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Abstract 
Start-ups focused on social benefits have recently attracted growing attention from both entrepreneurs and 
researchers. Given that profit seeking is often considered a key entrepreneurial motivation, an important question 
arises as to whether other factors also drive social entrepreneurship. This study, therefore, examines the relationships 
between Perceived Creativity Disposition (PCD), Entrepreneurial Mindset (EMI), Entrepreneurial Passion (EPA), and 
Social Entrepreneurial Intention (SEI) in the context of Vietnam's emerging economy. Employing a quantitative 
research design, the analysis investigates both the direct effects of these individual characteristics on SEI and the 
moderating role of the entrepreneurial university climate (EUC). This research employed a quantitative approach, with 
data collected from 411 students at universities in Southern Vietnam, and utilized PLS-SEM for data analysis. The 
findings demonstrate that higher levels of PCD, EMI, and EPA significantly enhance SEI, underscoring the importance 
of fostering creativity, developing entrepreneurial thinking, and nurturing passion in educational environments. 
Moreover, EUC strengthens the positive effects of these factors, indicating that supportive institutional ecosystems 
amplify students’ intentions to pursue social entrepreneurship. This study advances current literature by clarifying how 
psychological and contextual elements jointly shape SEI in a developing-country setting and offers actionable 
implications for educators and policymakers seeking to design more effective entrepreneurship programs. Future 
research directions are also proposed to further explore these connections in a variety of contexts and research setting. 

Keywords: Entrepreneurial Mindset, Entrepreneurial Passion, Entrepreneurial University Climate, Perceived 
Creativity Disposition, Social Entrepreneurial Intention. 
 

Introduction 
Social Entrepreneurship (SE) has emerged as a 

pivotal mechanism for addressing complex 

societal challenges while simultaneously fostering 

economic development. Unlike traditional 

entrepreneurship, which prioritizes commercial 

profit, SE focuses on generating social value and 

providing creative answers to urgent societal 

problems such as poverty, environmental 

degradation, and educational inequality (1, 2). The 

concept has gained significant traction among 

students and young professionals who represent 

the next generation of change-makers, making it 

crucial to comprehend the specific factors that 

affect Social Entrepreneurial Intentions (SEI) (3, 

4). 

In the broader field of entrepreneurship, extensive 

research has identified multiple personal 

attributes driving the intention to start a new 

business. Particularly, Perceived Creativity 

Disposition (PCD), Entrepreneurial Mindset (EMI) 

and Entrepreneurial Passion (EPA) are recognized 

as essential constructs that foster the 

competencies, motivations, and resilience 

necessary for entrepreneurial success (5-11). 

However, despite the established link between 

these traits and general entrepreneurial intention, 

the literature on SEI remains fragmented. First, 

few studies have tested the simultaneous and 

interdependent effects of PCD, EMI and EPA on the 

distinct domain of SEI. Second, there is a profound 

contextual bias in the existing body of work, with 

most research conducted in Western developed 

economies (12, 13). This leaves a substantial 

knowledge gap regarding how these individual 

traits function within the unique socio-economic 

landscape of rapidly growing emerging markets 

like Vietnam, where specific social disparities call 

for innovative solutions (14-16). Third, there is a 

shortage of comprehensive examinations regardin

g how institutional environments, specifically 
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the Entrepreneurial University Climate (EUC), act 

as a contextual boundary condition. The extent to 

which a supportive EUC moderates the 

relationship between a student's inherent 

personality traits and the intention to launch a 

social venture is theoretically under-explored. 

Building on these gaps, this study proposes an 

integrated conceptual framework that 

simultaneously examines the effects of PCD, EMI, 

and EPA on SEI, while incorporating EUC as a 

moderating variable. By focusing on a sample of 

students in Southern Vietnam, this research 

explores how personal motivations interact with 

the academic ecosystem to form professional 

intentions. Practically, the findings offer actionable 

evidence for university administrators and 

policymakers to optimize institutional support, 

bridging the gap between individual potential and 

societal impact within an emerging economy. 

