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Abstract: The objective is analyzing the trends in Social Entrepreneurship Education as a multidis-
ciplinary research field. A systematic review of the literature on the intersection: Education and
Social Entrepreneurship, with the support of scientific literature and a careful search methodology. It
collects articles from the WOS Core collection database published between 2000 and 2022. A total of
367 articles are analyzed to answer the three research questions. The results of the analysis are twelve
dimensions identified according to the literature in the field of social entrepreneurship education;
after using lexicometric analysis and Iramuteq software, the main trends on the topics are found and
discussed and the relationship of terms and concepts in the abstract and title text of the analyzed
articles is shown, showing the frequency, importance of linkage, and co-occurrences of lexical units.
Six clusters of nodes and related terms are confirmed: entrepreneur, development and innovation,
education, entrepreneurial university, context, and types of study. These clusters show the concern
for the field of study of social entrepreneurship education and the need to find a consensus on the
concept of an entrepreneur and on what is social entrepreneurship in education. The wide range of
topics, dispersed and fragmented, continues to offer opportunities for specificity.

Keywords: entrepreneurship education; social entrepreneurship education; social entrepreneurship;
Iramuteq; research opportunities

1. Introduction

Entrepreneurship has become a preferred field of study because of its direct impact on
progress (Carree et al. 2002), following the traditional theories related to economic develop-
ment (Shane and Venkataraman 2001). In recent decades, all public policy has revolved
around promoting this human activity by encouraging innovation and entrepreneurial
skills. From such interest, the link between entrepreneurial activity and education as an
instrument to enhance entrepreneurial drive-in society has emerged (Kuratko 2005; Fayolle
et al. 2019). Recent studies demonstrate the positive effect of entrepreneurship programs on
students’ behavior and attitude (Adeel et al. 2023). Since the flourishing of entrepreneurship
as a field of study, some researchers have focused on a particular type of entrepreneurship
that finds a way to solve social problems towards the business organization (Boschee
2006). Such ventures are known as social enterprises whose intellectual foundation is in
the social value creation theories. Some bibliometric studies confirm the growing interest
in this specific type of entrepreneurship (Tan-Luc et al. 2022). Before that, other authors
pointed out a relationship between social entrepreneurship and education that deserve
to be studied (Rey-Martí et al. 2016; Carmona et al. 2018). In recent years more specific
research has focused on social entrepreneurship and education, studying the content of
different courses (Ndou 2021; Saebi et al. 2019). Nevertheless, a research analysis of social
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entrepreneurship education has not yet been conducted. As such, this study offers to
respond to the existing gap.

Therefore, we present a paper structured as follows: First, we outline a summary
of the most relevant research of the domains under study: Entrepreneurship Education
(EE); Social Entrepreneurship (SE), and Social Entrepreneurship Education (SEE). Second,
we set the objectives and the research questions. Third, we present a description of a
mixed bibliometric review methodology. We continue with a fourth section showing the
results of the study Afterword, a panoramic review (Oxman et al. 1994) was carried out,
incorporating systematic aspects in the search and synthesis. We followed the SALSA
protocol (Grant and Booth 2009), which takes its name from the four main phases of the
review as follows: search, appraisal, synthesis and analysis. In turn, we followed the
guidelines of Donaldson (2019), adapted to our type of research, and focused the study
on the six phases of analysis. Thus, the results are discussed critically with the research
questions. Finally, we conclude with some implications for practice at different levels and
future lines of research.

2. Theoretical Frameworks
2.1. Entrepreneurship Education (EE)

The realm of entrepreneurial studies concerning education has been actively re-
searched in the last 20 years (Kyrö 2015; Fayolle et al. 2019). Education is acknowledged
as an external factor that can increase entrepreneurial intention and is based on intention
models (Carsrud and Brännback 2011), although most articles focus on measuring the
impact on higher education (Nabi et al. 2017; Adeel et al. 2023).

Foundations in human capital theories (Becker 1962) are also essential to understand-
ing the contribution of education in fostering economic development via entrepreneurship
(Unger et al. 2011). The notion of entrepreneurship in education is essential in the EE
literature (Ladevéze and Núñez-Canal 2016). Consensus about EE is based on a triple
perspective: education for entrepreneurship, education via entrepreneurship, and educa-
tion about entrepreneurship (Gibb 2002), where having a broad sense of entrepreneurship
in education is critical (Kyrö 2015). Entrepreneurship in education includes not only the
venture creation process but the competence of the entrepreneurs’ motivations and as-
pirations (Neck and Greene 2011). The approach to entrepreneurship is also different
regarding the educational stages, from an extensive meaning for primary and secondary
education based on all innovative possibilities to a process approach in higher education
(Welsh et al. 2016). In this sense, entrepreneurial education has been understood as a
pedagogy (Jones and Iredale 2010; Hägg and Gabrielsson 2019), since creating an enterprise
is a method of increasing initiative and innovation. The literature concludes that EE is
a transversal and multidisciplinary domain beyond the business process that requires a
holistic understanding (Fayolle 2013). Europe has followed this comprehensive approach to
entrepreneurship, as well as most European countries in their internal education regulations
(Bourgeois et al. 2018).

