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Social innovation has a great chance to overcome problems in complex environments. Individuals’ concern for environmental, social, and ethical issues has gradually grown, prompting the rise of new types of consumers, who shift their environmental concerns into action. Social entrepreneurship participants mostly act as beneficiaries and initiators in the process of social innovation. Social exchange theory explains the linkage between individual psychological factors and personal social cognitive perceptions that inspire social innovation intention. The current research framework is constructed to inspect the individual mental process of psychological motivation associated with social innovation intention. The purpose is to understand the relationships between the psychological level of moral idealism, ecological concern, and prior experience on cognitive perceptions of social worth; subsequently, social worth, prosocial motivation, perspective-taking, and positive feelings are examined to discover their influence on social innovation behavioral intention. The transmitting role of social worth exercises a transformative function between participants’ psychological motivation, social cognition, and social innovation intention. The research is conducted using partial least squares (PLS) analysis software. The research results reinforce our understanding of theories of individual psychological motivations on social innovation. The findings also offer some suggestions for sustainability education to social enterprise practitioners with respect to recruiting young people and continuing to generate new ideas.
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INTRODUCTION

Social innovation is a very important way to reduce or avoid environmental damage. Consumers around the world want to buy more environmentally friendly products or services (Albort-Morant et al., 2016). Individuals’ concern for environmental, social, and ethical issues has gradually grown, prompting the rise of new types of consumers, who have shifted their environmental concerns to include social innovation actions (Palacios-González and Chamorro-Mera, 2018). However, the income framework is not the primary basis for social entrepreneurs who seek to strengthen social change and innovation: they are more concerned with results and social changes.

Social innovation has a great opportunity to overcome problems in internet environment, particularly when conventional problem solving is ineffective (Antadze and Westley, 2012). The community has a desire to continuously create, adopt, and diffuse innovations that can result in prosperity for people who are involved in a variety of business and economics innovations (Pol and Ville, 2009). It clearly shows that innovation is absolutely necessary to support human life, including social innovation, which is expected to improve the quality of human life and to get effective network through social media and digital world (Luczak, 2018; Torres and Augusto, 2020).

Furthermore, Heiskala (2007) defines social innovation as resources that can strengthen the well-being of a certain group and improve its economic and social performance. The concept of social innovation is systematized to make society better. Slimane and Lamine (2017) believed that social innovation is a specific form that must be novel and original, and its purpose is to improve social welfare and generate social value (Hechavarría and Welter, 2015). Participants in the process of social innovation are mainly its beneficiaries and initiators. At the individual level, the educational model also has a certain degree of influence on developing personal psychological concepts. Concepts of social innovation learned from activities in relevant courses include cognitive perception experience and knowledge, as well as intention motives. However, even when education is able to cultivate and motivate individuals to make the world better, the social innovation process remains complicated.

Palacios-González and Chamorro-Mera (2018) pointed out that the effectiveness of individual perceptions of capability can increase the potential for behavioral intention. This refers to the individual recognition that a particular behavior can influence the environment or solve a problem. The current study posits that the effects of social cognitive action can encourage individuals to perform better and solve social and environmental problems. Then, the social innovation process intention is influenced by the actors’ perceptions of the impacts caused by these social activities: some studies show a strong correlation between perceived value and intention.

In this study, two antecedents that may influence social innovation intention are proposed: prosocial motivation and perspective taking; furthermore, social worth plays a role of transmitting psychological motivations to social cognitive perception. Malti et al. (2009) stated that engaging in prosocial activities provides opportunities to show concern for others. Since social innovation shows one’s concern for positive activities that have a broad impact, individuals may aggressively seek out ways to fulfill social innovation intention. Social action often generates positive feedback that strengthens one’s motivation to act more (Crocetti et al., 2016). Thus, there is a reciprocal relationship between prosocial behavior and perspective taking, which can affect a person’s intention to perform a specific behavior. Individuals with a perspective taking mindset tend to spend more time considering critical stakeholders’ problems.

Most of the literature available in the field of entrepreneurial intention or more specifically social entrepreneurship came from Europe and other Western countries. Environmental factors affecting the process of social innovation are very different across countries (Tiwari et al., 2017). Previous research has mostly used organizational theory and system theory to discuss the influence of social innovation on society and enterprises: the individual level has rarely been the focal point. Moreover, social entrepreneurs’ individual characteristics and abilities are the major topics in social entrepreneurship research. The current study seeks to better understand the personal psychological motivations and social cognitive perceptions that explain individual behavioral intentions for social innovation with Asia data. Social worth is also empirically examined by transmitting several antecedents of psychological factors, prior experience, idealism, and ecological concern into cognitive perception. Then, the social cognition of prosocial motivation, perspective taking, and positive feelings are surveyed and scrutinized in terms of their influences on social innovation intention and social worth. Social worth generates direct and indirect effects and transmits individual psychological and social cognitive motivations on social innovation intention. The social innovation literature mainly focuses on qualitative interviews or theoretical constructions, and seldom uses quantitative surveys. Our research results can strengthen social innovation knowledge in terms of theory and practice, and thereby inspire students to solve social problems and innovate.



LITERATURE REVIEW

In this study, factors of ecological concern, idealism, and prior experience were affective and psychological. From an affective perspective, the psychological factors included the ability to react emotionally to the suffering of others; those with self-oriented motives interpreted the nature of empathy in social entrepreneurship and transmitted social worth as feeling capable and valued.


Ecological Concern and Perceived Social Worth

When personal perceptions have a high degree of social influence, individuals will have a high degree of social concern, and they may have a higher willingness to perform social innovation. Concern is a measurable cognitive attitude—it refers to a personal thought or belief regarding a specific issue, as well as an analysis of the severity of possible social outcomes. In the existing literature, it was consistently found that individual ecological concern and socially responsible behaviors had a positive relationship. For example, Ellen (1994), Roberts (1996), Straughan and Roberts (1999), and Akehurst et al. (2012) pointed out the impacts of ecological concern and individual behavior; De Pelsmacker et al. (2005) and De Pelsmacker and Janssens (2007) asserted the impact on ethical behavior (Palacios-González and Chamorro-Mera, 2018). Ecological concern refers to feelings about green issues, and is conceptualized as a single dimension in terms of the degree people care for the environment, from low to high. Ecological concern is generally defined as the awareness of environmental problems and personal willingness to become part of the problem-solving process. From the value-oriented perspective, the altruistic behavior of environmental concerns for self-interest includes investigating ways to reduce environmental threats. It is ecologically centered and there is a positive correlation between ecological concern and environmentally friendly behavior. The individual’s ecological concern comes from the fundamental belief or value of the self, which influences subsequent attitudes and ultimately leads to specific behaviors. When an individual’s environmental awareness increases, their attitude toward eco-friendliness will be positive, and they will be as environmentally friendly as possible (Trivedi et al., 2018).

Complex systems tend to remain in a state of balance: when conditions change, the system will continue to move to find a new equilibrium (Walker et al., 2004). Consumers’ value perceptions have changed—they are aware of the importance of sustainably maintaining the natural environment, and are motivated to keep the earth from being damaged quickly. Therefore, many are willing to adopt sustainable consumption behaviors by making lifestyle compromises even though this involves additional costs (Marde and Verite-Masserot, 2018; Prendergast and Tsang, 2019). Beaumont et al. (2019) mentioned that increasing attention to ecological life has been shown to affect social worth, human health, and social well-being, particularly in relation to fisheries, heritage, and recreation. Also, Bennett et al. (2019) found that ecological effectiveness has a significant effect on conservation initiatives. In turn, the following is hypothesized:


H1: Ecological concern is positively related to perceived social worth.
 



Idealism and Perceived Social Worth

Forsyth (1992) argued that idealism refers to the degree to which a person’s actions are carried out based on the consideration of how they will affect others. This means that an idealist will avoid all forms of action that can harm others. This is in line with Li et al. (2019), who stated that the mindset of an idealist places values and principles above practical concerns. Compared with those with a pragmatic mindset, idealists are more likely to engage in charitable behavior because they are more intrinsically motivated in their charity decision making. Intrinsic motivation to be involved in charitable activity is highly associated with positive feelings, helping people, and satisfaction (Ryan and Deci, 2000).

Grant (2008) stated that intrinsic motivation is a stronger predictor of charitable behavior than extrinsic motivation, such as money or symbolic rewards (Kivetz and Tyler, 2007). Intrinsic motivation, which is the driving force for an idealist, can positively impact society through positive activities that are useful for society (Li et al., 2019). For example, Ham et al. (2019) found idealism to be a significant influential factor on student intention to implement corporate social responsibility in the future. Also, Rosnan et al. (2013) demonstrated that ethical idealism has a significantly positive relationship with corporate social responsibility attitudes. Based on the above, it can be hypothesized that:


H2: Idealism is positively related to perceived social worth.
 



