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Abstract

This systematic literature review aims at understanding the influence of the
university’s environment and support system (ESS) in shaping the social
entrepreneurial intention (SEI) of post-secondary education students. Social
entrepreneurs play an important role in the economic and social developments of
the communities in which they operate, thus many post-secondary institutions are
starting to encourage more students to engage in social entrepreneurial behaviour.
Consequently, there is a need for systematic approaches to evaluate the impact of
various motivational factors related to the university’s entrepreneurial ecosystem that
could affect the SEI of students. Based on a systematic literature review and narrative
synthesis of the antecedents of the SEI of post-secondary education students, the
authors proposed a customized SEI model that modifies and extend the one
proposed by Hockerts (Entrepreneurship: Theory and Practice, 2017) and Mair and
Noboa (Social entrepreneurship, 2006). This study fills a gap in the literature by
providing a methodology grounded in theory that can help universities to design
their educational and other interventions aimed at encouraging more students to
consider social entrepreneurship as a viable career choice after graduation.

Keywords: Social entrepreneurial intention, University environment and support
system, Student social entrepreneurs, Systematic literature review

Introduction
This systematic literature review aims at understanding the influence of the university’s

environment and support system (ESS) in shaping the social entrepreneurial intention

(SEI) of post-secondary education students. Social entrepreneurs play an important

role in the economic and social developments of the communities in which they oper-

ate (Mair & Noboa, 2006). They are a special type of entrepreneurs who are driven by

a variety of motives including the alleviation of poverty, hunger or illiteracy; the im-

provement of human health; the reparation of social, legal or economic injustice; and

the preservation of the environment for future generations (Austin, Stevenson, & Wei-

Skillern, 2006; Seelos & Mair, 2005; Vidal, 2005). Despite their varied motivations, the

one common denominator among all social entrepreneurs is the utilization of limited
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resources in new and creative ways to generate social value, as opposed to the

maximization of personal and shareholder’s wealth (Zadek & Thake, 1997). Social en-

trepreneurs are also different from philanthropists in that they do not use their excess

wealth to support worthy causes by sponsoring their favourite not-for-profit organiza-

tions, but rather mobilize the scarce resources necessary to address a problem that both

the free market and government failed to solve (Khanin, 2011). Given the relevance of

social entrepreneurs in today’s society, many post-secondary institutions are starting to

encourage more students to participate in social entrepreneurial initiatives, i.e. to en-

gage in social entrepreneurial behaviour (Hockerts, 2015; Miller, Grimes, Mcmullen, &

Vogus, 2012; Smith, Kickul, & Coley, 2010). Consequently, there is a need for system-

atic approaches to evaluate the impact of various motivational factors related to the

university’s entrepreneurial ecosystem that could shape the SEI of students.

There is evidence in the literature that contextual and situational factors, e.g. the uni-

versity’s ESS, affect entrepreneurial intention by influencing the precursors (anteced-

ents) of intention (Ajzen, 1987; Boyd & Vozikis, 1994; Krueger & Carsrud, 1993; Lee &

Wong, 2004; Tubbs & Ekeberg, 1991). Situational variables typically have an indirect

influence on intention by influencing key attitudes and general motivation to behave

(Krueger, Reilly, & Carsrud, 2000). Trivedi (2016) has identified three motivational fac-

tors of the university’s ESS that could influence the precursors of entrepreneurial

intention. He suggested that targeted cognitive and non-cognitive supports, and to a

lesser extent the general educational support, seemed to have a positive correlation

with the precursors of entrepreneurial intention. Trivedi (2016) also argued that a well-

crafted entrepreneurship education curriculum could significantly improve students’

entrepreneurial competencies and raise their enthusiasm to become entrepreneurs.

Bazan et al. (2019) have successfully applied a variant of Trivedi’s (2016) entrepreneur-

ial intention model to understand the influence of the university’s ESS on the precur-

sors of the entrepreneurial intention of students. Following similar rationale, the

authors posit that contextual and situational factors such as the university’s ESS will

also affect the SEI of students. This systematic literature review intends to gather

enough evidence to support the aforementioned arguments.