2.2. Social Entrepreneurship (SE)

Since the last century, a new figure appeared in the economic context that did not fit
with the figures of NGOs or philanthropy. For these organizations, the social objective was
carried out through a company with a commercial logic. These social entrepreneurs
attracted the attention of some scholars, who began searching for the differences be-
tween these kinds of entrepreneurship (Boschee 2006). Since the first studies in SE, the
phenomenon was framed in the theoretical tradition of entrepreneurship described by
Schumpeter, but with a social mission priority (Dees 2001). Scholars refer to studies of en-
trepreneurship to understand the social entrepreneur’s motivations, intentions, processes,
and traits (Dacin et al. 2011). Classic economics has developed the SE concept based on the
theory of entrepreneurial capability in all human endeavors (Shockley and Frank 2011).
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Nevertheless, some exploratory studies have identified some characteristics of such
entrepreneurs (Alvord et al. 2004). Several have searched for the difference between a
for-profit entrepreneur and a social entrepreneur (Boschee 2006; Shaw and Carter 2007),
and others focus on studying the motivations and concerns (Álvarez de Mon et al. 2021).
Some refer to the agency theory to explain the conflicts of the nature of the duality of the
activity (Davis et al. 2021). The tensions lived by social entrepreneurs are also studied from
the paradoxical leadership model (Smith et al. 2012).

Others refer to organization theories to consider SE as a hybrid organization (Battlilana
et al. 2014). The effectuation theory has also been used to understand the process of SE
creation (Yusuf and Sloan 2015) and the bricolage theory related to using resources in
social venture creation (Di Domenico et al. 2010; Bacq et al. 2015). Social entrepreneurship
intentions have been studied extensively in the context of self-efficacy theories. (Hockerts
2017; Tran and Von Korflesch 2016).

Finally, the literature describes SE as discovering opportunities to create social ventures
and solve societal problems (Agafonow 2014; Zahra et al. 2009).

Nevertheless, SE is still a fragmented concept due to highly diverse topics and issues
in the research sphere (Saebi et al. 2019; Smith et al. 2013). Therefore, creating a consensus
involving the definition of the SE is problematic. Thompson et al. (2000) defined SE as a
desirable option for individualistic, private projects to solve current and future challenges.
Recent findings have emphasized the social mission, economic value creation, and impact
maximization, looking for consensus on the definition of SE (Wu et al. 2020). Recent
systematic research has linked social innovation to social entrepreneurs (Grilo and Moreira
2022). Therefore, we agree that all the literature about entrepreneurs must be helpful
and that studies on SE should be put within the framework of existing theories and
entrepreneurial research models, highlighting SE differences that integrate capitalist logic
with social value creation (Short et al. 2009; Dacin et al. 2011).

2.3. Social Entrepreneurship Education (SEE)

Several bibliometric studies on SE indicate that education is essential (Carmona et al.
2018). In this context, education in SE is a logical evolution of the general framework of
EE. Some studies have focused on SE course curriculums (Ndou 2021), discussing the
pedagogical approach (Saebi et al. 2019). The students’ involvement in SE has also been
studied with positive results (Hockerts 2017). The creation of social enterprises has become
frequent as an innovative methodology introducing a moral and social perspective when
embarking on a business project (Vázquez-Parra et al. 2022). The literature has addressed
the question if SEE is a new field of study or if it is only a specification of EE theories
with the conclusion that the social orientation of the entrepreneurship projects allows for
considering the development of specific social skills and greater human aspirations for the
students (Pache and Chowdhury 2012).

As a project-based methodology, entrepreneurial education can embrace social rather
than profit goals, having a primary ethical component (Marina 2010). From this point
of view, SE has become a more comprehensive tool for fostering skills and attributes
of entrepreneurship values and a moral purpose in any undertaking (Smith et al. 2016).
Furthermore, the implication of social change that is proactive and dynamic has become a
desirable goal for education (Sen 2007). Nevertheless, a bibliometric study of the literature
on SEE has yet to be carried out. As a conclusion of the literature review, this work aims to
conduct an academic study to handle the following research questions:

RQ 1: What are SEE’s main characteristics and research trends in the 2000–2022 period?
RQ 2: How are the concepts of SE and education correlated?
RQ3: To what extent is SEE a specific realm of EE?
To address the task, we use a hands-on literature review on a selected number of

articles from 2000 to 2022, followed by a lexicometric content analysis.
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3. Material and Methods

The following section presents the methodologies combination used to answer the
research questions. The main objective is to map research fields, minimize subjectivity, and
improve the reliability of the results (Bernatović et al. 2022). Currently, there is a growing
interest in methodologies that analyze textual statistics (Roy and Garon 2013), develop
content analysis (Reinert 1990), carry out semantic analysis, and perform thematic analysis
or data mining.

In the research herein, lexicometric content analysis identifies thematic units derived
from the automatic extraction of hidden knowledge patterns in text data. This co-word
analysis allows us to identify frequently occurring terms that indicate related concepts. The
frequency of co-occurrence shows the strength of relationships between items (He 1999).
This technique has been used previously on SE (Tan-Luc et al. 2022).