Prior Experience and Perceived Social Worth

According to O’Sullivan and Spangler (1998), the experience felt by an individual involved in an activity is related to three things: inner needs, positive emotions, and encouraging physical involvement. Meanwhile, Stamboulis and Skayannis (2003) noted that some elements of experience can be related to research objects in the tourism sector. Personal experience can be linked to visiting, seeing, learning, enjoying, or living experiences in different settings. Involvement in social activities is also usually different for each person because feelings and absorption capability depend on individual experience. For example, in a blood donor activity, Nilsson Sojka and Sojka (2003) found that the effects of long-lasting positive blood donor experiences provide critical information to the recruitment of new blood donors. Also, some findings have been discussed in several contexts, such as economics (Pine and Gilmore, 1998), tourism (Lee et al., 2011a), and shipping (Hosany and Witham, 2010). Moreover, Song et al. (2015) found there is positive relationship between prior experiences and perceived values.

Prior experience is often included in marketing research focused on social worth. Smilansky (2009) found that experiential elements can change consumers’ brand attitudes and emotions. Affective experience is also a predictor of perceived social and transforming behavior (Iglesias et al., 2011). A pleasant experience with a particular activity will increase preferences and trust in particular issues—for example, a positive and holistic experience with a brand contributes to building trustworthy relationships between customers and the brand (Brakus et al., 2009). The study of Lee et al. (2011b) had examined the significant correlation between activity experiences and prior intention. This is an example of positive experience may generate individual perceived inner value. Therefore, we postulate that there is also a meaningful relationship between prior experience and perceived social worth:


H3: Prior experience is positively related to perceived social worth.
 



Social Innovation Intention

Social entrepreneurs are widely seen as creative innovators to immediate social problems (Baierl et al., 2014) Innovation activities are very important in encouraging contributions to society, for instance, innovators can ease the social burden of society from crisis (Bapuji et al., 2020) As explained in the expectancy (Vroom, 1964) and goal (Wright, 2007) theories of motivation, the results of individual work are a combination of expectations and goals. Milbergs and Vonortas (2004) asserted that innovation is a sophisticated, multidimensional activity in which its effects cannot be measured directly or with just one variable. In this study, social worth, prosocial motivation, and perspective taking were cognitive, and other-oriented, and were used to examine their influence in social innovation intention. Many studies had been posited the entrepreneurial intentions is a robust predictor and the strongest available indicators of entrepreneurial behavior (Lee et al., 2011a; Hockerts, 2015; Tiwari et al., 2017; Bacq and Alt, 2018). Baierl et al. (2014) also explained the intention is the most important prerequisite to subsequent behavior based on theory of planned behavior and model of entrepreneurial event. Mair and Noboa (2006) posited that the intentions are reliable and effective predictors of actual behavior and first proposed some antecedents and intentions in social entrepreneurial context. Therefore, social innovation intention could be used to observed individuals’ orientation and behavior in the future.

Kazeminia et al. (2016) indicated that individuals are interested in environmentally friendly consumption based on the interplay between affective and cognitive evaluation. As suggested by social exchange theory (Cropanzano et al., 2017), in a social relationship, when someone provides evidence of good intentions to another party, this will inspire a sense of obligation to repay the good deeds. In other words, a person is more likely to be motivated to perform a good job when they feel valued by the beneficiaries (Castanheira, 2016). Social exchange theory assists researchers by employing psychological and sociological perspectives as a lens to view social change through the parties who exchange resources (Ap, 1992).

Heiskala (2007) was helpful in defining social innovation, which emphasizes changes in societal cultures, norms, regulations, or class structures to increase collective resources and improve economic and social performance. This is in line with Dawson and Daniel (2010), who argued that broadly speaking, social innovation can be described as an effort to develop new concepts, strategies, or tools to support particular groups in achieving better well-being. Further, Westley and Antadze (2010) emphasized that successful social innovation is an enduring, complicated process; it includes the introduction of a broad spectrum of new products, processes, or programs that will fundamentally change our underlying assumptions. As mentioned by Hamburg and Bucksch (2017), the rapid growth of digital technology play an essential role in building innovations that have a significant social effect. Therefore, it is very important to continue encouraging a culture of innovation, in addition to educational institutions as well as in the entire community of students and educators in supporting positive social, economic, and technological change.



Perspective-Taking and Social Innovation Intention

Perspective-taking is a social cognitive ability that involves seeing the world from another person’s point of view or imagining oneself in someone else’s position (Galinsky et al., 2005) and is related to positive social outcomes (Underwood and Moore, 1982). Individuals who have a high tendency of perspective-taking tend to be aware of others’ needs. Therefore, these people can be expected to be better at finding ways to help others as compared with low perspective-taking individuals (Eisenberg et al., 2015).

Perspective-taking will increase a positive attitude toward other parties due to the establishment of connections and perceived resemblance (Gamer, 2005; Goldstein and Cialdini, 2007). When individual believes that he has a similar perception about social impact activities as the target, then he will be embedded in that, such that perspective-taking has a positive influence on perceived social innovation. In the literature, there are many potential benefits associated with perspective-taking where the parties involved benefit equally (Goldstein et al., 2014). Individuals with a perspective-taker mindset tend to have greater empathy for social targets. This is a psychological amalgamation of unified thoughts or perceptions, because perspective-takers try to see the world through others’ perspectives (Goldstein and Cialdini, 2007; Ames et al., 2008). In general, the empathy construct is affected by age and is multi-dimensional (Decety and Jackson, 2004). For instance, cognitive empathy or high perspective-taking encourages a tendency to be aware of others’ needs. Furthermore, perspective-taking often leads to a number of outcomes including facilitating social interactions and interpersonal exchanges (Galinsky et al., 2005, 2008), and the intention to perform social innovation behavior (Van der Graaff et al., 2018). Following these arguments, we hypothesize that:


H4: Perspective taking is positively related to social innovation intention.
 



Perceived Social Worth and Intention of Social Innovation

An earlier study conducted by Grant (2008) demonstrated the connection between social worth and perceived social impact: the dynamic relationship between them is an essential indicator of how a person perceives an exchange relationship (Castanheira, 2016). Perceived social worth concerns a person’s perception that their environment respects his/her actions. In this context, there is a robust connection that an action taken will receive a particular response from the surrounding environment, so it is reasonable to assume that they will be more motivated to perform a task well when they consider the potential positive effect on the beneficiary’s life. Hakanen and Roodt (2010) explained that the interaction between someone who provides certain services that have a positive impact. Finally, these individuals will also be appreciated by society, and this becomes a means for that person to fulfill their need for self-esteem and approval. As such, it can be argued that the feeling of social worth experienced by individuals who have a positive activity experience leads them to have a greater intention to perform social innovation.

A study conducted by Grant and Sonnentag (2010) on public sanitation workers showed that the perceived social worth of the work performed could reduce perceived emotional exhaustion and also improve their performance. This means that the social worth felt by a worker who performed a particular job can encourage him/her to perform better. Manifestations of pro-social behavior enable the individuals involved to obtain non-material benefits directly for their genuine care, such as gaining social recognition as social worth. In turn, we hypothesize that:


H5: Social worth is positively related to perceived social impact.
 



Pro-social Motivation and Social Innovation Intention

Prosocial motivation is the desire to protect and promote the well-being of others (Grant and Berg, 2011). Bénabou and Tirole (2006) explained the reasons behind pro-social actions. There are combination motives that represent prosocial behavior: extrinsic, intrinsic, and reputational. Extrinsic motivation refers to an individual external reward, typically pecuniary or other material benefits. Intrinsic motivation refers to a situation in which a person takes action not because of external incentives, but due to the positive internal feelings doing so results in. Reputational motivation refers to utilizing altruistic activities as instruments to enhance a certain reputation through repetitive interactions. However, according to Comte (2015), prosocial motivation is an egoistic activity when the main objective is to gain individual welfare, but altruistic when the final objective is to improve other’s welfare. In the context of public service, employee motivation may depend on the degree to which they feel that their work could contribute to satisfying the desire to serve others (Bright, 2007; Taylor, 2008; Vandenabeele, 2009). Moreover, Pandey and Stazyk (2008) stated that individuals with a high desire to serve others have an opportunity to provide high service performance. Moynihan and Pandey (2010) found that someone who feels like they play an important role in providing services to customers is more motivated to adopt new techniques and ways to improve their service. This is in line with Moynihan et al. (2012), who found that individuals who are motivated by their work are more likely to succeed in mastering the tools used to achieve success.

