 5.4 Measurement Model of Organizational Performance
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Figure 5.5 Summary of Measurement Models

Measurement
72 df p y2/df  GFI IFI CFlI RMSEA
Model
Social 48.594 37 0.063 1.31 0.947 0.985 0.984 0.050

Entrepreneurship

Social Capital 78.455 60 0.055 1.31 0.932 0.980 0.979 0.044
Organizational 74.271 55 0.043 1.35 0.047 0.932 0975 0.974
Resource

Organizational 34.795 23 0.055 1.51 0.057 0.953 0.983 0.983

Performance

5.5 Assessing Structural Model

This section presents the data analysis procedarel findings for each
research question and hypothesis. The cross-corelaoefficients were initially
used to answer the first research question, amdghth analysis through AMOS was
employed in order to provide the parameter coefficof the relationships among the
study variables. Path analysis and the goodnes§it dhdices were performed
simultaneously to answer the research questions.

According to Joreskog and Sorborn (1996), Stmatté&Equation Modeling
comprises two general sub-models: (1) a measuremrmeratel that develops the
relationships between the observed variables @idis) and the latent (unobserved)
variables; and (2) a structural or theoretical nhdtlat develops the relationships
between the latent variables which is based onataaktionships. Both sub-models

need to be tested separately. The measurement maddirst estimated.
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5.5.1 Structural Equation Model Assessment

According to Tabachnick and Fidell (2001), theeoidentified model is a
model with more data points (variances and coveepthan free parameters. Hair et
al. (2006) pointed out that structural equation eliog) provides the parameter
estimated coefficient. In this study, the processkeassessment and evaluation of
model fit focused on the adequacy of the paranesttemates, the measures of overall
model fit, and modification indices.

5.5.1.1 Hypothesized Model Testing.

For the hypothesized model analysis, the hymited model
consisted of one exogenous variable, the sociaéemneurship variable, and three
endogenous variables: social capital, organizatisesources, and organizational
performance, with eleven observed variables. Théhfpothesized model was tested
with SEM using AMOS 20.0. The variables were erderdo SEM based on the
hypothesized model. The generalized least squ&esS)( method was utilized to
estimate the parameters and to assess the suffictérthe hypothesized model. All
the first indicators of each variable in this staegocial innovation (variable of social
entrepreneurship), social trust (variable of socapital), acquisition (variable of
organizational resources), and effectiveness (pkriaf peer social capital)—were
assigned values as 1.00 in order to fix them agerate variables.

As regards the goodness of fit indices for tipothesized model,

the y2value was 80.405 with 38 degrees of freedom atlygeva .000, with y2/df =

2.12, RMSEA = .084, GFI = .83, IFI = .94, and CFI94, indicating that the model
did not fit the empirical data. For the hypothedireodel analysis, the overall model
fit is exhibited in Table 5.5.

In conclusion, the hypothesized model did nothé empirical data
because of poor goodness of fit statistics and samspecification parameters. Thus,
the hypothesized model had to be modified to imeritne fit indices.

5.5.1.2 Model Modification and Model Fit

As part of its output, the AMOS program provides types of
information tendency regarding model misspecifmati the modification indices
(MIs) and the residuals. The modification indicesd aaccompanying expected

parameter change statistics, and underlying thieateteasoning, were used for
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adjusting the initially-hypothesized model. Thegkst modification index was set
free, which suggested that the error terms wereeladed. It would significantly
improve the model and lead to a proximate drofmérhodel chi-square if the p-value
or/and remained non-significant, although the GH, and CFI were at acceptable
levels. Further modification indexing was performédoreover, the modification
indices suggested that the modification indicesewassociated with the correlated
errors between the observed endogenous variabldstten observed exogenous
variables. The modifications were continued uritigaodness of fit indices indicated
that the modified model had a better fit than tlypdthesized model. The final
modified model showed that the model fit the datlwrhe value was decreased
from 80.405 to 46.844 with 35 degrees of freedorp &blue = .087, witly2/df =
1.34, RMSEA = .46, GFI = .949, IFl = .984, and GFB83. All fit indices were at an
acceptable level for the model (Kline, 2005; Hairat, 2010). In summary, a
comparison between the hypothesized and the mddifiedel indicated that the
modified model had a better fit with the empirici@ta than the hypothesized model
(see table 5.6).