This research focused on the systematic review of the literature published in academic
journals belonging to the Web of Science database (WOS). This database is renowned
for its rigor and quality in indexing more than 171 million academic articles from over
34,000 journals in all scientific fields, including social sciences, upon which our work is
based. The search was limited to articles indexed in the Web of Sciences Social Index (SSCI)
and excluded articles indexed in the Science Citation Index (SCI), the Arts & Humanities
Citation Index (A&HCI), and the Emerging Sources Citation Index (ESCI). The search
was limited to articles indexed in the following categories: business management, and
educational research. Articles indexed in categories farther away from the subject of the
article, such as economics, ethics, hospitality, environment, etc., were excluded. Finally,
following preceding works, the book format, book chapters, book reviews, and proceedings
papers were excluded (Liñán and Fayolle 2015). Nevertheless, unlike other systematic
reviews, we have not applied exclusion criteria based on the number of citations.

The search is limited to the 2000 to 2022 period, as the Lisbon European Council in
2000 year is considered as the start of entrepreneurial education expansion. As a result, 401
articles are reviewed from different fields.

The review methodology, taking into account the research questions and including
two different techniques, consisted of six phases as detailed (Table 1). In addition, the
search criteria followed in other reviews (Pittaway and Cope 2007) were used to identify
relevant articles. Thus, the review focused on peer-reviewed, refereed scientific publications
that met quality standards and had the highest impact in their field (Ordanini et al. 2008;
Podsakoff et al. 2005).

Table 1. Phases of the review process.

Phases

1 Setting the research objectives

2 Defining the conceptual boundaries: “Social entrepreneur” or “Social entrepreneurship” and
“Education”

3

Defining the inclusion criteria:
- Sources: Web of Science database, Social Index and categories management, business

and education and educational research
- Time period: 2000–2022
- Languages: all

Defining the exclusion criteria:
Categories: economics, ethics, hospitality, environment, financial, etc.
Source types: books, book chapters, book reviews, and proceedings papers
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Table 1. Cont.

Phases

4 Title and abstract hands-on reading, screening, and applying inclusion and exclusion criteria
and classifications in the 12 dimensions

5 Application of the lexicographic analysis software Iramuteq

6 Results are analyzed and discussed
Source: Adapted from Donaldson (2019).

In the first phase, the objectives and the research question were set according to the
academic literature. Secondly, a detailed examination of the publications was carried out
according to “Social Entrepreneur” or “Social Entrepreneurship” and “Education”. The
exclusion criteria were defined and applied to the papers in the third phase. In the next
phase, a careful reading of the titles and abstracts was conducted for the classification in
the 12 dimensions. Some articles that did not correspond to the subject were eliminated,
resulting in a final number of 367. This pre-processing task includes units of analysis
standardization, eliminating duplication, and avoiding spelling errors, ensuring the data
quality (Cobo et al. 2011).

Furthermore, in the fifth phase, a lexicographic content analysis using co-occurrence
grouping techniques was applied (Callon et al. 1983); this evaluation uses the most impor-
tant words to establish relationships and build conceptual structures. The unit of analysis
is a concept, not a document, author, or journal. Roy and Garon (2013) describe several soft-
ware packages for qualitative analysis. On this occasion, we used the lexicographic analysis
software Iramuteq (Interface de R pour les Analyses Multidimension-nelles de Textes ET de
Questionnaires) developed by Pierre Ratinaud (Ratinaud 2009). This software was selected
because it is an automatic, free, open-source program. Examining lexical profiles (both
words and lexemes), it analyzes terms, identifies correlation patterns and similarities, and
hierarchically groups the text’s main lexical domains to identify the narrative’s overall
semantics. However, a large amount of relational information is generated. As such, it
was necessary to resort to a refinement algorithm (Kamada and Kawai 1989), which has
made it possible to visualize the pertinent information. Finally, this type of assessment
enables the creation of textual analysis templates for text analysis, which compiles a quanti-
tative, exhaustive description of the vocabulary and facilitates the extraction of non-explicit
information within the texts (Reinert 1990).

The software Iramuteq generates approximately 800 co-occurrences; thus, lexical units
are formed within a textual corpus which are also lexically close to each other among the
forms they contain. The software produces an image of branches of clusters with diverse
colors since they bring together a set of words related by their similarity to the object of
study. The colors of the clusters are random and only serve to visualize the differentiation
among common word blocks. Terms with the same color belong to the same thematic
cluster. The size of the word is directly related to its frequency of use.

Consequently, the larger size reflects the higher frequency of words graphically. Like-
wise, link thickness shows relationship importance: the keywords are at the nodes of the
graphs and represent the co-occurrences. Finally, the shorter distance between the terms
indicates a relevant relationship. Iramuteq also provides descriptive statistics related to the
corpus of digitized texts, such as word number and frequency, the classification of lexical
units, the main lexical forms, etc. The analysis and interpretation of these data allow us
to gain a more precise, deeper insight into the content of the texts and to conclude, for
example, which are the main recurring themes of the texts analyzed. As a final step, we
present the discussion and implications of the results of the process.