Within the social entrepreneurship context, there has been an increasing motivation in moral cognition about prosocial activity, and empirical research on social entrepreneurship has found that feelings of empathy, learning experiences, and social interest exposure can benefit both actors and recipients (Hockerts, 2017). A person feels called to do something that impacts others: the focus is on social entrepreneurial prosocial motivations that are geared toward creating social change or overcoming social problems. Prosocial motivation and social goals are essential for social entrepreneurship (Dacin et al., 2010). Tiwari et al. (2022) studied 750 social start-up entrepreneurs in India; their results show a positive relationship between prosocial motivation and social innovation intention, and confirm that the role of prosocial motivation can encourage a person to commit to social innovation. Based on the above, we hypothesize that:


H6: Pro-social motivation is positively related to social innovation intention.
 



Positive Feelings and Social Innovation Intention

When individuals judge an objective as having high and positive benefits, they reveal an explicit preference for those activities. For example, visitors’ feelings about a sightseeing location are also indicators of their cognitive evaluation of the place and their intention to visit (Kazeminia et al., 2016). Previously, Wins and Zwergel (2016) showed that the effect of cognitive action can influence the behavioral intention of individuals in terms of social responsibility. However, when individuals have a positive or negative assessment of their perceptions of social worth, it may affect the nature of their social impact activities. Negative social impact assessments have an eventual detrimental effect on the willingness to participate in social innovation activities, while positive social impact awareness can enhance it. Bacq and Alt (2018) argued that individuals with positive and satisfied emotions are more likely to enter helping situations. Positive feelings have been extensively studied with respect to learning activities and learning achievement. Vygotsky (1994) indicated that knowledge, evolution, and emotional factors cannot be separated from learning. Individual positive feelings, such as curiosity, excitement, joy, and enjoyment, are effective in increasing learning participation and continuation, while negative emotions, such as boredom and anxiety, do the opposite (Ainley and Ainley, 2011; Linnenbrink-Garcia et al., 2011; D’Mello, 2013). Individuals subjectively believe that well-controlled learning activities and the value perceived from them can stimulate their positive feelings and curiosity, and also reduce anxiety and negative emotions. Emotional state often plays a critical role in individual course achievement and satisfaction (Cho and Heron, 2015; Butz et al., 2016). Finally, Manika et al. (2021) indicated positive feelings enhance the impacts of pro-environmental technology adoption and affect subsequent behavior. Therefore, the following hypothesis is proposed:


H7: Positive feelings are positively related to social innovation intention.
 

Social objectives and impacts are the main drivers behind discussion and research on what is meant by social innovation and how it ought to be characterized (Mulgan, 2010). Therefore, a concept must be developed by doing things that meet social needs, as well as increasing public and academic awareness. In research and discussion on social innovation, efforts are often made to place the social dimension first. Social innovation must occur through the application of new ideas to solve social challenges by meeting social objectives and improving people’s welfare.




MATERIALS AND METHODS

The relationships between individual idealism, previous activity experience, and ecological concerns on perceived social worth were examined directly and indirectly to determine their effect on social innovation willingness. The research framework was as shown in Figure 1.

[image: Figure 1]

FIGURE 1. Research Framework.



Data Collection and Sample

Appropriate statistical methods were used to examine the effect of antecedent variables on social innovation intention based on the literature reviews. Behavioral intention is a difficult construct to evaluate, while previous studies have used elective courses to observe students’ behavioral intentions. Hockerts (2017) suggested that questionnaire respondents should consist of students taking related courses, as this can better explain individual attitudes toward a certain professional field. The study sample comprises university students in Taiwan enrolled in business courses and with volunteer experience. There are some reasons for the sample of university business students. Business schools have wide range of social entrepreneurship and innovation courses in recent years (Hockerts, 2017; Tiwari et al., 2017). Wu et al. (2022) also indicated that students engaged in business-related studies are more likely to have entrepreneurial and innovative intentions (Hmieleski and Lerner, 2016). Besides, to strength the variety of empirical study of social entrepreneurship and social innovation, data from business-oriented groups in Taiwan can represent the sample of East-South Asian. Due to the trend of global environmentalism, Taiwan’s government, industries, and organizations have begun to stress much emphasis on environmental issues for the sustainable development of Taiwan (Lin and Ho, 2008). Taiwan’s Education Bureau has also launched a program of university social responsibility to help universities and local government to adopt innovations to meet the environmental, social and sustainable compliance.

Before the formal survey, pre-test data were surveyed through the questionnaire to the 90 students of one of the private universities of Taiwan. The data were collected by purposive sampling technique under non-probability and the surveys were hand-delivered to the participants. Each participant was given approximately 20 min to complete the questions and voluntary. They were informed the survey data would be used only for academic research to ensure confidentiality and privacy of their response. Data collection took place from January to May 2020. Around 73 questionnaires were discarded due to incomplete questionnaires and those having the same answers for all questions. Table 1 summarizes the respondents’ profiles which include gender, university year, academic college, and courses enrolled related to social enterprise. Among the respondents, about 63.2% were females and 36.8% were males. The largest group in the survey sample was the second-year students in university at 53.2%, and the majority of the respondents (74.3%) was business school students.



TABLE 1. Profiles of participants (N = 440).
[image: Table1]



Measures

The scales used in this study to measure the different model variables were well-established and adapted from the literature. To measure ecological concern, four items were adapted from Kazeminia et al. (2016). The idealism scale, comprised of four items, was adapted from Leonidou et al. (2013). Prior experience and social innovation intention were measured using Hockerts (2015) three item scales. To measure perceived social worth, six items from Bacq and Alt (2018) were used. The prosocial motivation and perspective-taking scales, comprised of five items each, were adapted from Grant and Berry (2011). The eight items of the joviality were used to assess positive feelings from Baierl et al. (2014). The questionnaire was reviewed and revised by two professors in the fields of entrepreneurship. The professors and pre-test respondents provided feedback on the clarity and flow of survey instructions. After minor modifications to individual items and formats, the final version of the questionnaire was established. In total, 38 measurement items which are revised from the previous literature. Items measuring respondents’ perceptions utilized five-point Likert-type scales anchored by 1 (strongly disagree) and 5 (strongly agree). Translation was done from English to Chinese. A pre-test and back translation was conducted to confirm the reliability of the questionnaire. The Cronbach’s alpha coefficients for all components should exceed the minimum value of 0.6 that is widely used as an indicator of reliability (Hair et al., 2011).



Reliability and Validity

Partial least squares (PLS) were used in this study because it is a multivariate data analysis technique used to test structural equation models. The cause-effect relations between latent constructs in social science and management research are considered appropriately examined by using structural equation modeling (SEM; Hair et al., 2011). PLS-SEM estimation is more resistant to potential violations of normality than covariance-based SEM (Creixans-Tenas et al., 2020). Bootstrapping of 3,000 resamples was used to generate SEs, t-statistics, and confidence intervals to assess the statistical significance of the path coefficients. Following Hair et al. (2011), we selected the five most commonly used evaluation indicators, which reflected the measurement mode: (1) individual item reliability, (2) CR, (3) rho A (Dijkstra and Henseler, 2015), (4) AVE (Fornell and Larcker, 1981; Chin, 1998; Jöreskog and Sörbom, 2004; Hair et al., 2011; Bagozzi and Yi, 2012), and (5) discriminant validity. Table 2 shows the indices of the reliability and convergent validities for the scale. Table 3 depicts the discriminate validity (Heterotrait-Monotrait ratio) of the research model.



TABLE 2. Validity and reliability of research model.
[image: Table2]



TABLE 3. Discriminative validity (Heterotrait-Monotrait ratio) of research model.
[image: Table3]

With respect to individual item reliability, all factor loadings ranged from 0.754 to 0.947, which indicates good reliability, since all values exceeded 0.60 (Hair et al., 2011). However, indicator with outer loadings below 0.7 should be removed (Hair Jr et al., 2017). There were two items of factor loadings below 0.7. The AVE scores for all the constructs in this scale range from 0.754 to 0.947, which are higher than the recommended minimum value of 0.5 (Fornell and Larcker, 1981). This indicates that the scale meets the requirement of convergent validity. Cronbach’s alpha coefficients for all the constructs are greater than 0.7, and CR values are calculated for all the constructs, which ranged from 0.837 to 0.951, higher than the minimum standard of 0.7, indicating the scale meets the requirements of reliable internal consistency (Fornell and Larcker, 1981). The reliability of rho A was between 0.720 and 0.942. However, the HTMT measurement result shown in Table 3 denotes that the empirical result coefficient did not meet the 0.85 threshold required by Henseler et al. (2015). In conclusion, the overall scale’s reliability and validity meet the requirements for further research.




