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 Social entrepreneurship is an emerging field that has attracted increasing 

attention in Malaysia.  Over the past few years, awareness and 

acceptance about social entrepreneurship has grown steadily.  This was 

reflected in various initiatives by different bodies.  Although a study by 

Global Entrepreneurship Monitor on social entrepreneurship indicated 

that only 0.2% of Malaysia working population are engaged in social 

entrepreneurship, the rising attention level especially among business 

entities, warrant futher studies on the relationship between social 

entrepreneurship and business performance. This study looks at social 

entrepreneurial behaviour among SME’s in Malaysia. Systematic 

random sampling was used and the number of valid responses received 

was 401. The results of the study indicated social entrepreneurship 

behaviour is not differentiated by the business structure of the firm.  

However, there is statistically difference of social entrepreneurial 

behaviour among type of industry and is higher in the service sector 

compared to the manufacturing industry.  There is also statistically 

difference of social entrepreneurial behaviour in relation to annual sales 

turnover and number of employee, reflecting the tendencies for firms 

with a higher turnover and a higher number of employees to showcase 

more social entrepreneurial behavior.  Surprisingly, the study found that 

there is statistically difference of social entrepreneurial behaviour and 

the firms age whereby social entrepreneurship behaviour decreases as 

firms grow older.   

 
 

INTRODUCTION 

 

Social entrepreneurship is picking up its place in Malaysia. The acceptance and awareness is growing steadily in 

the country. In 2012, International Youth Social Business Summit was organized by MyHarapan, a Youth Trust 

Foundation. The main event was The Global Social Business Summit, which attracted social business leaders all 

over the world (Joffres, 2013). This shows the enthusiasm of Malaysia towards social entrepreneurship as this is 

the first time the event was held outside Europe. Prior to that, the first Research Conference on Social Business 
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was held, boasting speakers such as Nobel Peace Prize laureate Prof Muhammad Yunus, Hans Reitz, co-founder 

of The Grameen Creative Lab and Prime Minister of Malaysia, Datuk Seri Najib Tun Razak (The Star, 2013). 

At the closing of the event, the Prime Minister Najib Razak announced that a fund of RM20 million (USD 6 

million) for social entrepreneurship is established. It was a surprisingly huge amount for a sector that is 

considered relatively small in Malaysia (Joffres, 2013), proving the government support towards social 

entrepreneurship in the country.    

 

In Malaysia, social entrepreneurship is widely used to describe the effort of certain non-profit organizations or 

the government agencies to change the economical state of poor communities (Zakaria, 2011). It is surprising 

that many sections believe that social entrepreneurship is only for the welfare or social benefit organizations that 

commonly fall into the non-profit organizations. There are many social benefit organizations and NGOs that are 

fighting for the social welfare of the society.  Does that mean that the profit sector does not have to share the 

responsibility in helping ease the social illness and problems? Is it sufficient to leave the responsibility to the 

social welfares and NGOs? Therefore does this practice of limiting social entrepreneurship among non-profit 

organizations is acceptable when most of the organizations in Malaysia consist of profit oriented organization?  

 

The question is why would a profit seeking organization would do socially responsible activities and strive for 

social causes? Based on the rational choice theory, people would only perform activities that would bring them 

benefit. Therefore, it is not surprising that organizations would only deal with activities that would bring benefit 

to the organizations, which is selecting the best actions that would bring desired outcome to the organization 

(Williams & Fedorowicz, 2012) and social entrepreneurship is less popular as it does not bring any financial 

result.  

 

However, contradict to the normal believe, few researchers have suggested that social entrepreneurship may 

contribute to organizational performance (Gandy, 2012; Mohtar & Rahim, 2014; Rahim, Mohtar & Ramli 2015; 

Rahim, Abidin, Junid & Lajin, 2016). Two studies were done on SMEs in Malaysia and it shows that social 

entrepreneurship behaviour positively affects the performance of the organization (Mohtar & Rahim, 2014; 

Rahim, Mohtar & Ramli 2015). It proves that by engaging in social entrepreneurship, the performance of the 

SMEs will increase relatively. 