Social Cognitive Theory (SCT) and the Theory of 

Planned Behavior (TPB) provide the theoretical 

scaffolding for this study. SCT posits that individual 

behaviors are shaped by the continuous 

interaction of personal characteristics and 

environmental influences (17). In this context, 

personal factors - specifically PCD, EMI and EPA - 

act as internal cognitive and affective drivers that 

enhance an individual's self-efficacy and control 

over their actions (17, 18). Simultaneously, TPB 

complements this by demonstrating how 

perceived behavioral control and subjective norms 

dictate entrepreneurial intentions (19, 20). 

Together, these theories suggest that while 

internal personal traits (PCD, EMI, EPA) directly 

enhance an individual’s Social Entrepreneurial 

Intention (SEI) by boosting their perceived 

feasibility (21), environmental factors like an 

entrepreneurial university climate (EUC) provide 

the necessary institutional support and 

expectations to catalyze these intentions into 

actionable behaviors. 

Perceived creativity disposition (PCD) 

and Social Entrepreneurial Intention 

(SEI)  
PCD reflects an individual's self-assessment of 

their ability to generate novel and useful ideas (22, 

23). Because social entrepreneurship inherently 

demands innovative solutions to entrenched 

societal issues, creativity acts as a crucial catalyst. 

Previous research demonstrates a robust positive 

association between PCD and general 

Entrepreneurial Intentions (EI) (23, 24). Creativity 

bridges the gap between proactive personality 

traits and EI, empowering individuals to envision 

and initiate socially innovative ventures (24-26). 

Therefore, students with a high perceived capacity 

for creativity are naturally more inclined to pursue 

social entrepreneurship.  

H1: Perceived Creativity Disposition (PCD) 

positively influences Social Entrepreneurship 

Intention (SEI). 

Entrepreneurial mindset (EMI) and 

Social entrepreneurial intention (SEI)  
EMI constitutes a cognitive orientation geared 

toward opportunity recognition, proactive 

problem-solving, and risk tolerance (27, 28). This 

cognitive framework is indispensable for 

navigating the resource constraints and 

uncertainties associated with social ventures (29). 

Studies show that EMI directly and indirectly 

boosts SEI by elevating entrepreneurial attitude 

and self-efficacy (8). Consequently, educational 

environments that stimulate EMI significantly 

increase students' awareness of opportunities and 

optimism, thereby elevating their ultimate 

intention to establish social enterprises (9, 30).  

H2: Entrepreneurial mindset (EMI) positively 

influences Social entrepreneurial intention (SEI). 

Entrepreneurial passion (EPA) and 

Social entrepreneurial intention (SEI)  
EPA represents the profound positive emotional 

engagement and commitment toward 

entrepreneurial activities (31, 32). Because 

establishing a social venture involves persistent, 

complex challenges, the emotional energy 

provided by EPA is essential for maintaining vigor 

and resilience (33-35). Grounded in SCT's 

emphasis on affective factors, EPA significantly 

enhances entrepreneurial self-efficacy and 

opportunity recognition, mediating the 

relationship between perseverance and intention 

(35, 36). Environments that cultivate this passion 

further solidify EPA as a vital predictor of 

entrepreneurial behavior across diverse contexts 

(37, 38).  

H3: Entrepreneurial passion (EPA) positively 

influences Social entrepreneurial intention (SEI). 

Moderation role of Entrepreneurial 

university climate (EUC)  
EUC encapsulates the institutional atmosphere, 

which comprises infrastructure, peer expectations, 

and curriculum, that encourages innovative 

endeavors (39, 40). While personal traits (PCD, 

EMI, EPA) provide the internal drive for SEI, their 

full potential is highly contingent upon a 

supportive external environment (1, 41). Rather 

than acting solely as a direct antecedent to 
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intention, university support functions as a critical 

moderating mechanism (40-42). For creativity, a 

supportive EUC ensures that students can 

transition abstract ideas into concrete 

entrepreneurial aspirations, significantly 

strengthening the PCD-SEI link (19, 42, 43). 

Similarly, the cognitive orientation provided by an 

EMI translates more effectively into SEI when 

students are immersed in an environment that 

actively champions sustainability and 

entrepreneurship (40, 44-46). Finally, the intense 

emotional commitment characteristic of EPA is 

optimally channeled into SEI when the university 

provides structural support and training, 

validating and enabling the students' 

entrepreneurial enthusiasm (31, 37, 47, 48). By 

integrating individual characteristics with a 

nurturing institutional context, EUC acts as a vital 

catalyst for social venture creation. 