THE STRUCTURAL MODEL AND RESULTS

The assessment of the structural model involves the examination of the model’s predictive capabilities and the relationships between the constructs. The criteria for assessing the structural model with PLS-SEM are mainly based on the significance of the path coefficients and the explained variance (R2; Geisser, 1974; Hair et al., 2011; Manika et al., 2021). The thresholds for explained variance (R2) are 0.75, 0.50, and 0.20 (Hair et al., 2011), while Falk and Miller (1992) indicated that the R2 should not be lower than 0.1. In this study, the calculated R2 for perceived social worth was 0.448, while for social innovation intention, R2 was 0.435.

The structural model path analysis coefficients for individual prior experience and other psychological exogenous variables into individual perceived social worth were as follows: ecological concern → perceived social worth (β = 0.133, t = 3.208); idealism → perceived social worth (β = 0.144, t = 3.036); and prior experience → perceived social worth (β = 0.549, t = 14.130). All of these reached the significance level p = 0.01; as such, H1–H3 were supported. The structural model path analysis coefficients for individual sociological perceptions toward social innovation intention were as follows: perceived social worth → social innovation intention (β = 0.278, t = 4.444), prosocial motivation → social innovation intention (β = 0.329, t = 5.692), and positive feelings → social innovation intention (β = 0.169, t = 4.077). As they all reached the significance level p < 0.01, H5–H7 were supported. However, the path of perspective-taking → social innovation intention (β = 0.062, t = 1.201) did not reach the significance level p < 0.05, so H4 was not supported. The model explains the variance associated with the endogenous variables: “perceived social worth” was 44.8% and “social innovation intention” was 43.5%. The PLS results for the structural model are presented in Table 4, while Figure 2 denotes the explanatory power.



TABLE 4. Estimation results for hypotheses.
[image: Table4]
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FIGURE 2. Results of the structural model testing. Value of path: standardized coefficients (β); R2: coefficient of determination. *p < 0.05; **p < 0.01.


To further investigate the indirect effects, the three individual psychological variables ecological concern, idealism, and prior experience had significant and positive indirect effects on social innovation intention. The paths of ecological concern → perceived social worth → social innovation intention has significant indirect effect (Indirect effect = 0.037, t = 2.474). The paths of idealism → perceived social worth → social innovation intention has significant indirect effect (Indirect effect = 0.040, t = 2.514). The paths of prior experience → perceived social worth → social innovation intention has significant indirect effect (Indirect effect = 0.153, t = 4.041). Perceived social worth also had a positive and significant direct effect on social innovation intention; therefore, these results support both a direct and indirect effect on social innovation intention, as shown in Table 5.



TABLE 5. Analysis of perceived social worth indirect effect results.
[image: Table5]



DISCUSSION

The purpose of this study is to examine psychological motivations and social cognitive variables to explain personal behavioral intentions. The relationships between psychological motivations idealism, ecological concern, and prior experience are considered to verify the effect on perceived social worth; the social cognitive variables of social worth, perspective taking, and prosocial motivation are tested to determine the effect on social innovation intention. Individuals with a tendency towards ecological and idealistic concern, as well as experience in this area, may transform the strength of social cognitive capabilities and perceived social worth into social innovation. The research results found that personal ecological concern, idealism in moral ideology, and previous experience have a significant, positive impact on perceived social worth, while perceived social worth and prosocial motivation have a significant, positive, direct effect on social innovation willingness. However, perspective-taking has an insignificant effect on social innovation intention.


Theoretical Implications

An ecological awareness includes all ideas, values, and opinions about the environment as a place for living, it needs the state of knowledge for maintaining the methods, protecting, and shaping of the environment which in the end has a social meaning (Wierzbiński et al., 2021). So it can be said that ecological concerns has an essential effect on social environment as shown in this study that ecological concern has significant effect on perceived social worth. As mentioned by McIntyre and Rondeau (2011) that ecological concern addressed by supporting the local farmers in Canada to increase regional food supply and encourage the consumption of healthy food, which in the end will provide wider social benefits. Also, the attention of several parties in preparing organic products continues to increase significantly and is expected to continue to increase spending on ecological products and provide wider social benefits. In term of social economics, Spash (2011) stated that the rise of ecological economics can be explained as a relevant step toward integrating social and natural fields to go beyond the confines of mainstream economics view and underlining how economic growth is perceived as a means for improving the social condition.

Idealism is primarily concerned with the welfare of others. Idealists assume that people can always get the desired results when they take the right actions, and therefore it is always possible to avoid harming others. Individuals with a high degree of morality will absolutely abide by moral standards when making decisions. They also tend to have negative attitudes toward unethical behavior. In other words, the more idealistic an individual is the higher social worth that individual may perceive himself/herself to possess, and this will influence social innovation intention. These research results are consistent with Palihawadana et al. (2016). Someone with high service motivation is more likely to be motivated to perform a certain task. Pro-social motivation has a significant effect on the delivery impact of public services (Francois and Vlassopoulos, 2008), which is consistent with our findings.

Research results concerning prior experience in this study are similar with those obtained in many previous studies. Vining and Ebreo (1989) found that previous experience can generate a capability to help people and predict beneficial social behavior, such as participation in recycling programs. Previous community service experience has also been found to predict the impact of participating in ethics courses. Community experience can establish the identity of social entrepreneurs, and help them discover their social goals and values based on community experience (Pathak and Muralidharan, 2016). Prior knowledge of social issues can predict the attitude of social entrepreneurial intentions and perceived behavior control (Ernst, 2018). In addition, Yiu et al. (2014) pointed out that if the individual has prior experience, they are more likely to get involved in charity programs.

Prosocial motivation is understood to be a mental state where individuals emphasize benefiting others as their goal; however, perspective-taking does not have a significant effect on social innovation intention, such that H4 was not supported. Similar results were also obtained in previous studies, which suggest that the psychological process of perspective-taking limits creativity, because perspective-taking may emphasize societal obedience, which reduces individuals’ ability and motivation for multi-dimensional thinking. Goncalo and Staw (2006) found that focusing on the values of others emphasizes group collectivism. The value of obedience is the foundation of collectivism: it emphasizes the importance of meeting the expectations of others and maintaining harmony, which may encourage individuals to suppress innovative and unique ideas.

The transmitting function of social worth is empirically explained with respect to social intention inspiration based on psychological motivations and social cognitive perception. Some suggestions are provided to social businesses and those involved in social innovation in business, especially in the digital world.



Managerial Implications

Social innovation advocates can help make society better. Social innovation not only strengthens the supply chain, but can also access social consciousness and green consumers. Although many companies have begun to realize the importance of corporate social innovation, they can support social innovators or alliances with social enterprises to help solve social problems. Corporations may choose to not establish a new social enterprise by themselves: multiple strategies can be used to develop their social innovation—for example, internal social businesses and strategic alliances with external social enterprises. The purpose of internal social innovation is to achieve strategic investment in reputation and competitiveness, as well as deep cooperation between social enterprises and external groups that can create new common capabilities and sources of income, and thereby provide sustainable solutions to the morbid state of society.

Corporate social innovation is usually a partnership between business entities and non-business entities, which emphasizes social impact. In the cyber world, corporations generate wide social innovation through the exchange of knowledge with external alliance partners. Tacit knowledge of social innovation in a specific context is needed to accumulate experience (Mirvis et al., 2016). Therefore, businesses and non-profit enterprises often resort to joint development of social innovation. In recent years, the sharing economy has flourished and has become interested in social innovation. By definition, social innovators need to incorporate social changes into their strategies and ultimate goals. Social innovation is becoming part of the sharing economy or cooperative economy—that is, open social innovation. Open social innovation is the application of inbound or outbound open innovation strategies, accompanied by innovations in organizations for social changes (Lowitt, 2013; Chesbrough and Di Minin, 2014; Zervas et al., 2017). In this context, innovation is defined as the process by which a person/organization/nation creates and transforms certain knowledge and technology into products, services, or processes that are useful to achieve a better quality of life. The digital era is currently growing by relying on knowledge networks and conditions for innovation, as well as opening up opportunities to apply open innovation in a social context by inviting all interested parties to get involved. For instance, by engaging any related entities to innovate by providing learning content-especially for students with special needs (Hamburg and Bucksch, 2017). Also, in recent research, Scheidgen et al. (2021) found that innovators are the main agents in dealing with the various consequences caused by COVID-19 through digital intermediaries and digital services.




CONCLUSION

Do college students also think that social and environmental problems are personal responsibilities that everyone must consider? These research findings can contribute to the level of social innovation knowledge in education, industry, and government, and inspire students to solve social problems and innovate. Previous experience has a significant, positive, direct effect on perceived social worth, and an indirect effect on social innovation. Therefore, universities should arrange to include field experience for related activities in the curriculum to enhance students’ awareness of social impact and increase future employment in this area. Higher Education Institutions must actively encourage collaborative and systemic learning to engage directly with the community as part of social actors. The technology-based transdisciplinary approach is the main factor that can encourage social innovation (Kumari et al., 2020).