Table 5.6 Goodness of Fit Indices of the Hypothesized andied Models

Goodness of fit statistics
Types of goodness

Hypothesized Modified

of fit index

Model Model
Chi-square 80.41 46.84
Degrees of freedom (df) 38 35
p-value .000 .087
Adjusted Chi-square2/df) 2.12 1.34
Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) 408 0.46
Goodness of fit Index (GFI) .83 .949
Incremental Fit Index (IFI) 940 .984

Comparative fit index (CFI) .938 .983
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Regarding the structural model fit, three hypoittess are true: the relationship
between social entrepreneurship and social caphtal,relationship between social
capital and organization resources, and the relslip between organizational
resources and organization performance. Althoughsignificant parameters should
be removed from the model, Byrne (2006) suggestatithe substantive theoretical
interest must be considered even though the statistnonstrates a non-significant
parameter. In this study, the non-significant patis included in the model because
of the substantive aspects in the theory (Figuse 5.
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5.5.2 Hypothesis Testing
The complete analysis combines structural eguatmdeling (SEM) and
measurement modeling, which also works with corditony factor analysis in order
to test the hypotheses of the study. The resultiseohypothesis testing are as follows.
Hi: Social entrepreneurship has a positive effect omrganizational
resources.
In hypothesis 1, the results indicated that thwect effect of social

entrepreneurship on organizational resources wastatcally significant 3 = 0.22;

p> 0.05); thus, hypothesis one was rejected.

H,: Social entrepreneurship has a positive effect oorganizational
performance.

Contrary to expectations, the hypothesis linlgngial entrepreneurship to

organizational performance in hypothesis two wasébto be insignificantf = .76;

p> 0.05); thus, hypothesis two was rejected.

Hs: Social entrepreneurship has a positive effect asocial capital.

As can be seen, the hypotheses linking sociakpr@neurship to social
capital in hypothesis 3 were supported by the Uyider data. The path leading from
social entrepreneurship to social capitgb <X .76; p< 0.05) was statistically
significant. The more social entrepreneurship therdhe more social capital there
will be. Therefore, hypothesis three was supported.

H,4: Social capital has a positive effect on organizainal resources.

Hypothesis 4 hypothesizes that social capitall wibsitively affect
organizational resources in terms of social trus¢fwork, and public sector
engagement. As expected, the path leading fromak@apital to organizational
resource #= 0.10; p< 0.05) was statistically significant imetexpected directions.
Therefore, hypothesis four was substantiated.

Hs: Social capital has a positive effect on organizainal performance.

Contrary to expectations, regarding the impactsotial capital on
organizational performance, the path coefficiens wttistically insignificant and the

sign was reversed A= -0.16; p> 0.05), thus indicating a lack of supptor

hypothesis nine.
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He: Organizational resources has a positive effect oorganizational
performance.
The effect of organizational resources on orgeronal performance in

hypothesis 6 was found to be significant at thgp&&gent confidence leveli= 0.92;

p< 0.05), thereby suggesting that organizationabueces can have a significant
direct impact on organizational performance. Thaesf hypothesis eight was
accepted.

Table 5.7 A Summary of the Results of the Hypothesis Testing

Hypotheses Finding

Hi: Social entrepreneurship has a positive effeairganizational Not

resources. Supported
H,: Social entrepreneurship has a positive effeairganizational Not

performance. Supported
Hs: Social entrepreneurship has a positive effectamial capital. Supported
H4: Social capital has a positive effect on orgamiretl resources. Supported
Hs: Social capital has a positive effect on orgamirel Not

performance. Supported

Hg: Organizational resources have a positive effacdrganizational  Supported

performance.
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5.6 Social Entrepreneurship and Organizational Pdormance:

Qualitative Results

The in-depth interviews with five social entrepears and comments from the
respondents written in returned questionnaires sar@marized in this part. Key
guestions are related to the level of their soeiadrepreneurship, social capital,
organizational resources, and organizational perdoice variables, and the
relationship among these variables. The findingdicated three main important
points as follows.

5.6.1 The Impact of Social Entrepreneurship on @anizational
Resources and Organizational Performance

Surprisingly, innovation was one of the main isstased by almost all of the
interviewees that were top managers and entrepren&bey have recognized and
tried to develop new products or services deliveted society. The process
improvement in their operations has been of conddareover, they acknowledged
that innovation is the fundamental source of vatusation in organization and an
important enabler of sustainability. The managetheffoundation for slum childcare

stated the following in this connection.

In recent years, we have changed our roles frorapanator into a
provider who provides the skill and know-how to couonities to
deal with their problems by themselves, resultethéofoundation’s

mission was more accomplished effectively.

Corresponding with the AIDS Foundation, the gjteening in their target
group is the key role of the organization rathantiirectly helping with physical
materials.