Therefore, the following hypotheses are proposed:  

H4.1: The relationship between PCD and SEI is 

significantly moderated by EUC.  

H4.2: The relationship between EMI and SEI is 

significantly moderated by EUC.  

H4.3: The relationship between EPA and SEI is 

significantly moderated by EUC. 

Figure 1 illustrates the proposed conceptual 

framework and hypotheses for this study. It maps 

the direct positive effects of individual cognitive 

and emotional traits, specifically PCD, EMI, and 

EPA, on SEI, while highlighting the moderating role 

of the EUC across all three relationships. 
 

 
Figure 1: Research Model and Hypotheses 

 

Methodology 
In order to examine the research hypotheses as 

discussed above, this research makes use of a 

positivist ontological paradigm, which is a term 

that refers to the nature of reality and what 

constitutes truth in a specific research context 

(49). The quantitative research design with 

deductive approach was selected as the method of 

investigation because it is consistent with the 

ontology philosophy, which attempts to discover 

universal laws or truths. Additionally, it may be 

generalized by the use of statistical and empirical 

approaches (49, 50). With the assumption that 

reality can be investigated without affecting the 

researcher's subjective ideas, the quantitative 

approach places an emphasis on impartiality and 

control over biases. 

Measurements for research variables, including 

PCD, EMI, EPA, EUC and SEI were developed based 

on the relevance prior studies and refined through 

expert consultation to ensure content validity. 

Studies were selected for measurement 

development if they provided clear construct 

definitions, detailed measurement items, 

supporting statistical evidence for validation 

(constructs with Cronbach’s alpha is higher than 

0.7 are chosen), and an appropriate research 

context (entrepreneurship in education). 
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PCD is measured by six items, which evaluate the 

ability to generate unique and practical solutions 

(PCD1, PCD3), approach problems from innovative 

perspectives (PCD2), produce creative ideas 

(PCD4, PCD5), and, in addition, gauge the readiness 

to support and advocate for creative ideas (PCD6) 

(22, 23). EMI refers to an individual’s cognitive 

framework in perceiving and responding to 

opportunities and challenges within entrepreneur

ial endeavors (27, 47). The items designed to 

measure EMI include the evaluation of both 

opportunities and challenges (EMI1, EMI4), the 

allocation of resources such as time (EMI2) and 

finance (EMI3), as well as the capacity to identify 

and pursue suitable business opportunities (EMI5) 

(51, 52). EPA is integral to fostering the motivation 

and commitment necessary for establishing and 

sustaining a business. The measurement items 

encompass the enjoyment and excitement derived 

from nurturing a new business (EPA1), the 

enthusiasm for launching a new company (EPA2), 

a deep sense of identity tied to being a business 

founder (EPA3), and the energizing effect of 

owning and managing a company (EPA4) (22). 

EUC is identified as environment that supports and 

encourages student involvement in entrepreneurs

hip. The measurements of EUC include the degree 

to which the university inspires students to 

develop new business ideas (EUC1), the presence 

of a favorable climate for entrepreneurial 

opportunities (EUC2), and the encouragement 

provided by the institution for students to engage 

in entrepreneurial activities (EUC3) (53). The 

measurement items for SEI include individual’s 

willingness to initiate and manage a social venture 

(SEI1), determination to establish a social 

entrepreneurial enterprise in the future (SEI2), 

serious consideration of opportunities for social 

entrepreneurship (SEI3), readiness to confront 

challenges associated with entrepreneurial 

endeavors (SEI4) and individual’s long-term 

career aspiration to become an entrepreneur 

(SEI5) (54, 55). 

Expert interviews were conducted to validate the 

measurement items, ensuring that the translations 

were accurate, comprehensible, and culturally 

relevant to the Vietnamese context. A total of nine 

experts, each with between seven and twenty 

years of research and teaching experience in the 

field of entrepreneurship, have participated in the 

interviews. These experts represented various 

institutions, including both local and international 

universities. Their opinions are to assess the 

appropriateness of the items and evaluate the 

accuracy of the translated construct measures. 