After understanding the psychological and sociological factors of the individual, establishing students’ social innovation literacy and planning our learning motivation strategies will provide an important reference to cultivate students’ social innovation literacy through the teaching mechanisms and methods used. The research results may encourage students to believe that they have the ability to lead social changes, and care for and contribute to society. Valter and Akerlind (2010) suggested that improving students’ way of thinking and acting skills like a researcher to include them in social problem. And promote these skills to accomplish their own tasks which in turn can help the community around them (Oganisjana et al., 2017).

The results can also strengthen our knowledge with respect to social innovation and help students build critical thinking and problem-solving skills. This is also important to the metaverse: in the future, relevant knowledge will be linked automatically, leading to much more rapid open social innovation. One limitation of this study is that the respondents were all university students from Taiwan. The survey can be utilized in other countries in the future to evaluate our results. Social innovation has become a global movement. If samples from Southeast Asian countries can be effectively collected and compared, differences among nations can be analyzed. Social innovation is not just the focus of attention of social enterprises and social entrepreneurs. For-profit businesses have also invested in the development of social innovation, either due to internal self-innovation or cooperation with non-profit organizations. The main purpose is to improve social well-being. For social issues, both companies and individuals must do their best. If we regard social innovation as a new type of social literacy, it can help to provide solutions to social problems and increase social harmony.



DATA AVAILABILITY STATEMENT

The raw data supporting the conclusions of this article will be made available by the authors, without undue reservation.



AUTHOR CONTRIBUTIONS

M-LL contributed to conception and design of the study. T-KY organized the database and performed the statistical analysis. M-LL and AS wrote the first draft of the manuscript. All authors contributed to the article and approved the submitted version.



FUNDING

This study was funded by Ministry of Science and Technology, Taiwan, under grant research project number: MOST108-2511-S-218-007.



REFERENCES

 Ainley, M., and Ainley, J. (2011). Student engagement with science in early adolescence: the contribution of enjoyment to students’ continuing interest in learning about science. Contemp. Educ. Psychol. 36, 4–12. doi: 10.1016/j.cedpsych.2010.08.001

 Akehurst, G., Alfonso, C., and Martins Goncalves, H. (2012). Re-examining green purchase behavior and the green consumer profile: new evidences. Manag. Decis. 50, 972–988. doi: 10.1108/00251741211227726

 Albort-Morant, G., Leal-Millán, A., and Cepeda-Carrión, G. (2016). The antecedents of green innovation performance: a model of learning and capabilities. J. Bus. Res. 69, 4912–4917. doi: 10.1016/j.jbusres.2016.04.052

 Ames, D. L., Jenkins, A. C., Banaji, M. R., and Mitchell, J. P. (2008). Taking another person’s perspective increases self-referential neural processing. Psychol. Sci. 19, 642–644. doi: 10.1111/j.1467-9280.2008.02135.x 

 Antadze, N., and Westley, F. R. (2012). Impact metrics for social innovation: barriers or bridges to radical change? J. Soc. Entrepreneu. 3, 133–150. doi: 10.1080/19420676.2012.726005 

 Ap, J. (1992). Residents' perceptions on tourism impacts. Ann. Tour. Res. 19, 665–690. doi: 10.1016/0160-7383(92)90060-3 

 Bacq, S., and Alt, E. (2018). Feeling capable and valued: A prosocial perspective on the link between empathy and social entrepreneurial intentions. J. Bus. Ventur. 33, 333–350. doi: 10.1016/j.jbusvent.2018.01.004

 Bagozzi, R. P., and Yi, Y. (2012). Specification, evaluation, and interpretation of structural equation models. J. Acad. Mark. Sci. 40, 8–34. doi: 10.1007/s11747-011-0278-x 

 Baierl, R., Grichnik, D., Spörrle, M., and Welpe, I. M. (2014). Antecedents of social entrepreneurial intentions: the role of an individual’s general social appraisal. J. Soc. Entrepreneu. 5, 123–145. doi: 10.1080/19420676.2013.871324

 Bapuji, H., Patel, C., Ertug, G., and Allen, D. G. (2020). Corona crisis and inequality: why management research needs a societal turn. J. Manag. 46, 1205–1222. doi: 10.1177/0149206320925881

 Beaumont, N. J., Aanesen, M., Austen, M. C., Börger, T., Clark, J. R., Cole, M., et al. (2019). Global ecological, social and economic impacts of marine plastic. Mar. Pollut. Bull. 142, 189–195. doi: 10.1016/j.marpolbul.2019.03.022 

 Bénabou, R., and Tirole, J. (2006). Incentives and prosocial behavior. Am. Econ. Rev. 96, 1652–1678. doi: 10.1257/aer.96.5.1652 

 Bennett, N. J., Di Franco, A., Calò, A., Nethery, E., Niccolini, F., Milazzo, M., et al. (2019). Local support for conservation is associated with perceptions of good governance, social impacts, and ecological effectiveness. Conserv. Lett. 12:e12640. doi: 10.1111/conl.12640

 Brakus, J. J., Schmitt, B. H., and Zarantonello, L. (2009). Brand experience: what is it? How is it measured? Does it affect loyalty? J. Mark. 73, 52–68. doi: 10.1509/jmkg.73.3.052

 Bright, L. (2007). Does person-organization fit mediate the relationship between public service motivation and the job performance of public employees? Rev. Public Personnel Administ. 27, 361–379. doi: 10.1177/0734371X07307149

 Butz, N. T., Stupnisky, R. H., Pekrun, R., Jensen, J. L., and Harsell, D. M. (2016). The impact of emotions on student achievement in synchronous hybrid business and public administration programs: a longitudinal test of control-value theory. Decis. Sci. J. Innov. Educ. 14, 441–474. doi: 10.1111/dsji.12110

 Castanheira, F. (2016). Perceived social impact, social worth, and job performance: mediation by motivation. J. Organ. Behav. 37, 789–803. doi: 10.1002/job.2056

 Chesbrough, H., and Di Minin, A. (2014). “Open Social Innovation,” in New Frontiers in Open Innovation. eds. H. Chesbrough, W. Vanhaverbeke, and J. West (Oxford: Oxford University Press), 169–188.

 Chin, W. W. (1998). Commentary: issues and opinion on structural equation modeling. JSTOR 22, vii–xvi.

 Cho, M. H., and Heron, M. L. (2015). Self-regulated learning: the role of motivation, emotion, and use of learning strategies in students’ learning experiences in a self-paced online mathematics course. Distance Educ. 36, 80–99. doi: 10.1080/01587919.2015.1019963

 Comte, A. (2015). A General View of Positivism. London: Routledge

 Creixans-Tenas, J., Gallardo-Vázquez, D., and Arimany-Serrat, N. (2020). Social responsibility, communication and financial data of hospitals: a structural modelling approach in a sustainability scope. Sustain. For. 12:4857. doi: 10.3390/su12124857

 Crocetti, E., Moscatelli, S., Van der Graaff, J., Rubini, M., Meeus, W., and Branje, S. (2016). The interplay of self–certainty and Prosocial development in the transition from late adolescence to emerging adulthood. Eur. J. Personal. 30, 594–607. doi: 10.1002/per.2084

 Cropanzano, R., Anthony, E. L., Daniels, S. R., and Hall, A. V. (2017). Social exchange theory: a critical review with theoretical remedies. Acad. Manag. Ann. 11, 479–516. doi: 10.5465/annals.2015.0099

 Dacin, P. A., Dacin, M. T., and Matear, M. (2010). Social entrepreneurship: why we don’t need a new theory and how we move forward from here. Acad. Manag. Perspect. 24, 37–57. doi: 10.5465/amp.24.3.37

 Dawson, P., and Daniel, L. (2010). Understanding social innovation: a provisional framework. Int. J. Technol. Manag. 51, 9–21. doi: 10.1504/IJTM.2010.033125 

 De Pelsmacker, P., and Janssens, W. (2007). A model for fair trade buying behavior: the role of perceived quantity and quality of information and of product-specific attitudes. J. Bus. Ethics 75, 361–380. doi: 10.1007/s10551-006-9259-2

 De Pelsmacker, P., Janssens, W., and Mielants, C. (2005). Consumer values and fair-trade beliefs, attitudes and buying behavior. Int. Rev. Public Nonprofit Market 11, 125–138. doi: 10.1002/nvsm.47

 Decety, J., and Jackson, P. L. (2004). The functional architecture of human empathy. Behav. Cogn. Neurosci. Rev. 3, 71–100. doi: 10.1177/1534582304267187 

 Dijkstra, T. K., and Henseler, J. (2015). Consistent partial least squares path modeling. MIS Q. 39, 297–316. doi: 10.25300/MISQ/2015/39.2.02 

 D’Mello, S. (2013). A selective meta-analysis on the relative incidence of discrete affective states during learning with technology. J. Educ. Psychol. 105, 1082–1099. doi: 10.1037/a0032674

 Eisenberg, N., Spinrad, T. L., and Knafo-Noam, A. (2015). “Prosocial development,” in Handbook of Child Psychology and Developmental Science: Socioemotional Processes. eds. M. E. Lamb and R. M. Lerner (New York, NY: John Wiley & Sons, Inc.), 610–656.