A-chieve,” a social enterprise that won the bessplan “Banpu Champion

for Change,” has an innovative social mission tip lhégh school students to find a fit
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career before they attend the university. The caewortrayed an interesting view

in the following:

In the past, most high school students attendedrhersity without
thinking about their future career; it was an edocal waste. Our
organizational service encourages them to meet tight career

before they attend the university.

The Kenan Institute Asia, a top nonprofit orgatian in Thailand, has
launched many innovative programs. It provides @@Ring, research, and advisory
services, and equips private companies with practmols necessary to implement
strategic corporate citizenship programs.

NGOs and social enterprise nowadays have accdptadthey face with
turbulent circumstances; there are both internal external forces affecting their
survival. Proactiveness is one of a characteristesded. Many social enterprises
have responded to this situation by launching newadyrcts/service, innovative
techniques and technologies, etc. However, it ffer@int from the business sector;
social entrepreneurs realized that they tend topetenwith themselves rather than
with other competitors.

The influence of social entrepreneurship is cleaelated to organizational
resources. Innovative new products, services andepses of social enterprise have
led them to better resource acquisition and unigsgnSince resources are the chief
factors for their operation, the resources have actgd their organizational

performance as well.

5.6.2 The Impact of Social Capital on Organizatinal Resources and
Organizational Performance
Social trust, a part of social capital, is an intaot source of resources. The
long-term survival of organizations, both charitydabusiness enterprises, depend on
this factor. The manager of a foundation for sluniidcare stated the following in this

connection:
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Our good image background made we have had marposeps.
Some private companies set up a yearly activitystgoporting us the

funding while other provides us their products awnbusly.

Trust is also correlated with organizational catnment, which refers to the
psychological attachment that organizations hawetd their target group or society,
including the widespread feeling among people ahéroorganizations that they are
willing to support social enterprises. At the indval level, a high level of trust
within an organization can help to reduce employemover. One of social
entrepreneur said that trust at the management ieva@gnificantly correlated with
turnover rate. In Thai society, the social relasioip between individual actors,
groups, organizations, and communities is consta® networks. When we need
help, we can count on other members in the netwaoky in formal and informal
ways. Having a diversity of friendships has a pesieffect.

In dealing with social issues, the open-ended tguesire comments
indicated that there are a lot of limitations retyjag government service mechanism.
As they are partly supported by government agensiesal entrepreneurs think that
they can better solve the social problems in tb@mmunities because of social trust,
and the good relationships that obtain there. brtslsocial entrepreneurs emphasize
this fact, and social capital, including trust, wetk, and public sector engagement

correlates with the organization’s resources amtbpeance.

5.6.3 The Impact of Organizational Resources d@rganizational
Performance
The consensus on the importance of resources nagioned by social
entrepreneurs. Resource acquisition, especiallgn@iml resources, was a main
concern. Nowadays, several NGOs have tried to a&sererevenue from their
product/service sales instead of donations. Therui@wees proposed in the

interview, for example, the following:
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The proportion of our income which comes from pridsale has
been increase every year. We have launched newseswch as
public training courses provided to the market. hee are quite
confident that we can sustain our resources arfdrpeance.

The uniqueness of resources is the specialtgsdurces that are difficult to
imitate by other organizations. It is sometimesficlift to perceive this feature.
However, some social entrepreneurs said that tlaee Imore expertise than other
organization in the same area, as well as knowlealgeut the organization’s

technology and procedure.

The strengths of our organization are organimatowlture and
knowledge. Our employees are full of service miadg by long-
term employ, we can say that our employees areueniVe also

have training courses for pubic.

Additionally, the efficiency of resource utilizan needs to be carried out
strictly. Social mind is the culture that employeleave been inspired by the
organization. Social enterprises have the sameviehan spending a reasonable
amount of organizational budget and working effesdti. Networks also have made
them reduce transactional costs.

In sum, entrepreneurs view that resource acguisiand resource utilization,
correlate with organizational performance, and weses should be unique so that
they can retain a strong competitive advantage.

5.7 Chapter Summary

This chapter presented the characteristics ofsdmaple, including gender,
educational level, positional level, social enteurship, social capital,
organizational resources, and organizational pevdoce. Of the 1,000 social
enterprises that were mailed the survey, 158 (1b.8&turned a completed

guestionnaire. Using a structural equation modekpgproach, AMOS 20.0 was
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employed to test the measurements, and the hypoddesnd modified models of the
factors contributing to organizational performandde results indicated that the
hypothesized model did not fit to the sample d@ta-square, goodness of fit indices
statistics, and modification indices were emploiedodify the hypothesized model.
The final modified model had a good fit with the grical data and explained 46%,
31%, and 36% of the variance in organizational weses, social capital, and

organizational performance respectively. Regarditng qualitative data, the

interviewees strongly agreed that social entrepnesigp and social capital in their
resources play an important role to improve peréoroe.