The authors divided the remainder of the article in four sections as follows. “Research meth-

odology” section describes the systematic literature review and narrative synthesis conducted

for answering two research questions. “Results” section illustrates the state-of-the knowledge

as it pertains to the antecedents of the SEI of students. “Discussion” section describes the pro-

posed SEI model based on the results of the systematic literature review and narrative synthe-

sis and the proposed instrument to operationalize the model. The paper ends with the

“Conclusion” section and possible future work.

Research methodology
The authors conducted a systematic literature review and narrative synthesis of the ef-

fect of the university’s ESS in shaping the SEI of students. They designed the study as a

way to understand the motivational factors related to the university’s entrepreneurial

ecosystem that could affect the SEI of students (Popay, Roberts, Sowden, & Petticrew,

2006). There were two research questions guiding the literature review. (1) Does the

university’s ESS affect the precursors of SEI of students? (2) How did previous studies

measure the effect of the university’s ESS on the precursors of SEI of students? To
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answer these questions, the authors searched the SCOPUS electronic database plat-

form—the largest citation database of peer-reviewed literature—from inception until

October 2018. They used a systematic and repeatable approach to identify relevant

publications describing the contents of interest. This included that use of precisely se-

lected words and terms that allowed for a more inclusive search of articles in the data-

base. For replicability, Table 1 provides the key terms, keywords and Boolean

expressions used to query the literature.

The query returned 112 publications that met the search criteria, of which 67 docu-

ments appeared in scientific or professional journals (articles and reviews), 30 docu-

ments were parts of book publications and 15 documents were included in conference

proceedings. The authors assumed that journal articles were the only documents vali-

dated by peer review, thus these were the only documents included in the literature re-

view (Jones, Coviello, & Tang, 2011). As a starting point, they conducted a citation

analysis to identify the most influential articles within the 67 returned documents. The

frequency of citation reflects the importance and quality of the publication as deter-

mined by other researchers (Xi, Kraus, Filser, & Kellermanns, 2013). It is also an indica-

tion that the scientific knowledge conveyed in these articles is the foundation of

foreground knowledge of more recent articles (Acedo & Casillas, 2005; Casillas &

Acedo, 2007; Liñán & Fayolle, 2015). The citation analysis produced a ranking of arti-

cles sorted from the most cited to the least cited articles. Five of the authors read the

abstracts of the ranked publications for the relevance of the contents and their potential

for answering the two research questions. When in doubt, the entire article was read to

discern its inclusion. This screening produced 40 documents that were retrieved for

further scrutiny. The full text documents were scrutinized independently by three of

the authors for whether those studies purposely posited a hypothesis, a research

question or conjecture regarding the influence of the university’s ESS on the SEI of

students. This process revealed that no previous researcher has considered the SEI of

students as influenced by the university’s ESS per se. Some researchers who studied the

influence of the university on the SEI of students did so in relation to the effect of so-

cial entrepreneurship education (Adelekan, Williamson, & Atiku, 2018; Kedmenec,

Rebernik, & Tominc, 2017; Kwong, Thompson, & Cheung, 2012; Piperopoulos &

Dimov, 2015; Smith & Woodworth, 2012; Tshikovhi & Shambare, 2015). Thus, the

authors modified the inclusion criteria to contain articles that deal with the SEI of

students in more general terms. In other words, articles that used students as subjects

of the study, with the purpose of extracting some antecedents related to the university’s

ESS and their effects on students.

In total, 25 documents met the new inclusion criteria and were examined in extenso

by four of the authors. The authors also searched the reference lists of these documents

(“snowballing”) for additional documents that might meet the inclusion criteria. Three

Table 1 Key terms, keywords and Boolean expressions

TITLE-ABS-KEY(“social entrepreneur*” OR “social enterprise*” AND student*) AND
TITLE-ABS-KEY (intention* OR aspiration* OR tendenc* OR desir* OR motivation* OR inclination* OR interest* OR
attitude* OR perception* OR feasib*) AND
ALL (method OR survey OR questionnaire OR study OR research OR evaluation OR assessment OR analysis)
AND
ALL (universit* OR college* OR school* OR institution* OR “higher education” OR “post secondary”) AND
LIMIT-TO (LANGUAGE, English)
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additional documents were retrieved this way. After reading the documents several

times by four of the authors and highlighting relevant contents using Qiqqa v.79s, the

corresponding author used ATLAS.ti® v.8 to perform open coding to record examples

of studies describing (1) precursors of SEI of students, (2) models to assess the SEI of

students and (3) results and conclusions. Open coding was useful for identifying, nam-

ing, categorizing and describing the relevant contents found in the text. The study then

used axial coding to break down the results of the open coding process into core find-

ings that were used to develop the narrative synthesis and answer the research ques-

tions. Axial coding was used to relate codes from the open coding to each other, via a

combination of inductive and deductive thinking (Long, Strauss, & Corbin, 2006).