 

Therefore this paper’s objectives are to (1) discuss the situation of social entrepreneurship in Malaysia (2) the 

issue of profit organization’s engagement with social entrepreneurship and (3) the analysis of SME’s 

behavioural towards social entrepreneurship. SME is chosen for this study as they represent the bigger 

percentage of profit organizations in Malaysia which is 99.2% (SMECorp, 2012). 

 

 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

 

Social Entrepreneurship 

Entrepreneurship is a well-accepted field, both practically and theoretically. But while entrepreneurship is a very 

developed and matured field, it’s subcategory of social entrepreneurship is very much the opposite (Mohtar & 

Rahim, 2014). Social entrepreneurship is a very young concept and is very much sought off in the practical 

world, however it is still considered in its infancy stage in academic platform (Johnson, 2002; Roberts & Woods, 

2005). However, in recent times the field of social entrepreneurship research has gained much pace and 

attention due to the fact that numerous numbers of scholars are interested and have done research on the 

particular topic (Zahra, Gedajlovic, Neubaum & Shulman, 2009) and new models of social entrepreneurship has 

been developed (Rahim & Mohtar, 2015) 

 

The term social entrepreneurship was firstly introduced by William Drayton, a MacArthur Fellow (Barendsen 

and Gardner, 2004; Dees, 2007). It is emerging in the world “given the new strategic environment where the 

social half of society’s operations is becoming as entrepreneurial, competitive, productive and powerful as 

business” (Ashoka, 2004). In terms of literature, social entrepreneurship is associated with few elements such as 

innovation, pro-activeness and risk-taking (Helm, 2007), innovation and inclusiveness (Jeffs, 2006), as well as 

leadership (Henton et al., 1997; Dees, 2009). 

 

Social entrepreneurs have the unique abilities of recognizing the complex social problems and working through 

it in a new way that raises public awareness of the problem through their vision, work and activities. They seek 

fresh opportunities and produce positive impact by using leadership and management methods (Dees, 2009). 

The social entrepreneurs work towards getting profit while creating change by providing community value 

(Dees, 1998), towards building a sustainable community (Johnson, 2000). 
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They believe that by inclusiveness and interdependence of the community, changes could be made that would 

bring the world forward. They connect sectors, stakeholders and diverse community networks by building a 

strong, resilient and productive relationship between the private, public and civil sectors. The networking 

relationship between communities is being used to get even bigger community relationship by creating bridges 

in order to pool resources (Henton et al, 1997). 

 

Social entrepreneurs are problem solvers with innovative solutions for unsolved community needs (Dees 1998) 

by mobilizing and using scarce resources in inventive ways (Dees, 1998; Henton et al.. 1997).They are 

considered as leaders in enhancing the community and the world (Henton et al., 1997). They empower the 

others by expressing their passion in order to create a better world and creating positive changes. They are 

networkers and motivators, conveners and teachers, drivers and integrators, agitators and mentors (Henton et al., 

1997).  

 

“Social Entrepreneurs are the harbingers of change, devising new ways to provide support and development for 

those excluded from the opportunities of the new society” (Handy, 1997). It was also suggested that there is a 

pressing need to create a huge numbers of social entrepreneurs in the market (Yunus, 2008). 

 

As the term social entrepreneurship is still in its infancy, there is still a huge debate on an agreed definition of it 

(Dorado, 2006). The most common definition of social entrepreneurship is that social entrepreneurs focuses 

primarily on  its social missions while wealth creation is not a goal as it is deemed as a mean or tool to 

accomplish the social missions (Dees, 2007). The organization focuses on social value creation that 

differentiated social entrepreneurs from business entrepreneurs (Shane, 2003).  