The questionnaires were revised based on the 

experts’ feedback, and an additional pilot test was 

subsequently conducted. To ensure the validity 

and reliability of the constructs, a sample of eighty 

responses was collected. The reliability test results 

demonstrated a high level of internal consistency, 

with Cronbach’s alpha values ranging from 0.88 for 

EPA to 0.95 for SEI, higher than threshold of 0.7, 

which are considered as appropriate for applied or 

confirmatory research (56). 

The data for this quantitative study were collected 

through a survey of students from multiple 

universities in Vietnam using self-administered 

questionnaires. A non-probability quota sampling 

strategy combined with snowball sampling was 

employed (57). Initially, the researchers contacted 

colleagues working at universities to approach 

students directly or to connect with members of 

student unions, who subsequently assisted in 

distributing the survey to their classmates. Based 

on these initial contacts, online surveys were 

administered using a snowball sampling approach. 

A small incentive was provided to students who 

participated in the survey. Quota controls were 

applied to ensure the inclusion of students from 

two target disciplines - Business, and Engineering 

- as well as from different academic levels, ranging 

from freshmen to senior students. Although 

random sampling was not employed, the sample 

may be considered broadly representative of 

students’ perspectives, as it includes participants 

from both public and private universities, across 

different academic levels, and from all three target 

disciplines. 

A total of 527 questionnaires were collected, of 

which 116 were excluded due to incomplete or 

inaccurate responses. Consequently, the final 

dataset comprised 411 valid observations used to 

validate the study model. This sample size is 

adequate for conducting statistical analyses based 

on the commonly applied “10-times rule” heuristic 

(58). According to this rule, the minimum sample 

size should be at least ten times the maximum 

number of structural paths directed at any latent 

variable in the Partial Least Square (PLS) – 

Structural Equation Modeling (SEM) model, which 

in this study is equivalent to 250. This study uses 

Smart PLS 3.0 to analyze data. PLS-SEM is used 

instead of CB-SEM (Covariance-based SEM) 

because PLS-SEM is a variance-based approach 

that is more suitable for prediction-oriented 

research, complex models, and situations involving 

smaller samples or non-normal data (58, 59). 

Given that this study aims to examine the 

predictive relationships within a model 
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comprising three independent variables PCD, EMI, 

and EPA, one moderator EUC, and one dependent 

variable SEI, the PLS-SEM is considered 

appropriate due to its robustness in handling 

complex structural relationships and its suitability 

for exploration and prediction-focused analyses.  
 

Results 
The PLS-SEM analysis followed a two-step 

procedure, comprising the assessment of the 

measurement model and the evaluation of the 

structural model (58). Table 1 outlines the 

demographic profile and start-up experience of the 

411 respondents. The sample demonstrates a 

balanced gender distribution (50% male, 49% 

female) and encompasses different levels of study, 

with sophomores (35%) and juniors (32%) 

constituting the majority. Furthermore, the 

participants reflect a diverse academic 

representation predominantly composed of 

Business (59%) and Engineering (25%) students, 

the remaining is Others (16%). Most students 

never started a business (73%), only 5% of 

students have started a business and are currently 

operating it. The sample provides a robust 

foundation for evaluating cross-disciplinary 

entrepreneurial intentions. 

 

Table 1: Sample Characteristics  

Sample Characteristics Frequency 

(N = 411) 

Percentage 

Gender 

Male 

Female 

Others 

 

204 

203 

4 

 

50% 

49% 

1% 

Level of Study 

Freshmen 

Sophomore 

Junior 

Senior 

 

61 

142 

130 

78 

 

15% 

35% 

32% 

19% 

Majors 

Economics - Business - Management 

Engineering and Technology 

Others 

 

241 

101 

69 

 

59% 

25% 

16% 

Start-up experiences 

Never started a business 

Have started a business and currently operating it 

Have started one or more businesses but are no longer operating them 

 

300 

20 

91 

 

73% 

5% 

22 % 

 

Measurement Model Evaluation 
The indicators used to assess the measurement 

model include factor loadings and their associated 

p-values, internal consistency reliability (using 

Cronbach’s alpha and Composite Reliability - CR), 

Average Variance Extracted (AVE), and 

discriminant validity (using the Heterotrait–

Monotrait ratio of correlations - HTMT) (58, 60).  