CHAPTER 6

DISCUSSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

This chapter interprets and discusses the asaly@n chapter five. The
chapter begins with a conclusion, followed by set®.2, a discussion of the findings
in chapter five in conjunction with results of otheecent studies found in the
management literature. Section 6.3 assesses theibobion of the study, while
section 6.4 discusses the limitations of the stiyally, section 6.5 explores future

research directions.

6.1 Conclusion

The increasing number of social enterprises andptawh of the social
entrepreneurship concept represent the backgrotimisostudy. Social enterprises
have been recognized as a new phenomenon in Thablahthere are many questions
regarding their resources and performance. Thectige of this study was to
investigate the role of social entrepreneurship #mel social capital of social
enterprises in relation to organizational resoures organizational performance, to
examine the effects of social entrepreneurship sowal capital on organizational
resources and organizational performance, and ¢pose recommendations for
management and government policies to promote Isextiarprises as a part of public
service providers.

The research employed both quantitative and @i methods. The
data were collected through a questionnaire arehi@ws. Preliminary data were
collected at the management level of social entaprin Thailand. A survey
instrument was developed by adapting the measwed in previous studies that
assessed social entrepreneurship, social capit@anizational resources, and
organizational performance based on an integratidhe resource-based view and
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resource dependence theory. Among the 1,000 seawrprises contacted, 184
responses were received, with a response rate%f Bl®@wever, only 158 samplings
(15.8%) could be used for analysis.

The obtained data were used to examine the casstionship between
factors through Structural Equation Modeling (SEWhHe study results suggested that
all constructs, social entrepreneurship, and samagital, organizational resources,
and organizational, fit the model. Hypothesis tegtied to the finding that social
entrepreneurship (social innovation, proactivenass, risk-taking) was found to be
insignificantly associated with organizational nesm®s (uniqueness, acquisition, and
utilization) and organizational performance (growahd effectiveness). However,
social entrepreneurship was found to be signiflgaassociated with social capital
(social trust, network, public engagement). Soaapital was found to affect
organizational resources considerably, but it davehan effect on organizational
performance; organizational resources however dalige a positive impact on
organizational performance. These results will iseussed in topic 6.2.

The finding shows that combining two theories eaplain organizational
performance better than using only one theory. rékalts suggest that organizational
resources are inspired by social capital, as segmevious literature, and that social
capital is the main source of resources. Socialreprgneurship is active
characteristics affecting social capital as welheTimplications of this paper will
provide a basis for a theoretical model for inciegrganizational resources and
their performance. The proposed model will fit sbcenterprise and nonprofit

organizations, whose resources are very signifif@artheir survival.

6.2 Discussion

After the data were collected, and the hypothesese tested bysing
structural equation modelinghe study results support for the position thatisdoc
entrepreneurship and organizational resources lyoimhpacted organizational
performance. Thirty-six percent of the varianceavganizational performance was
explained by the combination of two factors. Thiofwing paragraphs discuss each

variable thatesulted from the hypothesis testing and interungwi
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6.2.1 Hypothesis 1Social entrepreneurship has a positive effect on

organizational resources.

The results indicated that the direct effect ofial entrepreneurship on
organizational resources was not statically sigarft. Organizational resources were
not inspired by the a social entrepreneurial oagoih. Social entrepreneurship in this
study was represented by three dimensions: somalation, proactiveness, and risk-
taking. Organizations can acquire enough resouwisout engaging in social
innovation. Therefore, social entrepreneurship e oof the factors affecting
organizational resources and it is a choice foraoizptional development.
Nevertheless, without proactiveness, it is not jpbsghat social enterprises can seek
specific and valuable resources to support a susike competitive advantage.

Even though the interviewees agreed that thegletk® create and engage
in more active behavior to gain and maintain sgjiateesources, in reality, there were
several factors that directly affected resourcesweéier, the positive covariance
between the two variables supported the role ofathalability of resources. Social
enterprises are like all other organizations the¢dhto acquire and develop their
resources (Anheier, 2005). They should provide aoentrepreneurship with a

roadmap to focus their effort in order to enhang@nizational resources.

6.2.2 Hypothesis 2Social entrepreneurship has a positive effect on

organizational performance.

Contrary to expectations, the hypothesis linksagial entrepreneurship to
organizational performance in this hypothesis veagdl to be insignificant, and thus
the hypothesis was rejected. This finding is incstest with the theorized argument
that organizations need more innovation, proactégsnand risk taking to generate
the performance.