4. Results

The results are presented responding to the research questions.
RQ 1: What are SEE’s main characteristics and research trends in the 2000–2022 period?
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The papers were classified according to 12 dimensions to respond to this first research
question (Table 2) as follows: 1. Definition of SE; 2. Identity of the social entrepreneur
(characteristics, personality traits, and skills); 3. Values and ethical features in SE; 4. SE,
sustainability, and corporate social responsibility; 5. SE intentions; 6. Gender and SE;
7. Agricultural/rural and sports-related SE; 8. Social enterprises of educational activity;
9. Education and SE; 10. Innovation and SE; 11. SE and financial resources; and 12. Litera-
ture reviews on SE.

Table 2. Relationship between the dimensions and academic literature.

Dimensions Explanation Academic Literature

1. Definition of SE Theoretical articles that address social
entrepreneurship conceptualization.

(Bacq et al. 2015; Mort et al. 2003; Short et al.
2009; Thompson et al. 2000; Wu et al. 2020)

2. Identity of the social
entrepreneurship

Theoretical and empirical articles that aim to
search for distinguishing attributes of SE.

(Álvarez de Mon et al. 2021; Koe Hwee Nga
and Shamuganathan 2010; Sen 2007)

3. Values and ethical features
of SE.

Different types of articles that focus on the
ethical and moral dimensions of SE.

(Awaysheh and Bonfiglio 2017;
Vázquez-Parra et al. 2022; Zahra et al. 2009).

4. SE, sustainability, and corporate
social responsibility

Articles about SE and the new global
corporate trends in sustainability, social and
environmental impact, and governance.

(Méndez-Picazo et al. 2021)

5. SE intention Articles following intention models as a
predictor of social entrepreneurial activities.

(Carsrud and Brännback 2011; Hockerts 2017;
Krueger and Carsrud 1993; Tiwari et al.
2017).

6. Gender and SE Papers studying gender approach and female
differentiation characteristics of SE.

(Díaz-García and Jiménez-Moreno 2010; Le
Loarne-Lemaire et al. 2017; Ribes-Giner et al.
2018)

7. SE that is agricultural/rural
and sports-related

Papers in different economic industries and
their application of SE. (Dias et al. 2019; Mair and Martí 2006)

8. Social enterprises of
educational activity

Papers studying a specific SE type, of which
its primary activity is on education. (Thiru 2011)

9. Education in SE
Studies addressing the influence of education
as an external factor in fostering SE
intentions.

(Pache and Chowdhury 2012)

10. Innovation and SE Papers referring to social innovation as a
source of entrepreneurship. (Nandan et al. 2015)

11. SE and financial resources Papers addressing the financial aspects of
social entrepreneurship activity. (Tate and Bals 2018)

12. Literature reviews on SE Bibliometric and systematic studies about SE. (Bae et al. 2014; Carmona et al. 2018; Tan-Luc
et al. 2022)

Authors elaboration.

There are two dominant topics: First, Dimension 9, concerning education in SE with
23% (85 articles) of the articles analyzed, and secondly, Dimension 2, concerning the Identity
of the social entrepreneur with 19.6% (72 articles). The following dimensions compile the
various articles and distribute them evenly at 10.3% (38 articles) for Dimension 1, Definition
of SE, and 9% (33 articles) for the Dimensions of SE intention along with SE and financial.
Finally, the least researched topics are Dimension 6, Gender and social entrepreneurship,
and Dimension 8, Social enterprises of educational activity, at 3.5% (11 and 13 articles) of the
research. Moreover, logically, the lowest scientific production corresponds to Dimension 12,
known as Literature reviews on SE, at 2.7% (10 articles).

The domain 9 Education in SE is logically the most frequently found. Nevertheless,
the articles included in this criteria are dispersed and fragmented, reinforcing the idea that
SEE suffers from a lack of clear theorizing. There are some that study how SEE permits
students to acquire the knowledge and expertise required to successfully engage in social
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entrepreneurial activities by allowing them to acquire the skills to be more social oriented to
create hybrid organizations. Nevertheless, we still lack a clear understating of the way SEE
may position differently from general EE (Pache and Chowdhury 2012). The multilogical
dimension of SEE combining the commercial and social motivations can create a new space
of a specification of SEE in the field of EE that has higher aspirations for the student to
embrace social venture creation with a greater purpose in solving social and environmental
human problems.

