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Abstract

The paper examines social entrepreneurial intention through outcome expectations. The proposed model incorporates outcome expectations 
from social cognitive career theory and theory of planned behaviors. The study also introduces a scale for outcome expectations in social 
entrepreneurship, including solving social problems, innovation, family tradition of social involvement, meaning in life, prestige and social 
recognition, competitive and favorite job and wealth. A survey of 279 students was conducted through face-to-face structured interviews. The 
confirm factor analysis and technique of structural equation modeling were used to explore relationships among latent constructs. Research 
results show that the outcomes impact only through three determinants of theory of planned behavior and do not have significant impact to 
social entrepreneurial intention. It suggests that outcome expectations may be a flexible factor. Individual outcome expectations can shift 
to motivations when facing favorable conditions such as family support, government support, etc. The findings suggest that the ability to 
predict social entrepreneurial intention of attitude toward behavior, subjective norms, and perceived behavioral control. The proposed model 
in this study contributes importantly to the emerging literature on entrepreneurial intention, particularly to social entrepreneurial intention. 
This study is also the first quantitative study to measure the impact of outcome expectations on social entrepreneurial intention.
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1. Introduction

Social issues are becoming more diversified and complex 
such as poverty, climate change, unemployment and so on. 
These are indeed real obstacles for governments to strive for 
the sustainable development of society. Social enterprise is 
considered as a solution to assist governments in addressing 
social issues effectively because social enterprises have 
both economic and non-economic objectives (Seelos, 2014). 
Despite the efficiency that social enterprises have brought 
as well as the very large potential of this type of enterprise, 

the number of social enterprises in developing countries is 
still very low (Phan, 2018). Intention is the best indicator for 
behavior (Ajzen, 1991, 2002), and entrepreneurial intention 
arguably plays an important role in the decision to create a 
business (Liñán & Chen, 2009). Therefore, one of the ways 
to increase the number of social enterprises as well as social 
entrepreneurs is to understand the process of forming social 
entrepreneurial intention. 

Outcome expectations are considered as one of the main 
factors affecting entrepreneurial intention in general and 
social entrepreneurial intention in particular (Jiang & Wang, 
2014; Lanero et al., 2016; Liguori et al., 2018; Manolova 
et al., 2008; Shaw & Carter, 2007). Commercial enterprises 
operate for profit while social enterprises operate for the 
purposes of meeting the needs of society, so the outcome 
expectations of social entrepreneur are completely different 
from those of commercial entrepreneurs (Aileen Boluk & 
Mottiar, 2014; Austin et al., 2006; Germak & Robinson, 
2014; Mair & Marti, 2006; Zahra et al., 2009). Although 
outcomes expectations been mentioned by many researchers, 
these studies are only qualitative studies in entrepreneurship. 

To provide a deeper understanding of the outcome 
expectations in social entrepreneurship, the author conducted 
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a quantitative study to develop a scale for outcome 
expectations base on Schwartz (1992) theory of values, and 
examined the relationship between expectations and social 
entrepreneurial intention. This paper draws two theory 
regarding intention: (1) the theory of planned behavior 
(TPB) (Ajzen, 1991), and (2) social cognitive career theory 
(SCCT) (Lent et al., 1994, 2000). TPB has been widely 
used in many studies of entrepreneurial intention in general 
and social entrepreneurial intentions in particular (Do Paco 
et al., 2011; Grünhagen & Volkmann, 2014; Iakovleva & 
Solesvik, 2014; Vikstrom & Westerberg, 2010; Zainuddin & 
Ismail, 2011). SCCT is a new approach to measure social 
entrepreneurial intention (Lanero et al., 2016; Tran et al., 
2016) and this approach has not been fully researched. 
Furthermore, outcome expectations are known as important 
factor in SCCT. Therefore, TPB and SCCT are the most 
appropriate tools for understanding the outcome expectations 
of social entrepreneurial intention. This study integrated 
outcome expectations in SCCT into TPB to measure social 
entrepreneurial intention and then examined the direct 
and indirect effects of outcome expectations on social 
entrepreneurial intention. The integrated model and scale 
of outcome expectations are considered as contributions to 
social entrepreneurship literature. 

The purposes of this study are as follows:

1.   To develop scale for outcome expectations.
2.    To investigate the effect of outcome expectations on 

social entrepreneurial intention and determinants of 
TPB.