 

Social Entrepreneurship in Malaysia 

Social entrepreneurship is emerging trend in Malaysia. The acceptance and awareness is rising steadily in the 

country. In the recent International Conference of Young Leaders in March 2015, the Prime Minister of 

Malaysia has stressed the importance of organization leaders to have the social entrepreneurship spirit to help 

the country achieving its mission to be a developed country (Razak, 2015) and the Minister of Youth and Sports 

at that time concurred by stressing the need to build the DNA of social entrepreneurship among the leaders of 

organization (Jamaluddin, 2015). Terjesen, et al. (2011) with Global Entrepreneurship Monitor did a study on 

social entrepreneurship with 150,000 adults in 49 countries. Based on their study, it shows that Malaysia’s 

social entrepreneurship activities is considered relatively new due to the fact that only 0.2% of the working 

population were engaged in social entrepreneurship, compared to the neighboring countries such as Hong Kong 

(1.0%), Korea (1.4%) and China (4.0%). In their report, they describes social activities in those countries 

manifest themselves in different ways, from pure non-profit model to hybrid firms that has dual objectives; 

profit and social motivations. 

 

According to SMECorp (2015) Malaysia’s social entrepreneurship prevalence rates towards the percentage of 

the population is traditional NGO (0.1%), not for profit social entrepreneurship organization (0.1%) and hybrid 

social entrepreneurship organization (0.2%) as shown in table 1.  

 

Table 1 : Social Entrepreneurship Prevalence Rates towards the Percentage of the Population and Types 

 

Country 
Traditional 

NGO 

Not for Profit 

SE 
Hybrid SE 

Malaysia 0.1 0.1 0.2 

 

Therefore, the common believe that social entrepreneurship is exclusively for non-governmental organizations 

(NGO) and non-profit organizations arguable could be refuted based on this extensive research as it shows in 

Malaysia, the most popular type of social entrepreneurship is the hybrid social entrepreneurship organization 

that has both financial and social objectives. 

 

Small and Medium Enterprises in Malaysia 

Given that there have been many developments in the economy since 2005 such as price inflation, structural 

changes and change in business trends, a review of the definition was undertaken in 2013 and a new SME 

definition was endorsed at the 14th NSDC Meeting in July 2013. The definition covers all sectors, namely 

services, manufacturing, agriculture, construction and mining & quarrying (SMECorp, 2015). 
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Sales turnover and number of full-time employees are the two criteria used in determining the definition with 

the “OR” basis as follows: 

 For the manufacturing sector, SMEs are defined as firms with sales turnover not exceeding 

RM50 million OR number of full-time employees not exceeding 200. 

 For the services and other sectors, SMEs are defined as firms with sales turnover not exceeding 

RM20 million OR number of full-time employees not exceeding 75. 

 

 

Detailed definition of category, namely micro, small and medium is as follows: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

METHODOLOGY 

 

Respondents for this study were the owners of SMEs in Malaysia. There are 645,136 SMEs in Malaysia 

(SMECorp, 2012). The target survey was identified using systematic random sampling. For this study, 401 valid 

responses were received. The study used social entrepreneurship instrument developed by (Helm, 2007). All 

items were measured using a seven-point likert scale, ranging from 1 = strongly disagree to 7 = strongly agree. 

Analysis was done using SPSS version 21. Descriptive and one way ANOVA analysis were performed to 

accomplish the objectives of the study. Assumptions for the ANOVA analysis are: (i)  All populations involved 

follow a normal distribution, (ii)  All populations have the same variance (or standard deviation) and (iii)  The 

samples are randomly selected and independent of one another. 

 

 
FINDINGS 
 
The frequency analysis is shown at table 2.  

Table 2:Frequency analysis of the respondents 

 
Variable Description N % 

Business Period 

Less than 5 years 

5 to 10 years 

More than 10 years 

Total 

220 

106 

75 

401 

54.9 

26.4 

18.7 

100 

Business 

Structure 

Sole Proprietary 

Partnership 

Private Limited 

Company 

Total 

230 

110 

61 

401 

57.4 

27.4 

15.2 

100 

Type of 

Industry 

Manufacturing 

Services 

Total 

29 

372 

401 

7.2 

92.8 

100 

Annual Sales 

Turnover 

Below RM300,000 

RM300,000 – 

RM2,999,999 

RM3,000,000 – 

RM14,999,999 

RM15,000,000 – 

256 

88 

27 

30 

 

401 

63.8 

21.9 

6.7 

7.5 

 

100 
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RM50,000,000 

Total 

 