Regarding Dimension 2, the work carried out by Koe Hwee Nga and Shamuganathan
(2010) stands out as it defines the personality traits and attitudes that foster SE compe-
tence. We concur with these authors that character development is the most appropriate
philosophical–educational orientation for framing SE as an educational phenomenon in-
sofar as it contributes to developing values, virtues, ethical reflection, conscience, and
courage in students. In addition, it is important to highlight that studies about SE traits that
reference the general entrepreneurship literature and are consequently applicable, such
as the initiative to convert will into action, opportunities search (Shane and Venkatara-
man 2001), a moderate risk-taken orientation, self-confidence (Amorim Neto et al. 2018),
learning from mistakes (Minniti and Bygrave 2001), and creativity (Road et al. 2017). The
shaping of personal identity is a dynamic process involving character, emphasizing human
openness. It leads to making decisions, as well as being responsible and consistent. It also
allows for emotional balance, self-criticism, and mistakes’ acceptance. Moreover, it helps
to forge autonomy as a willing quality in the operational virtues of making sound choices
rationally. Thus, many of the competencies associated with SE have to do with character
attributes such as perseverance, flexibility, initiative, self-confidence, self-esteem, organi-
zation, communication/negotiation, teamwork, effort/tenacity, risk-taking, tolerance of
change, and fortitude against failure. In some of the studies categorized in this Dimension
2, the affective aspect and social entrepreneurs’ emotional intelligence are emphasized
(Bhat 2017). How story lives, family, educational background, and experiences influence
social entrepreneurs’ intentions are studied (Cohen and Katz 2016). Based on the preceding
information, educators’ emotional intelligence and attention on the resolution of social
problems, disabilities, social inclusion, and poverty, as elements to be taken into account
for equitable, fair intervention, highlight the fundamental role of the university.

Personal autonomy is a promotor of initiative and has the capability to project and
build personal identity. This aspect is linked to Dimension 3, Values and ethical features
of SE. In this sense, SE is a means of learning ethics in carrying out projects (Awaysheh
and Bonfiglio 2017). As the literature explains, social concerns and empathy are the main
prerequisites in founding a social enterprise and an essential element in predicting its
scalability and impact (Smith et al. 2016). Therefore, SEE is undoubtedly a tool for teaching
ethics and the moral aspect of entrepreneurial motivation (Vázquez-Parra et al. 2022).

In terms of the type of articles published, those of an empirical nature (252) stand
out (68.6%), compared to 115 (31.4%) of a theoretical nature, which indicates progress in
the study of this discipline beyond conceptual articles (Short et al. 2009). The journals
that have published the most articles on this issue since 2000 are the following: Journal of
Social Entrepreneurship (15 articles); Social Enterprise Journal (10 articles); Sustainability
(10 articles); Academy of Management Learning & Education (seven articles); Voluntas
(seven articles); Entrepreneurship Research Journal (five articles); Frontiers in Psychology
(five articles); Journal of Entrepreneurship in Emerging Economics (five articles); and
Revesco-Revista de Estudios Cooperativos (five articles).

In summary, to respond to the first research question, we see the same fragmentation
of studies as in the more generic EE field, where there is a need for consensus about the
concept of SE in the educational domain. Most of the researchers come from the economic
field, with less frequency from the phycology. Moreover, no representative educational
journals are published about SE in education.

RQ 2: How are the concepts of social entrepreneurship and education correlated?
Cluster analysis.
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The Iramuteq software was applied to the 367 titles and abstracts of the articles
reviewed. The results provide a snapshot image of the texts analyzed that allows us to
interpret the relationships and suggest what is missing: it makes it possible to visualize
the key words and themes that are not so obvious when reading (O’Neill et al. 2018). The
Iramuteq analysis tool produced the graph shown in Figure 1.
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The lexicometric analysis yielded two types of results. Firstly, it made it possible
to define the main research topics in the field and to classify them according to their
level of development. Secondly, it enabled the keyword lists to be associated with each
thematic cluster. The name of the cluster is defined by the keyword, which is the most
important node.

The image shows a red-colored, central core containing the word entrepreneurship,
which acts as a guide for the theme of all the articles. As mentioned above, studies on SE
related to education should be part of the entrepreneurship domain as an economic phe-



Adm. Sci. 2023, 13, 232 9 of 18

nomenon which, due to its social and welfare-producing significance, extends its interest
to other social sciences, specifically to education. Six main research themes have emerged
from the broad concept of entrepreneurship. These six clusters are named as the main
word node: entrepreneur, development and innovation, social entrepreneurship educa-
tion, entrepreneurial university, context, and types of studies in social entrepreneurship
(Table 3). Moreover, the cluster are related to the literature dimensions discussed in the
previous section.

Table 3. Main groups of co-words identified via clustering analysis and related to the domain’s
categorization.

Clusters Keywords Literature Dimensions

1. Entrepreneur
Woman, motivation, young, financial,
individual, responsibility, crisis, ability,
successful, personal, network, resource.

1. Definition of SE
2. Identity of the SE
6. Gender and SE

2. Development and innovation
Sustainable, capacity, ethics, relationship,
international, participant, inclusion,
originality, good, human, agent.

3. Values and ethical features of SE
4. SE, sustainability, and corporate social
responsibility
10. Innovation and SE

3. Education

Curriculum, program, investigate,
investment, society, value, culture,
methodology, educator, integrate, person,
professional, competence, perception.

9. Education in SE
8. Social enterprises of educational
activity

4. Entrepreneurial university Behavior, influence, efficacy, personality,
antecedent, ecosystem, innovative. 5. SE intention

5. Context Analysis, challenge, employment,
implication, Business, economic. 11. SE and financial resources

6. Types of study
Method, quantitative, qualitative, theoretical,
survey, analyze, examine, organizational,
leader, environmental, evaluation.