This paper starts with the introduction of two theories: 
social cognitive career theory and theory of planned 
behavior. Next, research model and hypotheses are reported. 
The following section presents results and discussion. The 
limitations, future research and conclusions comprise the 
final section of this paper.

2. Theoretical Background  

2.1 Social Entrepreneurial Intention

Bird (1988) defined intention as a state of mind that motivates 
a person towards a specific goal. Intention can be considered 
a prerequisite for behavior (Lu & Wang, 2018; Tran, 2020). 
According to Krueger and Brazeal (1994), entrepreneurial 
intention can be defined as a personal commitment to starting 
an enterprise in the future. Thus, entrepreneurial intention is an 
indispensable trend for the establishment of new businesses. 
Entrepreneurial intention can help understand why entrepreneurs 
plan to start a business. The social entrepreneurial intention in 
this study is defined as the belief and self-recognition of a person 
who intends to establish a new social venture (Ip et al., 2017).

2.2. Social Cognitive Career Theory (SCCT)

Social cognitive career theory was developed from 
Bandura’s social cognitive theory (Bandura, 1982). SCCT is 
widely used to explain decision-making behavior related to 
occupational issues. This theory suggests that the intention 
to perform an individual behavior is influenced by cognitive 
factors including self-efficacy and outcome expectations. 
Self-efficacy is an individual assessment capacity to organize 
and carry out his/her own actions to achieve goals (“I know 
I can do it”). Outcome expectations are the individual belief 
in the outcome that the action will bring.

Self-efficacy. Self-efficacy refers to “people’s beliefs 
about their capabilities to exercise control over their 
own level of functioning and over events that affect 
their lives” (Bandura, 1993). Self-efficacy includes two 
conceptualizations: domain specific self-efficacy (Arenius 
& Minniti, 2005; Zhao et al., 2005) and generalized self-
efficacy (Bandura, 1982). SCCT considers that generalized 
self-efficacy and self-efficacy are generalized dynamics core 
components of cognition. SCCT develops self-efficacy into 
four mechanisms: mastering experience, indirect experience, 
social persuasion, and physiological factors (Bandura, 1991; 
Wood & Bandura, 1989). 

Outcome expectations. Outcome expectations are beliefs 
about the consequences of behavior (Lent & Brown, 2008). 
The outcomes expectations depend on experience, self-
efficacy beliefs, and quality of one’s ability (Liguori et al., 
2018). The SCCT assumption is an individual who wishes 
and intends to perform a behavior when outcomes are 
more positive and in turn do not intend to when outcome 
expectations are more negative (Kahneman, 2003; Liguori 
et al., 2018).

2.3. Theory of Planned Behavior (TPB) 

In 1991, Ajzen developed the theory of planned behavior 
(TPB). TBP was based on the premise that all behaviors 
require a certain planning. The three determinants of this 
theory included attitudes toward the behavior (ATB), 
subjective norms (SN), and perceived behavioral control 
(PBC). The TPB is designed to predict and explain human 
behavior in specific contexts. ATB refers to the extent to 
which individuals have favorable or unfavorable attitudes 
about the results that the behavior brings (Ajzen, 1991). ATB 
is considered the most important factor and has the strongest 
impact on intention (Koçoğlu & Hassan, 2013). SN refer 
to the social pressure to perform or not to perform an act 
(Ajzen, 1991). SN consists of two components: normative 
beliefs and the motivation to comply with these beliefs. 
Depending on the social environment, these pressures may 
become a trigger for, or a barrier to, the development of a 
business career. PBC refers to individual’s perceived sense 
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of ability to perform a particular behavior (Ajzen, 1991). 
High levels of PBC increase the effort, persistence, and 
intention to perform behavior (Ajzen, 2002).

3. Research Model and Hypothesis

3.1. Research Model

The author used TPB and SCCT to model the formation 
of social entrepreneurial intention. This study selects 
the determinants of TPB as the mediator variables that 
affect social entrepreneurial intention. TPB explains 
entrepreneurial intention more consistently than other 
models (Iakovleva & Solesvik, 2014; Moriano et al., 2012). 
Unlike other models, TPB provides a theoretical framework 
that can be used to measure wider range of intention 
and allows us to understand entrepreneurial intention 
without personal factors and social factors (Armitage & 
Conner, 2001; Krueger et al., 2000). Although SCCT was 
introduced for the first time in career choice research, 
many studies have shown that SCCT has an impact on 
entrepreneurial intention (Liguori et al., 2018; Tran et al., 
2016). SCCT considers outcome expectations - a factor that 
TPB has not explained yet when explaining the process of 
forming a business intention. Thus, in this study, the author 
integrates the outcome expectations in SCCT into Ajzen’s 
(1991) TPB and examines the direct impact on the social 
entrepreneurial intention and the factors in TPB