 

Table 2: Measurement Model 
Construct Item Loadings 

(p<0.001) 

Cronbach alpha CR AVE 

Perceived Creativity Disposition 

PCD 

  

PCD1 

PCD2 

PCD3 

PCD4 

PCD5 

PCD6 

0.835 

0.815 

0.833 

0.822 

0.839 

0.812 

0.907 

              

0.928 

  

0.683 

  

Entrepreneurial Mindset 

EMI  

EMI1 

EMI2 

EMI3 

EMI4 

EMI5 

0.825 

0.857 

0.853 

0.867 

0.775 

0.892 0.921 0.699 
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Construct Item Loadings 

(p<0.001) 

Cronbach alpha CR AVE 

Perceived Creativity Disposition 

PCD 

  

PCD1 

PCD2 

PCD3 

PCD4 

PCD5 

PCD6 

0.835 

0.815 

0.833 

0.822 

0.839 

0.812 

0.907 

              

0.928 

  

0.683 

  

Entrepreneurial Passion 

EPA  

EPA1 

EPA2 

EPA3 

EPA4 

0.875 

0.837 

0.883 

0.864 

0.888 0.922 0.748 

Entrepreneurship University 

Climate EUC 

EUC1 

EUC2 

EUC3 

EUC4 

0.868 

0.872 

0.879 

0.860 

0.893 0.925 0.756 

Social entrepreneurial intention 

SEI 

SEI1 

SEI2 

SEI3 

SEI4 

SEI5 

0.881 

0.910 

0.914 

0.891 

0.894  

0.940 

                         

           

0.944 

  

0.807 

  

Heterotrait-Monotrait Ratio (HTMT) 

                             EMI              EPA              PCD              EUC           SEI 

EMI                          

EPA                     0.747   

EUC                    0.692            0.632                

PCD                    0.674            0.737         0.576                      

SEI                      0.658            0.725         0.521           0.607                        
 

Table 2 details the reliability and validity metrics 

for the construct measurement model. The results 

confirm strong indicator reliability, with all outer 

loadings exceeding the 0.70 threshold, and 

demonstrate robust internal consistency and 

convergent validity across all variables 

(Cronbach’s alpha > 0.80; AVE > 0.68). 

Furthermore, the Heterotrait-Monotrait ratio 

(HTMT) values confirm that the constructs are 

empirically distinct. (58, 59). 

Structural Model Results 
The structural model is evaluated according to the 

degree to which it can accurately forecast the 

future (58). Three key indicators of the model are 

taken into consideration: path coefficient (β and p-

value), coefficient of determination (R2), and 

predictive relevance value (Q2). Firstly, the model 

was assessed with the EUC as an independent 

variable. Table 3 presents the structural model 

outcomes for the direct hypotheses. The path 

coefficients (β) of the relationship between PCD 

and SEI, EMI and SEI, EPA and SEI are, respectively, 

0.146; 0.230 and 0.391, the direct influences of 

PCD, EMI and EPA on SEI are statistically 

significant (P-value < 5%). This suggests that the 

hypotheses H1, H2, and H3 are supported. Table 3 

also shows the R2 value, which indicated that 

50.1% of the variance in the SEI is explained at the 

moderative level by PCD, EMI and EPA. The effect 

of EUC on SEI is not significant, this is relevance to 

the hypothesis of moderation effect of the variable, 

which would be tested in the next section. The 

predictive accuracy of the model, Q2 is positive, 

which indicates the predictive relevance of the 

model (58).

Table 3: Structural Model 

PLS Path Path Coefficient β p-value  Sig. Remark 

PCD → SEI 0.146 0.006 ** H1 is supported 

EMI → SEI 0.230 0.000 *** H2 is supported 

EPA → SEI 0.391 0.000 *** H3 is supported 

EUC → SEI 0.042 0.390 Not significant  

*** p < 0.001; ** p < 0.01; * p < 0.05 

Structural Indicators: R² = 0.501 (moderate → substantial); Predictive relevance Q2 = 0.398 > 0 
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Moderation Effect Result 
The structural model was tested by including the 