Results
The authors used tabulation to develop a preliminary synthesis in the literature review

process. Tabulation is a common approach used in all types of systematic review to

represent both quantitative and qualitative data visually (Popay et al., 2006). Tabulation

was useful to develop the initial description of the included studies and to begin to

identify patterns across studies. Table 2 provides the preliminary synthesis of results

across studies (Forbes & Griffiths, 2002; Fulop, 2001; Jensen & Allen, 1996; Jones,

2004). Due to space limitation, Table 2 shows only the hypotheses formulated by the

different researchers who used SEI models based on theory, and stated whether rigor-

ous data analysis supported or rejected their proposed hypotheses. Table 2 is followed

by a chronological narrative synthesis describing the evolution of the knowledge on the

precursors of SEI of students. In the narrative synthesis, the authors included articles

where researchers studied the SEI of students and formulated hypotheses, research

questions or conjectures on the antecedents of social entrepreneurial intention. Both

the tabulated and narrative syntheses informed the development of the proposed model

and formulation of the proposed hypotheses that can be used in future studies of the

influence of the university’s ESS on the SEI of students. Finally, Table 3 summarizes

the findings from the tabulation and the narrative synthesis approaches as they relate

to the two research questions.

Prieto (2011) was among the first authors to study the precursors of SEI of African

American and Hispanic students in the USA. He tried to determine if hope moderates

the relationship between a proactive personality and SEI. His findings showed that

there exists a positive relationship between having a proactive personality and the SEI

of students. However, Prieto’s (2011) findings also established that hope did not moder-

ate that relationship. Kirby and Ibrahim (2011) conjectured that if young people are

made aware of the concept of social entrepreneurship, recognize its role and import-

ance to society and believe they have the ability to create a new venture, they will do

so. They explored awareness of social entrepreneurship of students in Egypt and how

the education system might need to adapt to help encourage more students to start so-

cial ventures upon graduation. The findings by Kirby and Ibrahim (2011) show that stu-

dents were aware of the concept but that there was some confusion over what a social

entrepreneur is or does.

On subsequent studies, Smith and Woodworth (2012) conjectured that a well-crafted

social entrepreneurship course can instil in students both the desire to find solutions to

critical social issues and the belief that they have the ability to make a difference. They
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Table 2 Tabulated synthesis of results across different studies

Hypothesis Supported?

Prieto (2011) “There will be a positive relationship between individuals’ proactive
personality and social entrepreneurial intentions.”

Yes

“Hope will moderate the relationship between proactive personality
and social entrepreneurial intentions such that the higher the hope
score, the more individuals will have social entrepreneurial
intentions.”

No

Othman & Ab Wahid
(2014)

“There is no significant relationship between the SPCSE [specific
personal characteristics of social entrepreneurs] and SEO [social
entrepreneurship organization] among the SIFE [Students in Free
Enterprise] students.”

Yes

Moorthy & Annamalah
(2014)

“Perceived social norms have a strong relationship with the
intentions for social entrepreneurship.”

Yes

“Perceived desirability have a strong relationship with the intentions
for social entrepreneurship.”

Yes

“Perceived self-efficacy have a strong relationship with the intentions
for social entrepreneurship.”

Yes

“Perceived feasibility have a strong relationship with the intentions
for social entrepreneurship.”

Yes

“Perceived propensity to act have a strong relationship with the
intentions for social entrepreneurship.”

Yes

Tshikovhi & Shambare
(2015)

“Higher levels of entrepreneurial knowledge are positively related to
higher levels of personal attitudes.”

Yes

“Higher levels of entrepreneurial knowledge are positively related to
higher levels of entrepreneurial intentions.”