Innovation is one of the main organizational ®ssc issues raised by
interviewees, who were social entrepreneurs; otiservihey will experienciew
performance or cannot survive. However, it is difft to saythat some factors led to
organizational performance. The positive covaridnesveen these two variables has
to discuss. Innovation had an influence on orgditizal performance, but it was

insignificant.
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6.2.3 Hypothesis 3Social entrepreneurship has a positive effect acrako

capital.

The result of the hypothesis testing shoted social entrepreneurship had a
positive impact on social capital. The study reedalthat the more social
entrepreneurship that existed, the more socialtalathiere was. By adopting social
entrepreneurship, social entrepreneurs can gertbeasocial capital activities such as
social participation and social network activitiealthough the concept of
entrepreneurship emerged in the private secta pdger shows that it can be adapted
in the non-profit and social enterprise sector.

Social entrepreneurial orientation has a consteicinfluence on social
capital. Higher entrepreneurially-oriented companteve greater ability to gain
social capital and economic opportunities througgirtsocial network (Lee, Lee &
Pennings, 2001). Social entrepreneurs can be repeosbcial capital and sustain the
organization if they adopt social entrepreneursbighavior. Therefore, social
enterprises can expect a mutual relationship betweeial capital and entrepreneurial

orientation.

6.2.4 Hypothesis 4Social capital has a positive effect on organizetio

resources.

The hypothesis related to the positive roles otiad capital regarding
organizational resources was approved. The intergdnizational resources of the
social enterprise are limited. The literature mamgi that it is necessary to interact
with the external environment more to gain reinfonent. Social capital can be
viewed as the network connected to businesses.tddmsocial capital means
inadequate interactions with external firms, andl wause negative impacts on
organizational resources. It is difficult for nonteepreneurial-oriented companies to
obtain precious resources from their social capital

For social enterprises, especially NGOs, theneoigloubt that their funding
generally depends on social trust. Moreover, puldiicies and government agencies
need to share their funds with the social entezpsis that they can obtain sufficient
resources. The finding from the interviews and c@nts by the respondents in the
returned questionnaires also indicated that thdigpabctor has to pay more attention
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to social enterprises because their mission isalipcbased, which corresponds

directly to the public mission or social benefits.

6.2.5 Hypothesis 5Social capital has a positive effect on organizetio

performance.

The results indicated that social capital did nadirectly influence
organizational performance. The high level of slotiast, networks, and political
engagement did not guarantee the success of theipagjon. A possible explanation
for the lack of significance appears to be twofétdst, although social capital is an
opportunity, it not means that the social entegprisan use this contribution
effectively. Social trust, networking, and publiecor engagement are embedded in
the organization and are well-known by society, thety have lain in the air without
benefit if the organizations are not spend thepasjunities. Second, social capital
has a fluctuation overtime, and it can be changgmkdding on the situation. Cross-
sectional data analysis cannot observe this change.

Previously, the organizational performance resess were not directly linked
to the social capitallnstead, the result that affected by the socialtabguch as
corporate innovation, interfirm resource exchangggional production networks,
mobilization of finance, collective goal orientati@and shared trust, organizational
citizenship behavior, corporate entrepreneurshigaton of new intellectual capital,
knowledge acquisition and exploitation, interfireaining (Andrew and Klaus, 2009).
Social capital would be seen as a fundamental gtrfrature of social enterprises to
deal with others. However, social capital is justagportunity which depends on the
use of this chance.

6.2.6 Hypothesis 60rganizational resources have a positive effect on

organizational performance.

This hypothesis found a positive relationshipagsn organizational resources
and organizational performance. Little previoussagsh has discussed the effect of
organizational resource on organizational perfoirceaand some papers have failed to
mention this relation. For this paper, three camds; resources acquisition,

uniqueness, and utilization, proved that combinthg resource-based view and
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resource dependence theory is better explanatiamgainizational performance. The
limitation of the organizational resource factorthe past mostly concerned only
resource acquisition or internal resources. Comagoh on both acquisition and
uniqueness, as well as utilization, have made bkoergerprises meet their

performance.

6.3 Limitations of the Study

This research obtained valuable results; howesesteral limitations should be
discussed. There are a number of methodologicatiaiions that must be considered
when evaluating the results of this study. The tioesaire employed in this study
must also be considered as a limitation. Althougg questionnaires were replied to
by top management, self-reporting bias may haveuroed in the data-collection
process; the respondents may have tried to prtteaiselves and organizations by
overrating their evaluation, etc. Given the emphasn data collection, the
organizational performance data were collected subgective basis.