On the other hand, it can be seen that perceived behavioral 
control in TPB and self-efficacy in SCCT are quite similar. 
Both are interested in perceived ability to perform a behavior 
(Ajzen, 2002). However, PBC is considered to be a broader 
concept than self-efficacy. Ajzen (2002) stated that self-
efficacy and controllability are two components of PBC. 
Some studies have shown similar results (Iakovleva & 
Solesvik, 2014). Therefore, in this study author only consider 
PBC in the research model (see Figure 1).

3.2. Hypothesis Development

Based on the proposed research model, the author 
proposed hypotheses. First, the hypotheses of TBP and 
SCCT are examined. Hypotheses 1, 2 and 3 are proposed 
based on TPB, while hypothesis 4 is based on SCCT:

H1: Attitude towards behavior is positively associated 
with the social entrepreneurial intention.

H2: Subjective norm is positively associated with the 
social entrepreneurial intention.

H3: Perceived behavior control is positively associated 
with the social entrepreneurial intention.

H4: Outcome expectations are positively associated with 
social entrepreneurial intention.

Figure 1. The proposed research model

In addition, the author examines the impact of outcome 
expectations on three determinants of Ajzen’s (1991) theory 
of planned behavior. Another three hypotheses are:

H5: Outcome expectations are positively associated with 
attitude towards behavior.

H6: Outcome expectations are positively associated with 
subjective norm.

H7: Outcome expectations are positively associated with 
Perceived behavior control.

4. Research Method

4.1. Measurement Development

The first part of the questionnaire includes the basic 
information about the respondents such as gender, age, 
education, and work experience. The second section 
includes questions about attitude toward behavior, subjective 
norms, perceived behavioral control, social entrepreneurial 
intention, and outcome expectations. The author used 
seven-point Likert scales from “disagree strongly” to “agree 
strongly” for questions.

4.1.1. Determinants of Ajzen’(1991) Theory of Planned 
Behavior

Liñán and Chen (2009) developed a scale of TPB. This 
scale was used extensively in the study of intention to start 
a business. Thus, in this study, the authors use Liñán and 
Chen (2009)’s scale to measure attitude toward behavior, 
subjective norms, perceived behavioral control and social 
entrepreneurial intention. 

4.1.2. Outcome Expectations 

Although there are many studies on outcome expectations 
(Lanero et al., 2016; Shaw & Carter, 2007; Tran et al., 2016), 
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these studies have only been looking at the entrepreneurship 
(Jiang & Wang, 2014; Manolova et al., 2008), research on 
social entrepreneurship is still very limited. In addition, 
studies on entrepreneurship are qualitative (Aileen Boluk & 
Mottiar, 2014), and no research has produced a measure for 
outcome expectations in social entrepreneurship. 

To develop a scale for outcome expectations, the author 
began with Schwartz (1992) theory of values. Values   are 
considered high-level belief systems that are formed early in 
life and are shaped by personal experience. These values are 
not in the direct control of the individual and therefore cannot 
be denied or changed easily (Hemingway, 2005). Rokeach 
(2008) divides values   into four components: cognitive, 
affective, behavioral and motivational. The cognitive 
component is the knowledge about what is desired. Affective 
sides of values   are the emotions of an individual. Behavioral 
components derive from an intervening variable to create 
actions. Motivational components provide the means by 
which the ultimate goal is to be fulfilled. Social entrepreneurs 
are required to be committed to helping others and the 
community, rather than just making money (Thompson et al., 
2000). The motives of social entrepreneurship can be linked 
to moral motivation, moral responsibility and altruistic 
reasons (Mair & Marti, 2006). 