7. SE that is agricultural/rural and
sports-related 1

1 Source: produced by the authors of this study.

Main groups of co-words identified via clustering analysis and related to the domains
categorization.

Entrepreneur: The term entrepreneur, represented by the green cluster, has almost no
points where it intersects with the other clusters. The approach to study the individual
who is a social entrepreneur is one of largest number of articles topics, as was pointed out
in the previous section. In the recent years, despite significant development, there is still no
clear agreement on its definition (Bacq and Janssen 2011). The search for a consensus on a
definition of SE is the subject of systematic reviews that seek to gather all the perspectives
and nuances to define the term (Wu et al. 2020). Short et al. (2009) pointed out that even
though the academic production on SE of a theoretical nature (Popoviciu and Popoviciu
2011) exceeds empirical studies (Carraher et al. 2016), scarce progress has been made in
defining the term, despite the fact of being a promising global phenomenon, yet there has
been scant academic research of a rigorous nature. Interest in clarifying the concept has
led Choi and Majumdar (2014) to compile the different definitions and visions of social
entrepreneurship, as well as the different schools of thought by which it can be identified.
More recently, Saebi et al. (2019) pointed out that most definitions agree on the primacy of
social over economic value as the social entrepreneur objective. It is important to maintain
the effort to find a clear definition of SE due to the consequence of incorporating SE into
education (Solomon et al. 2019). However, this has led to neglect in other areas, such as
market focus and innovation. This area also includes several studies that focus on the
personal profile of social entrepreneurs (Hockerts 2017), in addition to interest in matters
such as gender, with a preference for female social entrepreneurs (Dickel and Eckardt
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2021) as well as those who are young (Lewis 2016). This cluster is related to development
and innovation.

Development and Innovation: Represented by the light blue cluster in the low-central
position, which is an important location. The concepts most strongly related to the devel-
opment and innovation block, and to the constructs of entrepreneur and education, are the
following: sustainability, capacity, ethics, relationship, international, participant, inclusion,
originality, good, agent, and human. These concepts are included in the different articles
(Table 1) within Dimension 10, Innovation and social entrepreneurship. In this regard,
SE accepts the implementation of innovative strategies to provide a solution to society,
not only economical, but mainly of a moral, social, and cultural nature (Newth 2016). As
such, the social entrepreneur becomes an agent of change (agency theory) who takes on
new challenges and responsibilities for the social good (Davis et al. 2021). This conclusion
highlights the ethical vision of innovation in SE (Toledano 2020), as well as the need to train
social entrepreneurs with certain personal and professional qualities: creativity, innovation,
capacity for reflection, and an ethical vision.

Another aspect of the research analysis revolves around the relationship between SE
and sustainability (Zhu et al. 2016). SE, and entrepreneurship in general, have a direct
relationship with the sustainability objectives that are now highly relevant in the business
world (Méndez-Picazo et al. 2021). It advocates an education that promotes sustainable
innovation to address social, environmental, and human development challenges. Compa-
nies are considered change agents in their role to implement original social impact solutions.
They have assumed a new position beyond traditional economics, which is a business role
concerning the shared value of Porter and Kramer (2011). Finally, the great challenge of
SE and innovation is to address any neglected needs in order to respond to the problems
of vulnerable people. Future social entrepreneurs must correctly understand this aim as
some literature highlights the disengagement of social entrepreneurs with moral behaviors
to justify helping others (Muldoon et al. 2022). This is a key issue that reinforces the use
of SEE projects as an innovative tool to teach ethics in action. The work of inclusion (De
Ruysscher et al. 2017), which involves the empowerment of disadvantaged collectives (Wu
et al. 2019) in order for them to lead a dignified human life, is one of the motivations of
today’s social entrepreneurs.

Education: To begin with, the cluster known as education, represented by the pink
color, combines the concepts of entrepreneurship and education with various related con-
cepts. First, we have observed words referring to educational elements such as curriculum,
program, and methodology. These studies investigate the generation of educational frame-
works related to SEE. Since the first courses at Harvard University in the early 1990s,
many educational programs have taught entrepreneurship with a social purpose. In such
research, we find studies that try to explain different educational models in SE (Miller et al.
2012). These studies are based on the EE theoretical framework of teaching for SE and
about entrepreneurship (Gibb 2002). On the other hand, the bond with the words pedagogy
and strategy shows the authors’ interest in studying the instrumental character of these
education models as pedagogy (Jones and Iredale 2010). These studies aim to develop
SE competence (Miller et al. 2012) and test individual impact and effectiveness (Smith
et al. 2012). The relationship between SEE and active methodologies has been observed
as a strong research trend, following the general lines of entrepreneurial education (Hytti
and O’Gorman 2004). Some research has studied the methodological component of this
educational phenomenon as experiential learning or learning by doing (Chang et al. 2014).
This is consistent with the trend in SE toward active, engaged learning from which new
concepts are emerging in the wake of the changemaker movements (Sen 2007).