moderator variable EUC in each of the 

relationships: PCD → SEI, EMI → SEI and EPA → 

SEI. Table 4 summarizes the moderation analysis 

evaluating the influence of the Entrepreneurial 

University Climate (EUC) on the relationships 

between personal traits and SEI. The inclusion of 

EUC interaction terms enhances the model's 

explanatory power, raising the coefficient of 

determination (R²) from a baseline of 0.501 to 

between 0.513 and 0.514 (58). Furthermore, the 

interaction terms for EUC with PCD, EMI, and EPA 

all yield statistically significant path coefficients, 

confirming that a supportive institutional climate 

actively strengthens the positive influence of 

individual attributes on social entrepreneurial 

intention. 
 

Table 4: Moderating Effects 
Hypotheses Relationship Tested β p-value R² Conclusion 

H1, H2, H3: Baseline model (no 

moderation) 
PCD → SEI 0.146 0.006 

0.501 

 

EMI → SEI 0.230 0.000 

EPA → SEI 0.391 0.000 

H4.1: Moderated  

EUC × PCD 
PCD → SEI 0.158 0.003 

0.513 
H4.1 is supported 

EUC × PCD → SEI 0.073 0.046 

H4.2: Moderated  

EUC × EMI 
EMI → SEI 0.264 0.000 

0.513 
H4.2 is supported 

EUC × EMI → SEI 0.069 0.035 

H4.3: Moderated  

EUC × EPA 
EPA → SEI 0.390 0.000 

0.514 
H4.3 is supported 

EUC × EPA → SEI 0.076 0.033 

 

Control Variables Analysis 
To account for the potential influence of students’ 

background characteristics, demographic 

variables, including Gender, Level of Study and 

Major were included as control variables in the 

structural model when examining the 

determinants of social entrepreneurial intention. 

The results indicate that Gender (β = 0.013, p = 

0.705) and Level of Study (β = -0.038, p = 0.381) 

are not significantly associated with SEI, implying 

that differences in intention are not systematically 

explained by these demographic characteristics. 

Similarly, students majoring in Business do not 

significantly differ from those in the reference 

group in terms of SEI (β = 0.024, p = 0.572). 

However, students from Engineering disciplines 

report significantly lower levels of SEI compared to 

their counterparts (β = -0.126, p = 0.011), 

indicating that disciplinary background may shape 

students’ orientation toward social 

entrepreneurial activities. Overall, the inclusion of 

demographic controls does not alter the 

significance or direction of the hypothesized 

relationships, supporting the robustness of the 

proposed model. 

Figure 2 visually encapsulates the final outcomes 

of the hypotheses testing. It clearly maps the 

validated structural model, confirming the 

significant direct pathways from the three 

personal traits to SEI, alongside the confirmed 

amplifying moderation effects provided by the 

university climate. 

Discussion 
The empirical validation of hypotheses H1, H2, and 

H3 establishes a robust foundation for the pivotal 

role of self-efficacy in shaping SEI. While 

foundational scholarship has long identified a 

positive influence of self-efficacy on 

entrepreneurial and social entrepreneurial 

intention (3, 54), our findings provide critical 

advancement by deconstructing this construct into 

three specific cognitive-emotional components: 

Perceived Creativity Disposition (PCD), 

Entrepreneurial Mindset (EMI), and 

Entrepreneurial Passion (EPA). Rather than 

treating self-efficacy as a monolithic construct, our 

results show that these subdimensions exert 

distinct and significant effects on SEI, offering a 

more nuanced understanding of how self-efficacy 

is formed and mobilized in the SE context. 

The significant path coefficients for PCD, EMI and 

EPA, as shown in Table 3, demonstrate that SEI is 

driven by a complex internal configuration rather 

than a singular belief in general capability. By 

validating these specific pathways, this study 

addresses the “mechanistic scarcity” noted in 

previous research (61), which often bypassed the 

internal cognitive processes leading to social 

action. In contrast to prior work that prioritized 

external variables, such as opportunity recognition 

or purely prosocial motivation (62, 63), our results 

suggest that internal psychological capacities are 

the primary engines of behavioral control. This 

outcome aligns with the cognitive-emotional 
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configuration theory, suggesting that a student's 

determination to address social challenges is 

rooted in perceived resilience and internal 

innovation (22-26, 30, 35-37) and provides more 

empirical evidence to support SCT, which posits 

that self-efficacy strengthens individuals’ 

confidence to translate ideas into action (9, 10, 61). 