Yes

“Higher levels of personal attitude are positively related to a higher
level of entrepreneurial intentions.”

Yes

Politis, Ketikidis,
Diamantidis, & Lazuras
(2016)

“TPB is able to predict EIs as well as SEIs.” Yes

“Personality traits determine who demonstrates more inclination
for—social—business creation.”

No

“Demographic characteristics directly affect social—entrepreneurial
intentions.”

Yes

“Situational/environmental or contextual factors directly influence
the SEIs of people.”

Yes

“Tensions in mission focus are evident early on in the SEIs’ formation
process.”

Yes

Hockerts (2017) “Empathy is positively related to social entrepreneurial intentions.” Yes

“A perception that societal norms imply a moral obligation to help
marginalized people is positively related to social entrepreneurial
intentions.”

Yes

“Social entrepreneurial self-efficacy is positively related to social
entrepreneurial intentions.”

Yes

“Perceived availability of social support is positively related to social
entrepreneurial intentions.”

Yes

“Prior experience with social organizations is positively related to
social entrepreneurial intent.”

Yes

“The link between prior experience and social entrepreneurial intent
is mediated by empathy.”

Yes

“The link between prior experience and social entrepreneurial intent
is mediated by perceived moral obligation.”

Yes

“The link between prior experience and social entrepreneurial intent
is mediated by social entrepreneurial self-efficacy.”

Yes

“The link between prior experience and social entrepreneurial intent
is mediated by perceived external social support.”

Yes

“Social entrepreneurial intentions are positively related to the number Yes
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Table 2 Tabulated synthesis of results across different studies (Continued)

Hypothesis Supported?

of elective courses selected with a social entrepreneurial
profile.”

“Social entrepreneurial intentions are positively related to the
number of elective courses selected with a CSR [corporate social
responsibility] profile.”

No

“Social entrepreneurial intentions are positively related to the
number of elective courses selected with an entrepreneurship profile.”

No

Liang et al. (2017) “Extraversion, conscientiousness, and agreeableness positively affect
GSEIs [green socio-entrepreneurial intentions].”

Yes

“Openness and neuroticism negatively affect GSEIs.” Yes

“Bonding social capital positively affects GSEIs.” Yes

“Bridging social capital positively affects GSEIs.” No

“Entrepreneurial creativity positively affects GSEIs.” Yes

“Extraversion, openness, and neuroticism positively affect
entrepreneurial creativity.”

Yes

“Conscientiousness and agreeableness negatively affect
entrepreneurial creativity.”

No

“Bonding social capital positively affects entrepreneurial creativity.” Yes

“Bridging social capital positively affects entrepreneurial creativity.” No

“Personality traits and social capital affect GSEIs through the
mediation of entrepreneurial creativity.”

Yes

Tiwari, Bhat, & Tikoria
(2017)

“Attitude towards becoming a social entrepreneur has a positive
effect on social entrepreneurial intentions.”

Yes

“Subjective norms have a positive effect on social entrepreneurial
intentions.”

Yes

“Perceived behavioural control has a positive effect on social
entrepreneurial intentions.”

Yes

“Emotional intelligence has a positive effect on the attitude towards
becoming a social entrepreneur.”

Yes

“Emotional intelligence has a positive effect on the subjective
norms.”

No

“Emotional intelligence has a positive effect on perceived
behavioural control.”

No

“Creativity has a positive effect on the attitude towards becoming a
social entrepreneur.”

Yes

“Creativity has a positive effect on the subjective norms.” No

“Creativity has a positive effect on perceived behavioural control.” Yes

“Moral obligation towards helping underprivileged people is
positively related to attitude towards becoming a social
entrepreneur.”

Yes

“Moral obligation towards helping underprivileged people is
positively related to subjective norms.”

No

“Moral obligation towards helping underprivileged people is
positively related to perceived behavioural control.”

Yes

Kedmenec et al. (2017) “Business students who engage in social entrepreneurship education
perceive social entrepreneurship as more desirable.”

Yes

“Business students who engage in social entrepreneurship education
perceive social entrepreneurship as more feasible.”

Yes

“Business students with more experience in prosocial behaviour
perceive social entrepreneurship as more desirable.”