Furthermore, the word value stands out, suggesting that this cluster joins educa-
tional studies linked to education in values with the importance of morality and ethics
in entrepreneurship competence (Marina 2010). Ever since the first studies on social
entrepreneurship, the importance of ethical motivation in the characteristics of social en-
trepreneurs has been confirmed (Mort et al. 2003). As mentioned above, this allows us to
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perceive that education in personality has a link to education in SE (Vázquez-Parra et al.
2022). This trend is also reflected in recent studies linking this type of entrepreneurship with
values such as compassion (Miller et al. 2012). Finally, the word society reflects how many
studies that investigate entrepreneurial education programs aim to raise awareness and
develop projects that solve current problems in our society (Swanson and Di Zhang 2010).

Entrepreneurial university: The cluster represented by the dark blue bubble highlights
the adjective entrepreneurial with the noun university, which confirms the large number of
studies at the higher education level. Social enterprises have become a suitable method-
ological instrument in management education (Awaysheh and Bonfiglio 2017). The concept
of entrepreneurial university is largely studied in the literature (Forliano et al. 2021) and is
identified to be a great trend. A new role of universities is confirmed as entrepreneurial
organizations that goes beyond teaching and research plays an active influence in the socioe-
conomic development of the communities where they operate (García-Hurtado et al. 2022).

On the other hand, in this cluster, we find words such as behavior, personality, in-
fluence, antecedent, and perception reflecting a general trend in the literature to look for
the extent to which education influences the development of students’ entrepreneurial
competence (Koe Hwee Nga and Shamuganathan 2010; Hockerts 2018). This line of thought
follows a literature trajectory that considers higher education to be a determining factor in
shaping entrepreneurial intention (Carsrud and Brännback 2011).

Context: In forest green, the context cluster is connected to that of entrepreneurship
via a very clear node. In this group of words, we can see a dispersion of concepts that
correspond to business-related terms such as economic, employment, and business model.
This cluster reflects the importance being given to the phenomenon of SE in management
and economics fields. The study of SE is a unique opportunity to question and reformulate
some assumptions in the field of business and management (Mair and Martí 2006). On the
other hand, these papers refer to the group of articles that follow a line of research on the
exogenous factors of entrepreneurship and refer to how entrepreneurial ecosystems can
influence the founding and operation of their ventures (Roundy 2017). This trend is part of
the general line of study on the adequacy of political and institutional environments in the
development of projects related to entrepreneurship (Estrin et al. 2013).

Types of Studies: Represented by the yellow color, these terms have a low level of
association. Related concepts are as follows: method, quantitative, qualitative, theoretical,
research, analyze, examine, and evaluation. The methodology of the articles analyzed is
mainly quantitative (252), compared to 115 qualitative articles. In most of the research,
there is a trend toward analyzing and examining the impact of social entrepreneurs on
different areas of society such as the following: tourism, agriculture, sport, health, rural
areas, politics, etc. Finally, other types of studies we have encountered in this cluster are
bibliographic reviews, which help to present a map of the most relevant research in certain
fields of study.

RQ3: To what extent is Social Entrepreneurship Education (SEE) a specific realm of
Entrepreneurship education?

The increasing scientific production, the number of specialized journals, the diversity
of authors, and the working disciplines corroborate that SEE articles focus on various issues
and complex realities. Furthermore, a shift in the direction of research on EE is perceived
as a more social and moral approach to entrepreneurial learning when studying social
entrepreneurship in education. The SEE research has a perspective that includes ethics,
human values, empathy approach, emotional attributes, sustainability interests, environ-
mental awareness, inclusion, diversity, and social wellbeing in the entrepreneurs’ motiva-
tion. Therefore, SEE pattern trends show rising interest in promoting an entrepreneurial
spirit that combines market logic and efficiency with human values and action-oriented
awareness of social and environmental problem-solving activities.

Since the incorporation of EE at primary levels, it has been frequently criticized in the
educational sphere because of the market orientation implication of all issues of society
as health, education, etc. Nevertheless, the literature about EE has already solved these
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concerns with different arguments. Its effectiveness of a narrow sense of entrepreneurship
is questioned (Gibb 2002); the educational value of developing a business plan is discussed
(Jones and Penaluna 2013); and the holistic concept of entrepreneurial behavior is con-
firmed (Kyrö 2015). As such, we can consider a consensus about using a broad notion
of entrepreneurship (Ladevéze and Núñez-Canal 2016), especially in the first years of
education. Furthermore, the literature on EE integrates in the entrepreneurship competence
the entrepreneurs’ motivations and their aspirations (Neck and Greene 2011). In this sense,
competence aims to develop among students’ autonomy, personal initiative, critical spirit,
autonomous thinking, creativity, reflection, decision making, and problem solving. The
SEE literature broadens the focus of entrepreneurial competence to a more philosophical
aspect that was used so far in conventional studies on entrepreneurial education (Azqueta
and Sanz-Ponce 2021). As such, it includes an ethical and sustainable vision, which has a
direct impact on society.