Number of 

Employees 

 

Less than 5 

5 – 29 

30 or more 

Total 

52 

325 

24 

401 

13.0 

81.0 

6.0 

100 

 
Most respondents are from the service industry (n=372, 92.8%), which is the biggest number of organization in 

Malaysian SMEs, while manufacturing contributed to the rest (n=29, 7.2%). Majority of the respondents has 

below RM300,000 as their annual sales turnover (n=256, 63.8%) while the least is in the range between 

RM15,000,000 to RM20,000,000 (n=12, 3.0%). Most of the respondents have 5 to 29 employees in the 

organization (n=325, 81.0%) followed by less than 5 employees (n=52, 13.0%) and 30 or more employees 

(n=24, 6.0%). 

 
Table 3:Social Entrepreneurial Behaviour and Business Period 

No Business Period Mean 

1 Less than 5 years 4.80 

2 5  - 10 years 4.64 

3 More than 10 years 4.41 

 
 

Table 4:One-way ANOVA 

 
Sum of 

Squares 
df 

Mean 

Sq 
F Sig. 

Between 

Groups 
8.731 2 4.365 7.846 .000 

Within 

Groups 
221.427 398 .556   

Total 230.157 400    

 
Table 3 illustrates the mean of social entrepreneurial behaviour based on the company’s age. Firms that started 

less than 5 years has the highest mean (µ=4.80) followed by 5 to 10 years (µ=4.64)  and more than 10 years 

(µ=4.41).  Further analysis done proved that there is statistically difference of social entrepreneurial behaviour 

among business period as the Sig. value is less than 0.05 (p=0.000) (Table 4). Therefore, the result shows that 

the social entrepreneurship behaviour decreases as firms grow older. 

 

Table 5:Social Entrepreneurial Behaviour and Business Structure 

 

No Business Structure Mean 

1 Sole Proprietorship 4.62 

2 Partnership 4.73 

3 
Private Limited 

Company 
4.80 

 

Table 6:One-way ANOVA 

 
Sum of 

Squares 
df 

Mean 

Sq 
F Sig. 

Between 

Groups 
1.979 2 .990 1.726 .179 

Within 

Groups 
228.178 398 .573   

Total 230.157 400    

 
Table 5 illustrates the mean of social entrepreneurial behaviour based on business structure. Private limited 

company has the highest mean (µ=4.80) followed by partnership (µ=4.73) and sole proprietorship (µ=4.62).  

Further analysis done proved that there is no statistically difference of social entrepreneurial behaviour and 
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business structure as the Sig. value is more than 0.05 (p=0.179) (Table 6). Therefore, the result shows that the 

social entrepreneurship behaviour does not differ based on business structure.  

 

Table 7:Social Entrepreneurial Behaviour and Type of Industry 

No Type of Industry Mean 

1 Manufacturing 4.37 

2 Service 4.71 

 

Table 8:One-way ANOVA 

 
Sum of 

Squares 
df 

Mean 

Sq 
F Sig. 

Between 

Groups 
3.127 1 3.127 5.496 .020 

Within 

Groups 
227.030 399 .569   

Total 230.157 400    

 
Table 7 illustrates the mean of social entrepreneurial behaviour based on the type of industry. Service industry 

has the highest mean (µ=4.71) compared to manufacturing industry (µ=4.37).  Further analysis done proved that 

there is statistically difference of social entrepreneurial behaviour among type of industry as the Sig. value is 

less than 0.05 (p=0.020) (Table 8). Therefore, the result shows that the social entrepreneurship behaviour is 

higher in service sector compared to the manufacturing industry. 

 

Table 9:Social Entrepreneurial Behaviour and AnnuaL Sales Turnover 

No Annual Sales 

Turnover (RM) 
Mean 

1 Less than 300,000 4.55 

2 300,000 – 2,999,999 4.77 

3 
3,000,000 – 

14,999,999 
5.48 

4 
15,000,000 – 

20,000,000 
4.58 

5 
20,000,001 – 

50,000,000 
4.98 

 

Table 10:One-way ANOVA 

 
Sum of 

Squares 
df 

Mean 

Sq 
F Sig. 