However, this result is somewhat different from 

some previous studies which indicate the indirect 

roles of creativity, mindset and passion on EI (6, 8, 

36). 

 
Figure 2. Hypotheses Testing Results 

 

A central contribution that boosts the quality of 

these results is the evidence regarding EUC as a 

moderator. Although the direct impact of EUC on 

SEI was not statistically significant, its interaction 

with individual traits proved transformative. This 

finding challenges models that view institutional 

support as a direct driver, suggesting instead that 

the university environment acts as a “force 

multiplier” for personal predispositions (40, 41). 

The significant moderation effect of EUC on the 

relationship between PCD and SEI validates the 

“learning ecosystem” theories proposed in prior 

literature (41-44, 64). It suggests that students 

with strong creative dispositions require an 

environment that explicitly rewards risk-taking 

and ideation to translate those traits into intention. 

This extends the findings of earlier studies (45, 55) 

by proving that creativity-friendly environments 

are instrumental catalysts for behavior rather than 

just passive benefit, thus activating creativity as a 

driver of SEI. This emphasizes the importance of 

curricular and extracurricular initiatives that 

promote creative problem-solving (65). Likewise, 

the strengthened relationship of EMI and SEI 

under high EUC conditions indicates that an 

entrepreneurial mindset remains dormant 

without institutional enabling. Consistent with the 

work of scholars who emphasize practice-based 

learning (66), our results show that mindset 

becomes consequential only when universities 

provide opportunities to engage with role models 

and real-world social projects. In this context, 

students who exhibit entrepreneurial thinking are 

significantly more likely to pursue social 

entrepreneurship when exposed to 

entrepreneurial role models, authentic projects, 

and experiential learning (66, 67). This finding 

moves beyond previous research - which primarily 

emphasized individual mindset development - by 

showing that mindset becomes consequential only 

when embedded within enabling institutional 

structures. The moderation of EUC on the EPA–SEI 

provides a vital refinement to the current 

understanding of entrepreneurial passion. Our 

results challenge the view of passion as an 

“intrinsically self-activating driver”. Instead, they 

demonstrate that institutional backing and a 

culture of legitimacy (65, 68) function as the 

conduits that convert emotional energy into 

commitment. In this regard, enthusiastic 

individuals are more likely to commit to social 

entrepreneurial ventures when they perceive 
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institutional backing, access to resources, and a 

culture that legitimizes entrepreneurial activities 

(67, 69).  
 

Conclusion 
This study investigates how perceived creativity 

disposition (PCD), entrepreneurial mindset (EMI), 

and entrepreneurial passion (EPA) shape social 

entrepreneurial intention (SEI), while examining 

the moderating role of the entrepreneurial 

university climate (EUC). Across six tested 

hypotheses, the findings demonstrate consistent 

positive relationships between these constructs, 

thus extending current knowledge of the 

individual–context interplay in social 

entrepreneurship. Firstly, the personal factors, 

including PCD, EMI and EPA have positive effects 

on SEI. This finding supports SCT and TPB by 

enhancing self-efficacy of individual toward 

behavioral intention. The influence of PCD on SEI 

indicates that students who perceive themselves 

as capable of generating original ideas are more 

likely to pursue social entrepreneurial paths. 

Besides, EMI positively predicts SEI, suggesting 

that opportunity alertness, risk tolerance, and 

initiative-taking problem-solving, key elements of 

the entrepreneurial mindset, are fundamental to 

initiating socially oriented ventures. Furthermore, 

EPA exhibits a strong influence on SEI, confirming 

the motivational role of emotional engagement in 

sustaining entrepreneurial efforts. Collectively, 

these findings clarify that SEI is not driven by 

generic self-efficacy, but by cognitive (PCD, EMI) 

and emotional (EPA) components that underpin 

behavioral intentions. Secondly, EUC significantly 

moderates the relationships between PCD, EMI, 

EPA, and SEI. Supportive environments - 

characterized by access to resources, role models, 

and entrepreneurial culture, amplify individuals’ 

confidence and translate internal capabilities into 

sustained intention. This demonstrates that 

universities serve not only as knowledge providers 

but as entrepreneurial ecosystems capable of 

accelerating students’ transition from interest to 

action. 