In the entrepreneurship, the key components of value 
theory can be used to understand the role of values   in 
motivation. Values   are described as radial and sustainable 
standards (Schwartz, 1992, 1994) where entrepreneurs can 
reflect on the desirability and importance of their actions. In 
this sense, values can guide social entrepreneurs to recognize 
and pursue opportunities that are not merely economic or 
beneficial to their business, but also to others (Akar & 
Dogan, 2018). Schwartz (1992) theory of values has been 
widely used and affirmed intercultural stability in more than 
60 nations (Tartakovsky & Schwartz, 2001). In Schwartz 
(1992) theory of values, there are four higher-order value 
types: self-enhancement, self-transcendence, openness to 
change and conservation. Self-enhancement refers to values   
belonging to power and accomplishment. Self-transcendence 
emphasizes concern for the welfare and interests of others. 
Openness to change emphasizes independent action, thought 
and feeling, and readiness for new experiences. Conservation 
emphasizes self-restriction, order and resistance to change. It 
encompasses security, conformity and tradition values, and 
opposes openness to change. 

Based on four higher-order value types, the author 
developed 20 values to measure the impact of outcome 
expectations on the intention of becoming a social 
entrepreneur. These values were subsequently reduced 
to seven items. Finally, outcome expectations of social 
entrepreneurs are solving social problems, innovation, family 
tradition of social involvement, meaning in life, prestige and 

social recognition, competitive and favorite job and wealth 
(see Figure 2). 

4.2. Data Collection 

This study has targeted students. This choice is similar 
to previous studies (Hockerts, 2017; Kirby & Ibrahim, 2011; 
Nga & Shamuganathan, 2010; Tiwari et al., 2017; Zhang 
& Cain, 2017). Survey data were collected from students 
at four universities in Binh Duong province in Vietnam – 
Thu Dau Mot University, Eastern International University, 
Vietnamese-German University and Binh Duong University. 
These universities offer studies across a widen fields: 
medicine, law, and technical, natural, social and business 
sciences.

Note: (1) solving social problems, (2) innovation, (3) family 
tradition of social involvement, (4) meaning in life, (5) 

prestige and social recognition, (6) competitive and favorite 
job and (7) wealth.

Figure 2. Outcome expectation of social entrepreneurs 
in Schwartz’s theoretical model (Schwartz 1994)

Table 1.  Respondents demographics. (n=251)

Categories Number of Observation

Gender
Male 131 (58%)

Female 120 (42%)

School 
year

1 15 (5.9%)
2 80 (31.8%)
3 67 (26.69%)
4 89 (35.45%)

Total 251
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The author conducted a survey of 279 students to 
examine the relationship between outcome expectations 
and social entrepreneurial intention. The data collection was 
conducted through face-to-face structured interviews within 
a month. Two intensive training sessions were provided to 
three interviewers. 251 responses were collected. Sample 
demographics are depicted in Table 1; 58% of respondents 
were male and 42% were female.

5. Results

5.1. Analysis of the Measurement Model
Cronbach’s Alpha was used to measure the reliability 

of construct (Bollen, 1989). A value of 0.60 is considered 
satisfactory for most studies (Hair Jr et al., 2016). Average 
Variance Extract (AVE) is used to measure convergence 
(Hair Jr et al., 2016). The AVE value of all elements above 
0.5 indicates the validity of the elements in the model. 
In addition, composite reliability is used to evaluate the 
reliability of the model. A composite reliability (CR) index 
value above 0.70 indicates that the structures in the model are 
reliable. Cronbach’s Alpha, AVE and CR are satisfactory and 
are presented in Table 2. According to Fornell and Larcker 
(1981), in any two constructs, square root of AVE should be 
greater than inter-construct correlations. The result in Table 
3 satisfies criteria for discriminant validity

Table 2. Construct reliability and convergent validity

Construct
Composite 
reliability 

(CR)

Average 
variance 
extracted

Cronbach’s 
alpha

Outcome 
expectations 0.863 0.516 0.862

Attitude towards 
behavior 0.868 0.572 0.866

Subjective norms 0.886 0.722 0.855
Perceived 
behavioral control 0.903 0.614 0.897

Social 
entrepreneurial 
intention

0.902 0.608 0.898

Table 3. Discriminant validity

Construct OE ATB SN PBC SEI
OE 0.718
ATB 0.629 0.756
SN 0.577 0.684 0.849
PBC 0.624 0.592 0.801 0.783
SEI 0.710 0.714 0.808 0.745 0.779

Note: OE: Outcome expectations, ATB: Attitude towards behaviour, 
SN: Subjective norms, PBC: Perceived behavioural control, SEI: Social 
entrepreneurial intention

5.2. Multicollinearity

Multicollinearity exists when two or more of the 
predictors in a regression model are moderately or highly 
correlated. The variance inflation factor (VIF) is used to 
test multicollinearity. Hair Jr et al. (2016) suggested that the 
appropriate threshold of VIF was less than 10. The author 
used AMOS to test multicollinearity. From the results of the 
analysis, the VIF is less than 10 so the model does not occur 
multicollinearity.