Between 

Groups 
24.044 4 6.011 

11.54

9 
.000 

Within 

Groups 
206.113 396 .520   

Total 230.157 400    

 

Table 9 illustrates the mean of social entrepreneurial behaviour based on the annual sales turnover. Firms with 

the annual sales turnover of RM3,000,000 to RM14,999,999  has the highest mean (µ=5.48) while the lowest 

mean belongs to firms with annual turnover sales of less than RM300,000 (µ=4.37).  Further analysis done 

proved that there is statistically difference of social entrepreneurial behaviour among annual sales turnover as 

the Sig. value is less than 0.05 (p=0.000) (Table 10).  

 

Table 11:Social Entrepreneurial Behaviour and Number of Employees 

No Number of Employees Mean 

1 Less than 5 4.69 

2 5  - 29 4.65 

3 30 or more 5.07 
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Table 12:One-way ANOVA 

 
Sum of 

Squares 
df 

Mean 

Sq 
F Sig. 

Between 

Groups 
4.032 2 2.016 3.548 .000 

Within 

Groups 
226.126 398 .568   

Total 230.157 400    

 

Table 11 illustrates the mean of social entrepreneurial behaviour based on the number of employees. Firms that 

have 30 or more employees has the highest mean (µ=4.80) followed by less than 5 employees (µ=4.64)  and 5 to 

29 employees (µ=4.41).  Further analysis done proved that there is statistically difference of social 

entrepreneurial behaviour among number of employees as the Sig. value is less than 0.05 (p=0.000) (Table 12). 

 
 

DISCUSSION 

 
The research studied the social entrepreneurial behaviour of SMEs against several factors such as business 

period, business structure, type of industry, annual salesover and number of employees. The research found that 

there is statistically difference of social entrepreneurial behaviour among business period indicating social 

entrepreneurship behaviour decreases as firms grow older with the highest mean (µ=4.80) for firms that are in 

business for less than 5 years. New firms tend to embark in social entrepreneurial behavior more than firms that 

are longer in the market. It is possible that new firms can embrace the current trend of social entrepreneurial 

behavior more easily as they is less need for major policy changes or adaptation as in older firms. 

 

There is also statistically difference of social entrepreneurial behaviour among type of industry.  It is found that 

social entrepreneurial behaviour is higher in the service sector compared to the manufacturing industry and with 

a higher mean of (µ=4.71) compared to the manufacturing sector mean of (µ=4.37).  The nature of the industry 

may attribute to this finding whereby the service sector has always been known for its affiliation with social 

issues.   

 

With regards to the relationship between social entrepreneurial behaviour and annual sales turnover, the reseach 

found that there is statistically difference of social entrepreneurial behaviour among annual sales turnover . 

Firms with the annual sales turnover of RM3,000,000 to RM14,999,999  has the highest mean (µ=5.48) while 

the lowest mean belongs to firms with annual turnover sales of less than RM300,000 (µ=4.37).  There is also 

statistically difference of social entrepreneurial behaviour among number of employees with the highest mean 

for firms with more than 30 employees (µ=4.80).  Firms with higher turnover and higher number of employees 

are indicators of bigger and more profitable firms.  Thus, when companies grow bigger, they tend to showcase 

more social entrepreneurial behavior. 

 

However, there is no statistically difference of social entrepreneurial behaviour and business structure.  This 

indicates that social entrepreneurial behaviour is not differentiated by the business structure of the firm, whether 

it is a sole proprietorship, partnership or a private limited company.  Regardless of the structure of the business, 

the way the firms approach social entrepreneurial behaviour are the same.  

 
CONCLUSION 

 

Based on the findings, it shows how social entreprenership behaviour differs among SMEs depending on certain 

attributes. By understanding the SME’s inclination towards social entrepreneurship based on the attributes, it 

benefits the government, social enterprises, non-profit organizations and NGOs in targeting the right SMEs for 

social entrepreneurship projects, programs and joint ventures. As there is a huge literature gap in social 

entrepreneurship as well, therefore this study contributes to both theoretical and practical.   
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