 Ellen, P. S. (1994). Do we know what we need to know? Objective and subjective knowledge effects on pro-ecological behaviors. J. Bus. Res. 30, 43–52. doi: 10.1016/0148-2963(94)90067-1

 Ernst, K. (2018). Heart over Mind–An Empirical Analysis of Social Entrepreneurial Intention Formation on the Basis of the Theory of Planned Behaviour (Doctoral Dissertation, Universität Wuppertal, Fakultät für Wirtschaftswissenschaft/Schumpeter School of Business and Economics» Dissertationen).

 Falk, R. F., and Miller, N. B. (1992). A Primer for Soft Modeling. Akron, OH: University of Akron Press.

 Fornell, C., and Larcker, D. F. (1981). Evaluating structural equation models with unobservable variables and measurement error. J. Mark. Res. 18, 39–50. doi: 10.1177/002224378101800104

 Forsyth, D. R. (1992). Judging the morality of business practices: The influence of personal moral philosophies. J. Bus. Ethics 11, 461–470. doi: 10.1007/BF00870557

 Francois, P., and Vlassopoulos, M. (2008). Pro-social motivation and the delivery of social services. CESifo Econom. Stud. 54, 22–54. doi: 10.1093/cesifo/ifn002 

 Galinsky, A. D., Ku, G., and Wang, C. S. (2005). Perspective-taking and self-other overlap: fostering social bonds and facilitating social coordination. Group Process. Intergroup Relat. 8, 109–124. doi: 10.1177/1368430205051060

 Galinsky, A. D., Maddux, W. W., Gilin, D., and White, J. B. (2008). Why it pays to get inside the head of your opponent: the differential effects of perspective taking and empathy in negotiations. Psychol. Sci. 19, 378–384. doi: 10.1111/j.1467-9280.2008.02096.x 

 Gamer, R. (2005). What’s in a name? Persuasion perhaps. J. Consum. Psychol. 15, 108–116. doi: 10.1207/s15327663jcp1502_3

 Geisser, S. (1974). A predictive approach to the random effect model. Biometrika 61, 101–107. doi: 10.1093/biomet/61.1.101

 Goldstein, N. J., and Cialdini, R. B. (2007). The spyglass self: a model of vicarious self-perception. J. Pers. Soc. Psychol. 92, 402–417. doi: 10.1037/0022-3514.92.3.402 

 Goldstein, N. J., Vezich, I. S., and Shapiro, J. R. (2014). Perceived perspective taking: when others walk in our shoes. J. Pers. Soc. Psychol. 106, 941–960. doi: 10.1037/a0036395 

 Goncalo, J. A., and Staw, B. M. (2006). Individualism–collectivism and group creativity. Organ. Behav. Hum. Decis. Process. 100, 96–109. doi: 10.1016/j.obhdp.2005.11.003 

 Grant, A. M. (2008). Does intrinsic motivation fuel the prosocial fire? Motivational synergy in predicting persistence, performance, and productivity. J. Appl. Psychol. 93, 48–58. doi: 10.1037/0021-9010.93.1.48 

 Grant, A. M., and Berg, J. M. (2011). “Prosocial motivation at work: When, why, and how making a difference makes a difference,” in Oxford Handbook of Positive Organizational Scholarship. eds. G. Spreitzer and K. Cameron (New York: Oxford University Press), 28–44.

 Grant, A. M., and Berry, J. W. (2011). The necessity of others is the mother of invention: intrinsic and prosocial motivations, perspective taking, and creativity. Acad. Manag. J. 54, 73–96. doi: 10.5465/amj.2011.59215085

 Grant, A. M., and Sonnentag, S. (2010). Doing good buffers against feeling bad: prosocial impact compensates for negative task and self-evaluations. Organ. Behav. Hum. Decis. Process. 111, 13–22. doi: 10.1016/j.obhdp.2009.07.003

 Hair, J. F. Jr., Matthews, L. M., Matthews, R. L., and Sarstedt, M. (2017). PLS-SEM or CB-SEM: updated guidelines on which method to use. Int. J. Multivar. Data Analy. 1, 107–123. doi: 10.1504/IJMDA.2017.10008574 

 Hair, J. F., Ringle, C. M., and Sarstedt, M. (2011). PLS-SEM: indeed a silver bullet. J. Mark. Theory Pract. 19, 139–152. doi: 10.2753/MTP1069-6679190202

 Hakanen, J. J., and Roodt, G. (2010). “Using the job demands-resources model to predict engagement: analysing a conceptual model,” in Work Engagement: A Handbook of Essential Theory and Research. Vol. 2. eds. A. B. Bakker and M. P. Leiter, (New York: Psychology Press), 85–101.

 Ham, M., Pap, A., and Stimac, H. (2019). Intention to implement corporate social responsibility–The role of religiousness and ethical idealism. Eurasian J. Business Manag. 7, 18–30. doi: 10.15604/ejbm.2019.07.01.003

 Hamburg, I., and Bucksch, S. (2017). Inclusive education and digital social innovation. Adv. Soc. Sci. Res. J. 4, 161–169. doi: 10.14738/assrj.45.2861

 Hechavarría, D. M., and Welter, C. (2015). Opportunity types, social entrepreneurship and innovation: evidence from the panel study of entrepreneurial dynamics. Int. J. Entrep. Innov. 16, 237–251. doi: 10.5367/ijei.2015.0196

 Heiskala, R. (2007). “Social innovations: Structural and power perspectives,” in Institutional change and economic performance. eds. T. J. Hämäläinen and R. Heiskala (Cheltenham, UK: Edward Elgar), 52–79.

 Henseler, J., Ringle, C. M., and Sarstedt, M. (2015). A new criterion for assessing discriminant validity in variance-based structural equation modeling. J. Acad. Mark. Sci. 43, 115–135. doi: 10.1007/s11747-014-0403-8

 Hmieleski, K. M., and Lerner, D. A. (2016). The dark triad and nascent entrepreneurship: an examination of unproductive versus productive entrepreneurial motives. J. Small Bus. Manag. 54, 7–32. doi: 10.1111/jsbm.12296

 Hockerts, K. (2015). The social entrepreneurial antecedents scale (SEAS): a validation study. Soc. Enterp. J. 11, 260–280. doi: 10.1108/SEJ-05-2014-0026

 Hockerts, K. (2017). Determinants of social entrepreneurial intentions. Entrep. Theory Pract. 41, 105–130. doi: 10.1111/etap.12171 

 Hosany, S., and Witham, M. (2010). Dimensions of cruisers’ experiences, satisfaction, and intention to recommend. J. Travel Res. 49, 351–364. doi: 10.1177/0047287509346859

 Iglesias, O., Singh, J. J., and Batista-Foguet, J. M. (2011). The role of brand experience and affective commitment in determining brand loyalty. J. Brand Manag. 18, 570–582. doi: 10.1057/bm.2010.58

 Jöreskog, and Sörbom, (2004). LISREL 8.70. Chicago: Scientific Software.

 Kazeminia, A., Hultman, M., and Mostaghel, R. (2016). Why pay more for sustainable services? The case of ecotourism. J. Bus. Res. 69, 4992–4997. doi: 10.1016/j.jbusres.2016.04.069

 Kivetz, Y., and Tyler, T. R. (2007). Tomorrow I’ll be me: The effect of time perspective on the a ctivation of idealistic versus pragmatic selves. Organ. Behav. Hum. Decis. Process. 102, 193–211. doi: 10.1016/j.obhdp.2006.07.002

 Kumari, R., Kwon, K. S., Lee, B. H., and Choi, K. (2020). Co-creation for social innovation in the ecosystem context: the role of higher educational institutions. Sustain. For. 12:307. doi: 10.3390/su12010307

 Lee, J.-S., Lee, C.-K., and Choi, Y. (2011a). Examining the role of emotional and functional values in festival evaluation. J. Travel Res. 50, 685–696. doi: 10.1177/0047287510385465

 Lee, L., Wong, P. K., Der Foo, M., and Leung, A. (2011b). Entrepreneurial intentions: The influence of organizational and individual factors. J. Bus. Ventur. 26, 124–136. doi: 10.1016/j.jbusvent.2009.04.003 

 Leonidou, L. C., Leonidou, C. N., and Kvasova, O. (2013). Cultural drivers and trust outcomes of consumer perceptions of organizational unethical marketing behavior. Eur. J. Mark. 47, 525–556. doi: 10.1108/03090561311297445

 Li, S., Zhang, K., and Ng, S. (2019). “The influence of idealistic versus pragmatic mindsets on charitable behavior,” in NA—Advances in Consumer Research. Vol. 47. eds. R. Bagchi, L. Block, and L. Lee (Duluth, MN: Association for Consumer Research), 733–736.