Yes

“Business students with more experience in prosocial behaviour
perceive social entrepreneurship as more feasible.”

Yes

Bazan et al. Journal of Innovation and Entrepreneurship             (2020) 9:4 Page 6 of 28



Table 2 Tabulated synthesis of results across different studies (Continued)

Hypothesis Supported?

Aure (2018) “Prior experience has a direct positive influence on social
entrepreneurial intent.”

Yes

“Prior experience, mediated by empathy, moral obligation, self-
efficacy and social support, has significant positive indirect influence
on intention.”

Yes

“Empathy has a significant positive influence on social
entrepreneurial intent.”

Yes

“Moral obligation has a significant positive influence on social
entrepreneurial intent.”

No

“Self-efficacy has a significant positive influence on social
entrepreneurial intent.”

Yes

“Perceived social support has a significant positive influence on
social entrepreneurial intent.”

Yes

“The big five personality traits, mediated by empathy, moral
obligation, self-efficacy, and social support, have significant positive
indirect influence on social entrepreneurial intent.”

Yes

“Grit, mediated by empathy, moral obligation, self-efficacy, and social
support, has a significant positive indirect influence on social
entrepreneurial intent.”

Yes

“Prior exposure to social action programs, mediated by empathy,
moral obligation, self-efficacy, and social support, has a significant
positive indirect influence on social entrepreneurial intent.”

No

“Prior exposure to social action programs, mediated by moral
obligation, has a significant positive influence on social
entrepreneurial intent.”

No

“Prior exposure to social action programs, mediated by self-efficacy,
has a significant positive influence on social entrepreneurial intent.”

No

“Prior exposure to social action programs, mediated by perceived
social support, has a significant positive influence on social
entrepreneurial intent.”

No

Bacq & Alt (2018) “Perspective-taking is positively related to social entrepreneurial
self-efficacy.”

Yes

“Empathic concern is positively related to social entrepreneurial
self-efficacy.”

Yes

“Social entrepreneurial self-efficacy is positively related to social
entrepreneurial intentions.”

Yes

“Social entrepreneurial self-efficacy mediates the relationship
between perspective-taking and social entrepreneurial intentions.”

Yes

“Social entrepreneurial self-efficacy mediates the relationship
between empathic concern and social entrepreneurial intentions.”

Yes

“Perspective-taking is positively related to social worth.” Yes

“Empathic concern is positively related to social worth.” No

“Social worth is positively related to social entrepreneurial
intentions.”

Yes

“Social worth mediates the relationship between perspective-taking
and social entrepreneurial intentions.”

Yes

“Social worth mediates the relationship between empathic concern
and social entrepreneurial intentions.”

No

Ip, Wu, Liu, & Liang (2018) “Empathy positively affects SEI through entrepreneurial creativity.” No

“Moral obligation negatively affects SEI through the mediation of
entrepreneurial creativity.”

Yes

“Self-efficacy positively affects SEI through the mediation of
entrepreneurial creativity.”

Yes

“Perceived social support positively affects SEI through Yes
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Table 2 Tabulated synthesis of results across different studies (Continued)

Hypothesis Supported?

the mediation of entrepreneurial creativity.”

“Prior experience positively affects SEI through the mediation of
empathy, moral obligation, self-efficacy, perceived social support,
and entrepreneurial creativity.”

Yes

Adelekan et al. (2018) “A significant positive relationship between social entrepreneurship
pedagogy and students’ behavioural outcomes in selected Nigerian
universities.”

Yes

“Students’ attitudes mediate the relationship between social
entrepreneurship pedagogy and students’ behavioural outcomes.”

Yes

“A significant positive relationship between social entrepreneurship
pedagogy and students’ intentions towards creating a social
venture.”

Yes

Ip, Wu, et al. (2018) “Extraversion, openness to experience, conscientiousness and
agreeableness positively affect social entrepreneurial intentions.”

No

“Neuroticism negatively affects social entrepreneurial intentions.” No

“Originality positively affects social entrepreneurial intentions.” Yes

“Usefulness positively affects social entrepreneurial intentions.” No

“Bridging social capital positively affects social entrepreneurial
intentions.”

No

“Bonding social capital positively affects social entrepreneurial
intentions.”