5.3. Analysis of the Structural Model

The final results of the model are presented in Figure 3. 
The structural model also offers a good model fit, where a 
ratio of chi-square to the degree of freedom (2/df) is 2.382, 
comparative fit index (CFI) is 0.95, adjusted goodness of-
fit index (AGFI) is 0.85, normed fit index (NFI) is 0.95, 
relative fit index (RFI) is 0.94, and root mean square error of 
approximation (RMSEA) is reported at 0.075 (see Figure 3). 
The results of structural equation modeling indicate a good 
model fit (Hair Jr et al., 2016).

2/df =2.382, GFI=0.901, AGFI=0.872, CFI=0.910,  
NFI=0.95, RMSEA=0.075

* P<0.05, ** P<0.01, *** P<0.001

Figure 3. Results of SEM analysis

5.4. Hypotheses Testing

A structural equation modeling (SEM) approach was 
adopted in our data analysis. Figure 3 presents the results 
of the structural model with non-significant paths as dotted 
lines, and the standardized path coefficients between 
constructs. Social entrepreneurial intention in this study 
was jointly predicted by attitude towards behavior (β = 
0.357, p < 0.014), subjective norms (β = 0.235, p < 0.02) 
and perceived behavioral control (β = 0.616, p < 0.001). As 
a result, Hypotheses 1, 2, and 3 were supported. Outcome 
expectations significantly influenced determinants of 
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planned behavioral theory (attitude towards behaviour (β = 
0.93, p < 0.001), subjective norms (β = 0.903, p < 0.001) 
and perceived behavioral control (β = 0.929, p < 0.001). 
Accordingly, Hypotheses 5, 6 and 7 was supported. Outcome 
expectations (β = 0.903, p < 0.001) did not significantly 
affect social entrepreneurial intention. Hence, Hypothesis 4 
was not supported. 

6. Discussion

6.1. Outcome Expectations Scale

Based on four higher-order value types of Schwartz 
(1992) theory of values, the author developed seven items 
to measure outcome expectations: solving social problems, 
innovation, family tradition of social involvement, meaning 
in life, prestige and social recognition, competitive and 
favorite job and wealth. 

Solving social problems. All interviewed social 
entrepreneurs believed that solving social problems and 
working toward sustainable development are motivational 
to them. These issues are divided into two groups: human 
issues and environmental issues. Some social entrepreneurs 
said they want to tackle the environmental issues 
concerning chemicals or resource issues, for example. Some 
entrepreneurs stated helping others to be a motivational 
factor to them.

Wealth. All of the social enterprises interviewed in this 
research are non-profit social organizations and for-profit 
social organizations with limited distribution of profit. The 
main goal of social enterprises is to solve social problems, 
but that does not mean that social enterprises are charity 
organizations. They expect profit from business activities 
of their social enterprises. The more profits they have, the 
more opportunities to help the government deal with social 
issues.

Competitive and challenging job. Social entrepreneurship 
is a difficult and challenging job. Therefore, some 
entrepreneurs believe that the challenge has driven them into 
the social entrepreneurship field to satisfy themselves.

Meaning in life. All interviewees stated that their 
motivation was derived from the desire to do a meaningful 
job instead of work in general It goes beyond helping others 
to making a substantial possibly sustainable change. They 
feel like they are generating good and enabling a positive 
change. Many of the interviewed entrepreneurs mentioned 
that the positive feedback they receive also helps them stay 
motivated.

Family tradition of social involvement. Some social 
entrepreneurs continue their family traditions and they want 
their children to continue working in the social business to 
help others. They argue that this is a good family tradition to 
be promoted.

Prestige and social recognition. Some entrepreneurs 
say they also want to be recognized by society as their 
contribution. These will create credibility and social 
recognition to help promote their social business better.

Innovation. Although the interviewed social 
entrepreneurs are in various industries, most of them can 
be seen as pioneer in their own field. Some entrepreneurs 
developed new methods to conduct business in seemingly 
traditional areas, some created completely new businesses 
that did not exist before or they replaced the old methods by 
the new methods. Most of them are creators and they admit 
innovation motivated them to become social entrepreneurs.