 Lin, C.-Y., and Ho, Y.-H. (2008). An empirical study on logistics service providers’ intention to adopt green innovations. J. Technol. Manag. Innov. 3, 17–26.

 Linnenbrink-Garcia, L., Rogat, T. K., and Koskey, K. L. (2011). Affect and engagement during small group instruction. Contemp. Educ. Psychol. 36, 13–24. doi: 10.1016/j.cedpsych.2010.09.001 

 Lowitt, E. (2013). The Collaboration Economy: How to Meet Business, Social, and Environmental Needs and Gain Competitive Advantage. San Francisco, CA: John Wiley and Sons.

 Luczak, P. (2018). Social media as a tool for the development of young employees. Int. J. Business Administrat. Stud. 4, 31–36. doi: 10.20469/ijbas.4.10004-1

 Mair, J., and Noboa, E. (2006). “Social entrepreneurship: how intentions to create a social venture are formed,” in Social Entrepreneurship. eds. J. Mair, J. Robinson, and K. Hockerts (London: Palgrave Macmillan), 121–135.

 Malti, T., Gummerum, M., Keller, M., and Buchmann, M. (2009). Children’s moral motivation, sympathy, and prosocial behavior. Child Dev. 80, 442–460. doi: 10.1111/j.1467-8624.2009.01271.x 

 Manika, D., Antonetti, P., Papagiannidis, S., and Guo, X. (2021). How pride triggered by pro-environmental technology adoption spills over into conservation behaviours: a social business application. Technol. Forecast. Soc. Chang. 172:121005. doi: 10.1016/j.techfore.2021.121005

 Marde, S., and Verite-Masserot, C. (2018). Antecedents of green consumption: a scale of measure. J. Consum. Mark. 35, 414–425. doi: 10.1108/JCM-08-2016-1927

 McIntyre, L., and Rondeau, K. (2011). Individual consumer food localism: a review anchored in Canadian farmwomen’s reflections. J. Rural. Stud. 27, 116–124. doi: 10.1016/j.jrurstud.2011.01.002

 Milbergs, E., and Vonortas, N. (2004). Innovation metrics: measurement to insight. Center for Accelerating Innovation and George Washington University, National Innovation Initiative 21st Century Working Group, 22.

 Mirvis, P., Herrera, M. E. B., Googins, B., and Albareda, L. (2016). Corporate social innovation: how firms learn to innovate for the greater good. J. Bus. Res. 69, 5014–5021. doi: 10.1016/j.jbusres.2016.04.073

 Moynihan, D. P., and Pandey, S. K. (2010). The big question for performance management: why do managers use performance information? J. Public Adm. Res. Theory 20, 849–866. doi: 10.1093/jopart/muq004

 Moynihan, D. P., Pandey, S. K., and Wright, B. E. (2012). Prosocial values and performance management theory: linking perceived social impact and performance information use. Governance 25, 463–483. doi: 10.1111/j.1468-0491.2012.01583.x

 Mulgan, G. (2010). Measuring social value. Stanf. Soc. Innov. Rev. 8, 38–43.

 Nilsson Sojka, B., and Sojka, P. (2003). The blood-donation experience: perceived physical, psychological and social impact of blood donation on the donor. Vox Sang. 84, 120–128. doi: 10.1046/j.1423-0410.2003.00271.x 

 Oganisjana, K., Svirina, A., Surikova, S., Grīnberga-Zālīte, G., and Kozlovskis, K. (2017). Engaging universities in social innovation research for understanding sustainability issues. Entrepreneur. Sustain. Issues 5, 9–22. doi: 10.9770/jesi.2017.5.1(1)

 O’Sullivan, E. L., and Spangler, K. J. (1998). Experience Marketing: Strategies for the New Millennium. State College, PA: Venture Publishing Inc.

 Palacios-González, M. M., and Chamorro-Mera, A. (2018). Analysis of the predictive variables of the intention to invest in a socially responsible manner. J. Clean. Prod. 196, 469–477. doi: 10.1016/j.jclepro.2018.06.066

 Palihawadana, D., Oghazi, P., and Liu, Y. (2016). Effects of ethical ideologies and perceptions of CSR on consumer behavior. J. Bus. Res. 69, 4964–4969. doi: 10.1016/j.jbusres.2016.04.060

 Pandey, S. K., and Stazyk, E. C. (2008). “Antecedents and correlates of public service motivation,” in Motivation in Public Management: The Call of Public Service. eds. J. L. Perry and A. Hondeghem (Oxford: Oxford University Press), 101–117.

 Pathak, S., and Muralidharan, E. (2016). Informal institutions and their comparative influences on social and commercial entrepreneurship: The role of in-group collectivism and interpersonal trust. J. Small Bus. Manag. 54, 168–188. doi: 10.1111/jsbm.12289

 Pine, B. J., and Gilmore, J. H. (1998). Welcome to the experience economy. Harv. Bus. Rev. 76, 97–105.

 Pol, E., and Ville, S. (2009). Social innovation: buzz word or enduring term? J. Socio-Econ. 38, 878–885. doi: 10.1016/j.socec.2009.02.011 

 Prendergast, G. P., and Tsang, A. S. L. (2019). Explaining socially responsible consumption. J. Consum. Mark. 36, 146–154. doi: 10.1108/JCM-02-2018-2568

 Roberts, J. A. (1996). Green consumers in the 1990s: profiles and implications for advertising. J. Bus. Res. 36, 217–231. doi: 10.1016/0148-2963(95)00150-6

 Rosnan, H., Saihani, S. B., and Yusof, N. M. (2013). Attitudes towards corporate social responsibility among budding business leaders. Procedia Soc. Behav. Sci. 107, 52–58. doi: 10.1016/j.sbspro.2013.12.398

 Ryan, R. M., and Deci, E. L. (2000). “When rewards compete with nature: the undermining of intrinsic motivation and self-regulation,” in Intrinsic and extrinsic motivation: The Search for Optimal Motivation and Performance. eds. C. Sansone and J. M. Harackiewicz (New York: Academic Press), 13–54.

 Scheidgen, K., Gümüsay, A. A., Günzel-Jensen, F., Krlev, G., and Wolf, M. (2021). Crises and entrepreneurial opportunities: digital social innovation in response to physical distancing. J. Bus. Ventur. Insights 15:e00222. doi: 10.1016/j.jbvi.2020.e00222

 Slimane, K. B., and Lamine, W. (2017). A transaction-based approach to social innovation. Int. J. Entrep. Innov. 18, 231–242. doi: 10.1177/1465750317741879

 Smilansky, S. (2009). Experiential Marketing: A Practical Guide to Interactive Brand Experiences. 1st Edn. London and Philadelphia, PA: Kogan Page Publishers.

 Song, H. J., Lee, C.-K., Park, J. A., Hwang, Y. H., and Reisinger, Y. (2015). The influence of tourist experience on perceived value and satisfaction with temple stays: the experience economy theory. J. Travel Tour. Mark. 32, 401–415. doi: 10.1080/10548408.2014.898606

 Spash, C. L. (2011). Social ecological economics: understanding the past to see the future. Am. J. Econ. Sociol. 70, 340–375. doi: 10.1111/j.1536-7150.2011.00777.x

 Stamboulis, Y., and Skayannis, P. (2003). Innovation strategies and technology for experience-based tourism. Tour. Manag. 24, 35–43. doi: 10.1016/S0261-5177(02)00047-X

 Straughan, R., and Roberts, J. (1999). Environmental segmentation alternatives: a look at green consumer behavior in the new millennium. J. Consum. Mark. 16, 558–575. doi: 10.1108/07363769910297506

 Taylor, J. (2008). Organizational influences, public service motivation and work outcomes: an Australian study. Int. Public Manag. J. 11, 67–88. doi: 10.1080/10967490801887921

 Tiwari, P., Bhat, A. K., and Tikoria, J. (2017). The role of emotional intelligence and self-efficacy on social entrepreneurial attitudes and social entrepreneurial intentions. J. Soc. Entrepreneur. 8, 165–185.