No

Luc (2018) “Attitude towards behaviour is positively associated with social
entrepreneurship intention.”

Yes

“Subjective norms are positively associated with social
entrepreneurship intention.”

No

“Perceived behavioural control is positively associated with social
entrepreneurship intention.”

Yes

“Perceived access to finance increases social entrepreneurship
intention.”

No

“Perceived access to finance increases social entrepreneurship
intention through the determinants of planned behaviour as
mediator.”

Yes

Shahverdi, Ismail, &
Qureshi (2018)

“Lack of support has a negative effect on social entrepreneurial
intention.”

No

“Lack of knowledge has a negative effect on social entrepreneurial
intention.”

No

“Lack of competency has a negative effect on social entrepreneurial
intention.”

Yes

“Lack of self-confidence has a negative effect on social entrepreneurial
intention.”

Yes

“Lack of resources has a negative effect on social entrepreneurial
intention.

Yes

“Social entrepreneurial education moderates the relationship
between the perceived barriers and social entrepreneurial intention.”

Yes

Barton, Schaefer, &
Canavati (2018)

“A positive relationship exists between perceived desirability and the
intention to establish a social enterprise.”

Yes

“A positive relationship exists between perceived feasibility and the
intention to establish a social enterprise.”

Yes

“A positive relationship exists between entrepreneurial experience
and the intention to establish a social enterprise.”

Yes

“A positive relationship exists between entrepreneurial education
and the perceived feasibility of establishing a social enterprise.”

Yes

“A positive relationship exists between entrepreneurial self-efficacy
and perceived feasibility of establishing a social enterprise.”

Yes
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provided multiple anecdotal examples of specific course contents and group projects

that have led to active student engagement in social entrepreneurial endeavours. Kwong

et al. (2012) conducted a pedagogical study to explore the effectiveness of social busi-

ness plan teaching in inducing social and civic awareness and intentionality among

business students. They compared social business plan teaching with the more trad-

itional case study approach. Their study found that both approaches can be successful

in raising awareness and improving the attitudes of participating students. Prieto,

Phipps and Friedrich (2012) assessed the SEI of African-American and Hispanic stu-

dents in the USA using a SEI scale modified from an entrepreneurial decision scale by

Chen, Greene and Crick (1998). They concluded that African-American and Hispanic

students possess low intentions to become social entrepreneurs.

Afterwards, Salamzadeh, Azimi and Kirby (2013) investigated awareness, intention/

support and the contextual elements among students in Iran in order to find the gaps

in social entrepreneurship education. Their survey was conducted in three different

Table 2 Tabulated synthesis of results across different studies (Continued)

Hypothesis Supported?

“A positive relationship exists between internal locus of control and
perceived feasibility of establishing a social enterprise.”

Yes

“A positive relationship exists between the desire to make an impact
and the perceived desirability of establishing a social enterprise.”

Yes

“A positive relationship exists between the need for financial success
and the perceived desirability of establishing a social enterprise.”

No

“A positive relationship exists between the need for self-realization
and the perceived desirability of establishing a social enterprise.”

Yes

“A positive relationship exists between the need for authority and
the perceived desirability of establishing a social enterprise.”

No

“A positive relationship exists between the need for autonomy and
the perceived desirability of establishing a social enterprise.”

Yes

“A positive relationship exists between the need for challenge and
the perceived desirability of establishing a social enterprise.”

No

Table 3 Summary of findings as they relate to the research questions

Research question Finding

1) Does the university’s ESS affect the precursors of
SEI of students?

To the best of the authors’ knowledge, no previous
study has considered the SEI of students as influenced
by the university’s ESS. Some researchers studied the
influence of the university on the SEI of students in
relation to social entrepreneurship education (Adelekan
et al., 2018; Kedmenec et al., 2017; Kwong et al., 2012;
Piperopoulos & Dimov, 2015; Smith & Woodworth,
2012; Tshikovhi & Shambare, 2015). Radin, Rahman,
Othman and Pihie (2017) found that public university
students have a higher potential to become social
entrepreneurs as compared to those from private
universities. Thus, the university’s ESS has the capacity
to influence the precursors of SEI.

2) How did previous studies measure the effect of
the university’s ESS on the precursors of SEI of
students?