The study contributes to social entrepreneurship 

literature in three keyways. First, it provides novel 

empirical evidence on the role of personal factors, 

encompassing both cognitive dimensions 

(creativity and mindset) and affective dimensions 

(passion), in promoting social entrepreneurial 

intention, which requires individuals to prioritize 

social benefits over personal financial gains. In 

contrast, most existing studies have examined 

these factors in isolation and primarily in relation 

to general entrepreneurial intention. Secondly, the 

validation of EUC as a moderator demonstrates 

that internal competencies alone are insufficient; 

supportive institutional climates are necessary for 

strengthening SEI, thereby integrating individual 

and ecosystem perspectives. Lastly, by validating 

the SEI model in Vietnam, a rapidly emerging 

entrepreneurship environment, the study expands 

empirical evidence beyond Western settings, 

where most SE literature has been concentrated. 

The results provide actionable insights for 

educators and policymakers. The significant 

effects of PCD, EMI, and EPA on SEI, together with 

the moderating role of EUC in strengthening these 

relationships, suggest that universities should 

design entrepreneurship programs that foster 

creativity, cultivate entrepreneurial mindsets, and 

nurture passion, rather than focusing solely on 

business planning or venture creation. To achieve 

this, lecturers in entrepreneurship and related 

disciplines should review training programs and 

course syllabi to ensure that program and course 

learning outcomes aim to equip students with the 

knowledge and skills necessary not only to 

enhance creativity and entrepreneurial mindset 

but also to nurture entrepreneurial passion and 

social responsibility. Based on clearly defined 

learning outcomes, course content should be 

redesigned to incorporate topics such as design 

thinking, sustainability, and social venture 

development. In addition to curriculum 

enhancement, universities should promote 

experiential learning, mentorship, and challenge-

based pedagogies to support students in 

transforming socially oriented ideas into feasible 

ventures. Furthermore, fostering an 

entrepreneurial university climate through the 

establishment of incubators, provision of start-up 

grants, interdisciplinary projects, and partnerships 

with NGOs may help translate entrepreneurial 

intention into sustained action. Integrating both 

affective and cognitive dimensions within 

entrepreneurship education may ultimately 

produce more resilient social entrepreneurs 

capable of addressing complex societal challenges. 

Despite the valuable contributions of this study, 

several limitations should be acknowledged when 

interpreting the findings. First, this study focused 

on university students as the target population, 

thereby excluding a substantial group of young 

people who do not pursue higher education but 

enter the workforce earlier and may become 

entrepreneurs at a younger age. For this group, the 

influence of personal and contextual factors on SEI 

may differ from that observed among students. 
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Second, the study adopted a single quantitative 

approach, which limits a deeper understanding of 

how personal and environmental factors interact 

to promote students’ SEI. Third, the external 

contextual factor was represented by a single 

general environmental construct - EUC. To 

enhance the robustness and generalizability of the 

findings, future research could extend the 

investigation to young individuals aged 18 to 24 

who do not attend university, thereby providing a 

broader understanding of the drivers of SEI. 

Longitudinal designs may also be employed to 

examine how psychological capacities and SEI 

evolve over time. In addition, qualitative or mixed-

method approaches could offer deeper insights 

into the mechanisms through which EUC operates, 

such as mentoring, peer dynamics, or institutional 

culture. Furthermore, other contextual factors, 

including community support, financial 

accessibility, or cultural norms, may further shape 

these relationships. Exploring additional 

moderators, such as academic discipline or work 

experience, would also enrich the generalizability 

of the findings. Finally, future research could adopt 

a cross-cultural perspective to examine whether 

the observed relationships hold beyond the 

Vietnamese context. As creativity, entrepreneurial 

mindset, and passion are shaped by cultural 

values, social norms, and educational philosophies, 

the strength and direction of their effects on SEI 

may vary across countries. Comparative studies 

between emerging economies and more mature 

entrepreneurial ecosystems may reveal how 

cultural contexts influence the mechanisms 

identified in this study. 
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