Since there are many kinds of social enterprigéis study, and there have no
standard regarding their real financial data ateted data, it was difficult to measure
the same criteria. The organizational performare@ ¢h this study were measured
according to the manager’s perception, insteadoof freal financial and output data.

The cross-sectional data of this study are alsim#éation that must be
considered. All of the variables—social entrepreskip, social capital,
organizational resources, and organizational perdoce—need to observe in the
long-run observation. For example, organizatiomalwgh is a dynamic measure of
change over time for assessing the amount of grdhdh a firm has experienced
(Weinzimmer, Nystrom and Freeman, 1998: 235). Lydrevnsend, Sullivan and
Drago (2010: 10-11) pointed out that returns mayshert term and long-term, and
therefore careful research should be conductedgesa the viability of organizational
performance. Without multiple response points ovine, substantive causal
inferences cannot be made. Even though it is preduimat the independent variables
and the dependent variable were causally relatdg,aocorrelation relationship exists

in this study. Although many of the causal relasioips between the independent
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variables and the dependent variable in this staalybe theoretically supported, they
need to be examined with a time lag between thepeddent variables and their

impact on the dependent variable for a more rigoiudy.

6.4 Recommendations

6.4.1 Policy Recommendations

1) Social enterprise is an interesting kind of orgation. It can earn
income while tackling social issues. Increasing tiuenber of social enterprises is
relevant to the policy and government sponsorsHips. role of polices should spur
private enterprises to engage in social value,earaburage social organizations and
charities to act in a business-like manner in thetivities. Such policies need a clear
intention and objective regarding the scope of aoenterprises in order to address
social agenda and goals.

2) In order to create social capital among social rpniges, public
policy could formulate cooperation and networksnaficial support may directly
carry through the form of purchaser-provider spli@ws and regulations that support
social enterprises would be launched and revisedd$ or loans with low interest as
well as tax privileges should be established, dad-ap or seed money for program
development should be provided. In Thailand, theaiT8ocial Enterprise Office
(TSEO) was established in 2011. The TSEOQO'’s priostyo stimulate cooperation
among social enterprises and to develop their mésvon Thailand. However, the
perception of people has been limited. The investme enhancing charity and
private organizations to be social enterpriseslirevthe new public management that
would like to scale down the public sector, anchdfar the public sector mission to
private enterprises.

3) Social entrepreneurship can be viewed as a newepbnfor
Thailand’s society. The body of knowledge and impdatation plans need to be
generated and transferred. Public agencies shohlahee awareness and education in
this area and improvement of capabilities. Soaiémprise courses should encourage
knowhow that is distinct from the for-profit and KRG concept to assist social

enterprise in achieving a competitive advantage.
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6.4.2 Recommendation for Social Enterprises
The results of this study suggest that sociatrpnises have to focus on key
factors as follows.

1) Similar to commercial organizations, social entsgs confront
resource constraints. In order to respond to enwiental changes, these results show
that social capital has a direct effect on orgaiomal resources. In Thailand, the
influence of the relationship is nationwide. So@apital stems from the relationship
between friends, and networks to get opportunttesse their resources (Burt, 1992:
58). Through networks, social enterprises need neolve themselves in the
environment such as through associations and pabéacies. Creating social trust by
formal and informal channels drives reliability.rther, the public sector still plays a
chief role nowadays, so, engaging public agencdaseded. Nevertheless, of social
capital by balancing the degree of involvementrip aetwork should be careful.

2) Social entrepreneurship is an active behavior soatal enterprises
should recognize. In order to sustain organizatioeaources, social enterprises
should to try new processes and management metlasdsyell as launch new
products which are different to the existing ongaking initiatives by anticipating
new opportunities is part of the proactive chanmsties for success. In order to adopt
earned income opportunities, social entreprenetnsuld behave like business
entrepreneurs. These characteristics will help th&mgenerate funding, and
nonfinancial aspects, such as knowledge and vauste

3) The results showed that the organizational ressutaetor directly
affected organization performance. Based on theures-based view and resource
dependent theories, in this study organizationsbweces were portrayed in terms of
resource acquisition, uniqueness, and utilizatibimile several papers concentrated
on the characteristics of advantage resources, study also focused on both
characteristics and utilization, which will demamasé¢ the real benefits of resources.

4) The results of this study suggest that nonprofifaaizations might
transform themselves into social enterprises byagimg in commercial activities
while providing social value, and all kinds of ongaations can adopt social

entrepreneurships and the social capital concept.
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6.5 Suggestions for Future Study

This finding and their limitations provided a nuentof areas where further
research might be warranted to deepen the unddmstaof how social enterprises
sustain their performance and respond to the emviemt.