Politis et al. (2016) concluded that SEI is shaped in the
same way as commercial entrepreneurial intention.
Thus, SEI can be assessed with similar models, e.g.
based on Ajzen’s (1991) TPB. Bazan et al. (2019) have
successfully applied a variant of Trivedi’s (2016)
entrepreneurial intention model to understand the
influence of the university’s ESS on the precursors of
the commercial entrepreneurial intention of students.
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faculties (entrepreneurship, management and engineering), to evaluate the SEI of stu-

dents and to capture varied orientations. Their findings show significant awareness of

the concept and high SEI among students but a lack of sufficient attention to context-

ual elements and adequate support. Othman and Ab Wahid (2014) identified the social

entrepreneurship dimensions that emphasize the specific personal characteristics of so-

cial entrepreneurs among students in the Students in Free Enterprise program in

Malaysia. Their findings suggest a strong positive relationship between specific personal

characteristics of social entrepreneurs and students in the program. Moorthy and

Annamalah (2014) examined the SEI of students in Malaysia. In order of importance,

they found that the following elements are influential in the formation of intention to

start a social enterprise: social support, willpower, experience, empathy and regional

factors surrounding the students.

Next, Tshikovhi and Shambare (2015) tested the association among practical entre-

preneurship training (as operationalized by participation in Enactus projects), personal

attitudes, entrepreneurial knowledge and SEI of students in South Africa. Findings of

their study indicated that both entrepreneurial knowledge and personal attitude have

significant influence on SEI. Tshikovhi and Shambare (2015) also found that personal

attitude has a stronger influence on the SEI of students, while entrepreneurial know-

ledge seems to positively influence the personal attitudes of students. Konakll (2015)

tried to determine the effects of self-efficacy on the social entrepreneurship characteris-

tics of pre-services teachers (students) in Turkey. Her results revealed that effort and

persistence—which are general self-efficacy dimensions—predicted personal creativity

and risk-taking features of social entrepreneurship. According to her findings, the ini-

tiative, effort and persistence dimensions predict the self-confidence, which is a charac-

teristic of social entrepreneurs. Shek and Lin (2015) identified the attributes of

successful social entrepreneurs and suggested ways in which students in Hong Kong

can be nurtured to become social entrepreneurs. They concluded that leadership com-

petence, moral character and caring dispositions are the three attributes of a successful

service leader.

Successively, Ashour (2016) explored the attitudes towards business and social entre-

preneurship of students in the United Arab Emirates. She conjectured that the lack of

awareness among students regarding social entrepreneurship and the lack of education

opportunities in this particular field are adversely affecting students’ attitudes towards

these areas. Ashour (2016) concluded that there is a gap between students’ entrepre-

neurial aspirations on the one hand and their readiness in terms of training and educa-

tion on the other hand. Sezen-Gultekin and Gur-Erdogan (2016) sought to determine

the relation between the lifelong learning tendency and social entrepreneurship charac-

teristics (and vice versa) of pre-service teachers (students). Results of their analysis de-

termined that there is a significant relationship between lifelong learning tendencies

and social entrepreneurship characteristics of students. Furthermore, their study also

found a moderate positive and significant relationship between lifelong learning ten-

dencies and personal creativity, self-reliance and risk taking—which are sub-dimensions

of social entrepreneurship. Politis et al. (2016) investigated if SEI is shaped in the same

way as entrepreneurial intentions by assessing the extent to which Ajzen’s (1991) the-

ory of planned behaviour (TPB) could be applied to SEI of students in the South-East

European region. They also probed the factors that directly correlate to SEI and
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whether they are the same as those that directly correlate to entrepreneurial intentions.

Their study found that the TPB was successful at predicting both social and commer-

cial entrepreneurial intentions of students.