The teaching methodologies necessary for acquiring social entrepreneurial competence
must develop a positive feeling for SE (Steiner et al. 2018). Following the theories of EE as
a pedagogy (Kyrö 2015), SEE places the student at the center of the process and provides
him/her with autonomy and responsibility and favors active and experiential learning
(Hockerts 2018). Therefore, a multidimensional concept of SEE is required (Vázquez-
Parra et al. 2022), which stimulates innovative projects in classrooms that engage students
emotionally in their role as changemakers for a better society and better world, generating
a context for social awareness and active citizenship.

Incorporating social entrepreneurship in education is related to the pedagogies of
social value creation (Lackéus 2020). This value is created for others and related to the 4Cs—
conceive, create, capture, and critique (Jones et al. 2021). This approach has its educational
and historical roots in the works of educational philosophers such as Dewey, Makiguchi,
and Whitehead (Gebert and Joffee 2007). In this light, students not only solve a social need,
but it has other benefits because it contributes to the personal development of individuals,
where students gain an enriching personal learning experience.

Consequently, the most appropriate response to RQ3 is that education for SE can
become a specific area of EE, raising students’ awareness about projects to solve social and
environmental problems beyond seeking business opportunities. The distinguishing factors
of this kind of EE are to generate initiatives with ethical values, emotional involvement,
and a positive impact on society as a whole concerning environment, fair trade, health,
and human rights (Portales 2019), with sustainable solutions (Shu et al. 2020). Moreover,
incorporating social projects in primary education as an innovative methodology is coherent
with the theoretical frameworks of an extended concept of entrepreneurship in education
and it mitigates the criticism. Furthermore, SEE values the person’s social dimension,
increasing intrinsic student satisfaction and improving learning outcomes. It develops
a holistic approach that strengthens the links between business and EE and social needs
and citizenship.

Finally, concerning the gaps in research on SEE, it is still necessary to clarify the
SE concept as an educational phenomenon based on the rigorous EE literature already
consolidated as a field of study in the last decades. Such clarification is not new in EE,
as was already pointed out (Fayolle 2013). The delimitation of the subject is essential to
foster efficient economic and educational policies. The introduction of SE enlarges the
debate on what entrepreneurship is in the educational system as a goal. A wide range
of topics continue to offer opportunities for specificity and academic agreement on their
relationships and implications.

5. Conclusions and Limitations

This study combines bibliometric study with lexicometric analysis to capture the
research activity in SEE in the last decades. The study’s results try to answer three research
questions posed following the literature. Then, some recommendations are presented to
help improve academic research in SEE.
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Firstly, the results propose to solve the ontological and epistemological challenge of the
concept of SEE. This implies the need for a holistic, unified, and interdisciplinary approach
to entrepreneurship in education, highlighting the social impact goals of the projects. This
distinguishing perspective is still minimally explored in academic research. Incorporating
SE in education provides a motivating learning experience that contributes to the personal
development of students’ capabilities. The development of hybrid methodologies that
combine experiential learning and active and agile methodologies are outlined as future
lines of work. Introducing a specific concept of a social entrepreneur with the specifics
characteristics (emotional aspects, social aspirations, empathy for others, environmental
awareness, human rights, etc.) can contribute to training young people as agents of change
who will have to successfully and ethically solve tomorrow’s problems.

Secondly, SEE is still a fragmented field with dispersed studies. Therefore, it is neces-
sary to claim more rigorous academic research based on previous theoretical frameworks
already developed by the solid EE literature. Some neglected lines of work within this field
of study are also pointed out. It seems necessary to specify a framework of SE competence
within the already developed EE models. Therefore, we propose that SE competence inte-
grates the attributes, skills, and knowledge about entrepreneurship with a priority focus
on the personal development elements regarding ethics and social impact. This proposal
is founded for SE and about SEE theories using SEE projects as an innovative tool to teach
ethics in action.

Although the notion of SE is still unclear in the educational context, we suggest
addressing this problem with academic rigor based on an already solid framework for a
broader concept of the entrepreneurship term in education.

The conclusions have future implications at three levels: (a) at an educational policy
level, promoting a specific SE competence based on the ethical construction of personality,
especially in primary education. (b) At the university level, encouraging transversal courses
and competences for projects linked to social development goals and explicit social value
creation; (c) at an economic policy level, promoting entrepreneurial policies whose main
objective is to promote citizen participation in social innovation.

In summary, this work supports future research on a specialization realm of EE with the
need for further research on SEE. Potential lines of research revolve around the relationship
between SEE, sustainability, innovation, and the new role of businesses in measuring social
impact. A growing field of study is the role of informal education. Finally, the SE mission
suits better with a moral and educational purpose. The need for a consensus about moral
educational goals is another line of investigation for our educational systems. Concerns
about poverty, social inclusion, and disability have appeared as emerging issues for social
entrepreneurs and education. One limitation of this research is the absence of a search
for articles in databases other than the Web of Science. Research published in books or
book chapters was not taken into account either. Extending the search to other databases
and other formats such as books or book chapters could show a different picture of the
problems studied.
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