 Tiwari, P., Bhat, A. K., and Tikoria, J. (2022). Mediating role of prosocial motivation in predicting social entrepreneurial intentions. J. Soc. Entrepreneur. 13, 118–141. doi: 10.1080/19420676.2020.1755993

 Torres, P., and Augusto, M. (2020). Digitalisation, social entrepreneurship and national well-being. Technol. Forecast. Soc. Chang. 161:120279. doi: 10.1016/j.techfore.2020.120279

 Trivedi, R. H., Patel, J. D., and Acharya, N. (2018). Causality analysis of media influence on environmental attitude, intention and behaviors leading to green purchasing. J. Clean. Prod. 196, 11–22. doi: 10.1016/j.jclepro.2018.06.024

 Underwood, B., and Moore, B. (1982). Perspective-taking and altruism. Psychol. Bull. 91, 143–173. doi: 10.1037/0033-2909.91.1.143 

 Valter, K., and Akerlind, G. (2010). Introducing students to ways of thinking and acting like a researcher: a case study of research-led education in the sciences. Int. J. Learn. High. Educ. 22, 89–97.

 Van der Graaff, J., Carlo, G., Crocetti, E., Koot, H. M., and Branje, S. (2018). Prosocial behavior in adolescence: gender differences in development and links with empathy. J. Youth Adolesc. 47, 1086–1099. doi: 10.1007/s10964-017-0786-1 

 Vandenabeele, W. (2009). The mediating effect of job satisfaction and organizational commitment on self-reported performance: more robust evidence of the PSM—performance relationship. Int. Rev. Adm. Sci. 75, 11–34. doi: 10.1177/0020852308099504

 Vining, J., and Ebreo, A. (1989). An evaluation of the public response to a community recycling education program. Soc. Nat. Resour. 2, 23–36. doi: 10.1080/08941928909380673

 Vroom, V. H. (1964). Work and Motivation. New York: Wiley

 Vygotsky, L. S. (1994). The socialist alteration of man. in The Vygotsky Reader. eds. Veer R. Van der and J. Valsiner (Oxford: Blackwell), 175–184.

 Walker, B., Holling, C. S., Carpenter, S. R., and Kinzig, A. (2004). Resilience, adaptability and transformability in social–ecological systems. Ecol. Soc. 9:5. doi: 10.5751/ES-00650-090205

 Westley, F., and Antadze, N. (2010). Making a difference: strategies for scaling social innovation for greater impact. Innov. J. 15, 1–19.

 Wierzbiński, B., Surmacz, T., Kuźniar, W., and Witek, L. (2021). The role of the ecological awareness and the influence on food preferences in shaping pro-ecological behavior of young consumers. Agriculture 11:345. doi: 10.3390/agriculture11040345

 Wins, A., and Zwergel, B. (2016). Comparing those who do, might and will not invest in sustainable funds: a survey among German retail fund investors. Bus. Res. 9, 51–99. doi: 10.1007/s40685-016-0031-x 

 Wright, B. E. (2007). Public service and motivation: does mission matter? Public Adm. Rev. 67, 54–64. doi: 10.1111/j.1540-6210.2006.00696.x 

 Wu, W., Wang, H., Wei, C. W., and Zheng, C. (2022). Sharing achievement and social entrepreneurial intention: the role of perceived social worth and social entrepreneurial self-efficacy. Manag. Decis. 59, 2737–2754. doi: 10.1108/MD-05-2019-0667

 Yiu, D. W., Wan, W. P., Ng, F. W., Chen, X., and Su, J. (2014). Sentimental drivers of social entrepreneurship: a study of China’s Guangcai (glorious) program. Manag. Organ. Rev. 10, 55–80. doi: 10.1111/more.12043

 Zervas, G., Proserpio, D., and Byers, J. W. (2017). The rise of the sharing economy: estimating the impact of Airbnb on the hotel industry. J. Mark. Res. 54, 687–705. doi: 10.1509/jmr.15.0204


Conflict of Interest: The authors declare that the research was conducted in the absence of any commercial or financial relationships that could be construed as a potential conflict of interest.

Publisher’s Note: All claims expressed in this article are solely those of the authors and do not necessarily represent those of their affiliated organizations, or those of the publisher, the editors and the reviewers. Any product that may be evaluated in this article, or claim that may be made by its manufacturer, is not guaranteed or endorsed by the publisher.

Copyright © 2022 Lin, Yu and Sadat. This is an open-access article distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution License (CC BY). The use, distribution or reproduction in other forums is permitted, provided the original author(s) and the copyright owner(s) are credited and that the original publication in this journal is cited, in accordance with accepted academic practice. No use, distribution or reproduction is permitted which does not comply with these terms.

OPS/images/fpsyg-13-850783-t003.jpg
Social

Ecological " Prior Perceived  Perspective-  Positive Prosocial i
Idealism " y " " o0 innovation
concern experience  social worth  taking feelings  motivation  T'o'o
intention
Ecological concern
dealism 0689
Prior experience 0.297 0.416
Perceived social worth 0.376 0474 0719
Perspective-taking 0544 0549 0.462 0593
Positive feelings 0114 0200 0269 0200 0260
Prosocial motivation 0435 0526 0639 0717 0652 0299

Social innovation intention 0.271 0.374 0615 0618 0.503 0.360 0.666





OPS/images/fpsyg-13-850783-t004.jpg
Ecological concern —
Perceived social worth
(dealism — Perceived
social worth

Prior experience —
Perceived social worth
Perspective-taking —
Social innovation
intention

Perceived social worth —
Social innovation
intention

Prosocial motivation —
Social innovation
intention

Positive feelings — Social
innovation intention

*p<0.01.

Path

coefficient

0133+

01448

0.549%+

0.062

0.278"*

0.329%%

0.169+*

Tvalues

3115

3013

14.003

1197

a.448

5714

4.085

p values

0.002
0.003
0.000

0.232

0.000

0.000

0.000

Hypotheses

H1 support
H2 support
H3 support

Not support

HS support

H6 support

H7 support





OPS/images/fpsyg-13-850783-t001.jpg
Demographics/Level N Percentage
Gender

Male 162 368
Female 278 632
Grade

tst Grade 73 16.6
2nd Grade 234 53.2
3rd Grade 107 243
4th Grade 22 50
Master 2 05
Blank 2 05
College

Engineering, information and computer science 7 16
Business and management 327 743
Humanities a7 107
Others 55 125
Blank 4 09
Courses enrolled related to social enterprise

Zero 82 186
One 147 334
Two 134 305
Three 42 95
Four 24 55
Blark 1 25





OPS/images/fpsyg-13-850783-t002.jpg
Ecological concern
dealism

Prior experience
Perceived social
worth
Perspective-taking
Positive feelings
Prosocial motivation
Social innovation
ntention

Cronbach's
Alpha

0.836
0.710
0.803
0.938

0.863
0.941
0.906
0.874

rho_A

0.879
0.720
0813
0.939

0.869
0.942
0.908
0.879

Composite
Reliability
(CR)

0.888
0.837
0.884
0.951

0.901
0951
0.930
0.941

Average
Variance

Extracted

(AVE)

0.666
0.631
0.717
0.765

0.646
0.709
0.726
0.888





OPS/images/fpsyg-13-850783-t005.jpg
Specific paths Indirect effect T values p values
Ecological concern — 0037+ 2474 0013
Perceived social worth —

Social innovation intention

(dealism — Perceived social 0.040¢ 2514 0012
worth — Social innovation

ntention

Prior experience — Perceived  0.153+* 4041 0000

social worth — Social
innovation intention

*<0.05; *p<0.01.





OPS/xhtml/Nav.xhtml




Contents





		Cover



		The Psychological Motivations to Social Innovation and Transmitting Role of Social Worth



		Introduction



		Literature Review



		Ecological Concern and Perceived Social Worth



		Idealism and Perceived Social Worth



		Prior Experience and Perceived Social Worth



		Social Innovation Intention



		Perspective-Taking and Social Innovation Intention



		Perceived Social Worth and Intention of Social Innovation



		Pro-social Motivation and Social Innovation Intention



		Positive Feelings and Social Innovation Intention









		Materials and Methods



		Data Collection and Sample



		Measures



		Reliability and Validity









		The Structural Model and Results



		Discussion



		Theoretical Implications



		Managerial Implications









		Conclusion



		Data Availability Statement



		Author Contributions



		Funding



		References



















OPS/images/fpsyg-13-850783-g001.jpg
Ecological
concern

Perspective-
taking

Percerved
soctal worth

Prosocial
motivation

Soctal
innovation
mtention





OPS/images/fpsyg-13-850783-g002.jpg





OPS/images/cover.jpg
, frontiers
in Psychology

The Psychological Motivations to
Social Innovation and Transmitting
Role of Social Worth









OPS/images/crossmark.jpg
©

2

i

|





OPS/images/logo.jpg
’ frontiers
in Psychology