6.2. Outcome Expectations and Social 
Entrepreneurial Intention

In entrepreneurial intention studies, attitude toward 
behavior, subjective norms, perceived behavioral control 
and outcome expectations are widely used factors to predict 
intention to star business (Jiang & Wang, 2014; Manolova et 
al., 2008; Tran et al., 2016). However, the interaction between 
these factors is still poorly studied. This study combines 
outcome expectations in SCCT into TPB to examine the 
impact of outcome expectations on social entrepreneurship 
and three determinants of TPB. Research results show 
that outcome expectations indirectly affect entrepreneurial 
intention through the three determinants of TPB

First, the results show no direct link between outcome 
expectations and social entrepreneurial intention. It 
suggests that outcome expectations may be flexible factor. 
Individual outcome expectations can shift to motivations 
when recognizing the obvious opportunities to start a social 
business as well as the support from family and government. 
For example, an individual recognizes the outcome 
expectations of becoming a social entrepreneur. However, the 
establishment of social enterprises is still new and difficult; 
starting a social business will depend on the support of the 
family and support policies of the government. Therefore, 
it would be difficult to consider outcome expectations as a 
fixed factor. Identifying intermediaries will be more effective 
when considering the impact of outcome expectations on 
social entrepreneurial intention. This study has identified 
these mediating factors to include attitude toward behavior, 
subjective norms and perceived behavioral control.

7. Implications

7.1. Managerial Implication

This study suggests some management implications for 
increasing social entrepreneurial intention. First, the results 
of this study can help better understand what can make 
social entrepreneurs more attractive to larger audiences. 
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Secondly, the motivations of social entrepreneurs are quite 
different from those of commercial entrepreneurs. Therefore, 
the university needs to build extra-curricular programs 
combining volunteer activities and knowledge related to 
social entrepreneurship to promote social entrepreneur 
motivational values. Third, motivational values help to 
distinguish between types of entrepreneurs, so that policy-
makers can develop incentive policies that maintain the 
motivation for social entrepreneurs.

7.2. Theoretical Implications

First, this study attempts to integrate TPB and SCCT 
and apply it in measuring the impact of the outcome 
expectations on social entrepreneurial intention. The results 
of this study show that outcome expectations impact all three 
determinants of Ajzen’s (1991) theory of planned behavior 
in forming social entrepreneurial intention. Therefore, the 
proposed model contributes importantly to the emerging 
literature on entrepreneurial intention, particularly to social 
entrepreneurial intention.

Second, this is the first study to build a scale for outcome 
expectations. Based on four higher-order value types of 
Schwartz (1992) theory of values, we developed seven items 
to measure outcome expectations: solving social problems, 
innovation, family tradition of social involvement, meaning 
in life, prestige and social recognition, competitive and 
favorite job and wealth. 

Third, this study is also the first quantitative study to 
measure the impact of outcome expectations on social 
entrepreneurial intention. The empirical result shows that 
the outcomes impact only through three determinants of 
Ajzen’s (1991) theory of planned behavior and do not have 
significant impact to social entrepreneurial intention. It 
suggests that outcome expectations may be flexible factor. 
Individual outcome expectations can shift to motivations 
when facing favorable conditions such as family support, 
government support, etc.

8. Limitations and Future Research

There are several issues that could be considered in 
the light of future research. We build a scale for outcome 
expectations without distinction between industries where 
the social entrepreneurs operate. Future studies should 
use different samples in different industries and countries 
to examine and develop scales for outcome expectations. 
Secondly, this study did not investigate the educational 
background or demographic factors to the outcomes 
expectations in forming the social entrepreneurial intention. 
Future studies may incorporate educational background or 
demographic factors into the proposed model.

9. Conclusions

This paper aims to explain social entrepreneurial 
intention through outcome expectations. The proposed 
model incorporates outcome expectations of SCCT and 
TPB. The results suggest that the proposed model adequately 
explains the relationship between outcome expectations and 
social entrepreneurial intentions. Despite several limitations, 
the article has suggested interesting results about outcome 
expectations of social entrepreneurs: outcome expectations 
may be flexible factors that do not directly affect social 
entrepreneurial intention and indirectly affect social 
entrepreneurial intention through attitude toward behavior, 
subjective norms and perceived behavioral control.
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