1) Specific types of organizations need to be studiBHge social
enterprises in this research were comprised of nfiamgs of organizations, such as
NGOs, companies, foundations, associations, contgnanterprises, and a focus was
not made on any single one. Although the reseashmaption tried to investigate the
mutual characteristics of all social enterpriserabteristics and to treat them as the
same kind of organization, there are many pointheif personality that are different
in reality. Future research should study exactmggdion forms separately in order to
observe the level of relationships among the facamd their model fit.

2) All variables in this research; social entrepresbiy, social
capital, organizational resources, and organizatigmerformance, are changing
overtime, then, a longitudinal approach could Hesmato test the research model.
Leana and Pil (2006) suggested that a longitudexaloration of the relationships
might be helpful for identifying the precursors amither enabling factors for social
capital, while Gavrea et al. (2011) suggested tepeating the study in one or two
years will offer the possibility to do a comparatianalysis and to see how the
analyzed firms evolved over time and improved tpenrformance.

3) Comparative study between modern NGOs which hagptad the
concept of social entrepreneurship and traditioN&Os will demonstrate the
influence of social entrepreneurship on organizetio performance. Recently,
nonprofit organizations have increasingly applibé toncepts from the business
sector, such as strategic planning, balanced smateperformance management, and
financial models, while some nonprofit organizatidrave been stuck in conventional
ways. The results of a comparative study would éxy interesting to prove if social
entrepreneurship is a good selective choice forrnéw management concept for
social enterprises.

4) Organizational theories, such as population ecologyd

institutional theory, can be applied for a bettedderstanding of their long-term
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competencies. Because this study emphasized tagoredhip among organizations,
the complementary perspective of population ecolagy institutional theories will
provide for the development of variables and messuegarding the fruitfulness of
organizational theories related to organizatioraburces and performance.

5) The tool for assessing social enterprise succesd) as social
return on investment (SROI), social enterprisezdd scorecard (SEBC), and social
impact for local economies (SIMPLES), should bedleped and introduced as part
of organizational performance. Since social enteegr have a different nature of
characteristics from general profit organizatiotig for-profit company emphasizes
profit-maximization while the social enterprise nmakzes social-orientation profit.
SROI will determine the value of social benefiteated by an organization related to
the relative cost of achieving such benefit.

6) To avoid of self-reporting bias in the measuremeinvariables,
especially the organizational performance variabtgcrete data should be obtained.
Future research is encouraged to obtain data froandial papers instead of

subjective opinions of top executives.

6.6 Chapter Summary

This chapter portrays the summary of the resegaper, including the
significance of the study, a key literature reviengsearch methodology, results,
limitations, as well as recommendations and suggestfor future study. By
integrating the resource-based view and resourpemdience theories, the results of
the hypothesis testing indicated that three of g$he hypotheses were significant:
social entrepreneurship had a positive effect ariabaapital, social capital had a
positive effect on organizational resources, andawizational resources had a
positive effect on organizational performance. $haly results make contributions to
those that are involved in policy and managemeatigb entrepreneurs will have a
better understanding of the factors affecting thegources and performance, while
policy makers can create supportive environmentwél@r, there are some
limitations of the study leading to suggest forufet research regarding research

methodologies and topics; specific types of orgations, longitudinal study,
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comparative study between traditional and modern ONG applying more
organizational theories, the tools for measurirgaoizational measures, and manifest

data.
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No. 0526.02/ School of Public Administration
National Institute of
Development Administration
Bangkapi, Bangkok 10240
September 2013
Dear

On behalf of the Graduate School of Public Admnaison, National Institute
of Development Administration, 1 am writing thisttler to request your kind
cooperation for Mr.Sookyuen Tepthong to distribhie questionnaire.

Mr.Sookyuen Tepthong, a Ph.D. Candidate in Develagmdministration, is
presently working on her doctoral dissertation, ¢i@b entrepreneurship and
organizational performance”. He has selected yogarzation as one of the samples.
The information based on the fact that your orgation will provide significant
insights to his study.

May | take this opportunity to assure you that ithfermation obtained from
the questionnaire will be kept confidential, and tesearch findings will be analyzed
and reported at an aggregated level. Please réterguestionnaire, using the postage
paid pre-addressed return envelope, before Julg@E3.

Should you need additional information, please acinMr.Sookyuen directly
at the following email address: sookyuen@gmail.carobile phone 089-201-6616.
Thank you in advance for kind consideration.

Yours sincerely,

Associate Professor Nisada Wedchayanon
Dean

Graduate School of Public Administration
National Institute of Development Administration
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Part 1 General information about respondents and iganizations

General Instruction: Please matlor X in [] that best describes your answer.

General information about respondents
1. Gender [] Female 1 Male
2. Education [] Below a Bachelor's[] Bachelo[] Higkiean a bachelor's
3. Present Title

] Owner [0 President [] Board Committee

[] Manager/Director [] Secretary [  Other &Btespecify)
General information about organization
1. Organizational Type [ Company [] Foundatiof] Associatid ] edth
2. Related Mission

[ 1 Children/Youth/Women/Elderl["] Envwoent [] Product Industry

[] Disabled [] Animal Service ] Industry
[] Healthcare [0 Other (Pleaseiy) ..............
3. Organization Age Years
4. Number of Employee . Years

5. Sources of Income (Please specify No.1, 2, anih 3he space....)
........ Sale of Products and Fees and Chargecioc®s
........ Donated by Individual
........ Transferred from Parent Organization
........ Donated by Government
........ Other Private Organizations
........ Donated from Abroad
....... Membership Dues

........ Interest
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Part 2 Social Entrepreneurship

Please markl or X in the space that best describes your answer.

Strongly disagree Strongly agres
Statement < >
112| 3| 4| 5] 6| 7

1. My organization has major social change as a
dominant goal.

2. Generally, my organization is a leader in social
problem-solving projects.

3. My organization has a high rate of new program
and service development compared to other
organizations in our field.

4. My organization always finds new solutions for
social problem solving.

5. My organization has an emphasis on continupus
improvement in its methods of operation.

6. My organization quickly responds to social or
member needs.

7. My organization emphasizes new area
expansion or new targeting.

8. My organization creates a compromise among
the conflicting demands of the different
individuals we serve, including sources of
funding, clients, government, board members,
etc.

9. My organization takes risks in seizing and
exploiting new opportunities.

10. My organization tries to compete with others |n
the same field.

11.My organization makes large, bold decisions

despite uncertainty.
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Part 3 Social Capital

Please markl or X in the space that best describes your answer.

Statement

Strongly disagree

Strongly agree

<«

»

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

12. My organization has a good reputation in
society.

13.Myorganization’s information has been referr
to in the media.

14.Members or people have recognized my
organization as the first priority compared wit
other organizations.

15. Other organizations pay us a visit oftentimes

16. My organization has external alliances.

17.1/our administrators have a diversity of
friendships in many areas resulting in a posit
effect for the organization.

18. My organization has informal networks.

19.When my organization needs help, we can
count on other members of the network.

20. My organization plays a significant role in
networks.

21.My organization plays an important role in
proposing policy or procedures for social
problem solving.

22.0ur mission is related to government support
plans.

23.Government agencies need the support of m

organization.

24.The organization has contacts with governme

decision-makers.

ve

ing

2Nt
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Part 4 Organizational Resources

Please markl or X in the space that best describes your answer.

Strongly disagree

Strongly agree

Statement <

»

12| 3| 4

5

6

7

25.0ver the years, my organization has had the
ability to raise sufficient funds to accomplish its
mission.

26.Most of the revenue comes from
product/service sales.

27.My organization has gotten funds or received
money from donors or supporters.

28.Volunteers and experts always work in my
organization.

29. My organization has always gotten updated
information from the network.

30.An adequate budget is available for the
operations each year.

31.My organization works effectively.

32.Network organizations made my organization
reduce the cost of work.

33.Our profit is delivered for a better society.

34.My organization is more expert than other
organizations in the same industry.

35. The information of our organization is needed
by others.

36. It is difficult to imitate my organization’s
procedures.

37.0ur employees’ competency is outstanding and
rare.
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Part 5 Organizational performance in the last 3 yars

Please markl or X in the space that best describes your answer.

Strongly disagree Strongly agres
Statement < >

12| 3| 4] 5| 6| 7

38. My organization has an impact to social and
environmental problem-solving.

39.The public sector’'s mission has been supported
by my organization.

40. My organization always responds to customers
quickly.

41. Stakeholders are satisfied with the
organization’s operation.

42.My organization is flexible and adaptive to
environment.

43. My organization has financial sustainability.

Growth (3 years average)

More than 20% decreasing
10-20% Decreasing
less than 10% Decreasing
Neither increase or decrease
Less than 10% Increasing
10-20% Increasing
More than 20% increasing

44 . Income
45. Customer/client

46.Number of employees

Part 6 Please provide your opinions on the problems agdestions for promoting

your organization and social enterprise as a whole.
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