More recently, Hockerts (2017) tested the SEI model proposed by Mair and Noboa

(2006) to predict the SEI of students in a Scandinavian business school. He also ex-

tended the model by including prior experience with social problems as an additional

variable. Hockerts’ (2017) findings show that prior experience predicts SEI, and that

this effect is mediated by the precursors suggested by Mair and Noboa (2006). His find-

ings also suggest that social entrepreneurial self-efficacy has both the largest impact on

intentions as well as being itself most responsive to prior experience. Liang et al. (2017)

conducted two studies to analyse how personality traits, entrepreneurial creativity and

social capital affect green socio-entrepreneurial intentions of students in Taiwan and

Hong Kong. Their first study was conducted to confirm the factor structures of the

scales, namely the five-factor model of personality traits (Thompson, 2008), entrepre-

neurial creativity (Chia & Liang, 2016), social capital (Williams, 2006) and green socio-

entrepreneurial intentions (Wang, Chang, Yao, & Liang, 2016). Their second study built

predictive models to compare students in Taiwan and Hong Kong. Findings of their

first study confirmed the factor structures of the four scales that Liang et al. (2017)

used in their study. Results of their second study revealed that though the effects of

predictor variables on the outcome variable were varied, the mediation models of entre-

preneurial creativity across contexts were partially supported. Tiwari et al. (2017) tried

to assess the SEI of students in India as influenced by emotional intelligence and self-

efficacy. Their results show that their proposed model can explain SEI and that both

emotional intelligence and self-efficacy showed positive significant relationship with

both attitude and the SEI of students. Huster et al. (2017) conducted a program evalu-

ation to assess the outcome of students’ participation in a social entrepreneurship com-

petition. This evaluation strongly suggests that social entrepreneurship competitions

can contribute to training and educating in multiple and important ways.

Also recently, Radin et al. (2017) studied SEI and its differences among students and

alumni and university categories (e.g. public and private university) in Malaysia. Their

results revealed that the level of the SEI of students and alumni was moderate and very

similar to each other, and that public university students have a higher potential to be-

come social entrepreneurs as compared to those from private universities. Chipeta and

Surujlal (2017) investigated the influence of attitude, risk taking propensity and pro-

active personality on SEI of students in South Africa. Their results showed that only

risk-taking propensity and attitude towards entrepreneurship were significant, with risk

taking propensity being the most significant. Their results also showed that proactive

personality did not make a unique contribution to the SEI of students. Kedmenec et al.

(2017) examined the association between social entrepreneurship education and experi-

ence in prosocial behaviour on the one hand, and the perceived desirability and feasibil-

ity of social entrepreneurship among business students on the other hand. Their results

indicate a significant positive association between the “know what” (awareness) compo-

nent of social entrepreneurship education and both the desirability and the feasibility of

social entrepreneurship. Findings of their study also indicate a significant positive asso-

ciation between the “know how” (self-efficacy) component of social entrepreneurship

education and the feasibility of social entrepreneurship. Furthermore, they concluded
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that experience in prosocial behaviour has a significant positive association with both

the desirability and the feasibility of social entrepreneurship.

In some of the latest reports, Lacap, Mulyaningsih and Ramadani (2018) investigated

how the SEI antecedents directly and indirectly affect SEI of students in Indonesia and

the Philippines. Their results revealed that prior experience with social problems posi-

tively and significantly affects empathy, moral obligation, social entrepreneurial self-

efficacy and perceived social support. They also found that social entrepreneurial self-

efficacy and perceived social support positively and significantly affect SEI, and that

these two antecedents mediate the positive relationship between prior experience with

social problems and SEI. Aure (2018) used the studies by Hockerts (2017) and Mair

and Noboa (2006) to explore the SEI of students in the Philippines. He extended Hock-

erts’ (2017) SEI model by examining grit, agreeableness and prior exposure to social ac-

tion programs as antecedents that he hypothesised to be mediated by empathy, moral

obligation, social entrepreneurial self-efficacy and perceived social support. Aure’s

(2018) findings showed that the relationship of SEI with agreeableness are mediated by

empathy, self-efficacy and perceived social support. Self-efficacy and social support me-

diated grit and SEI. Bacq and Alt (2018) proposed that empathy explains SEI through

two complementary mechanisms: self-efficacy (an agentic mechanism) and social worth

(a communal mechanism). Their results provided a novel explanation of the mecha-

nisms through which empathy, both cognitive and affective, motivates SEI by building

on the prosocial motives literature and on the psychological distinction between indi-

vidual agency and communal motives. Ip, Liang, Wu, Law and Liu (2018) proposed a

multiple mediation framework to examine the mediating role of entrepreneurial cre-

ativity for students in Taiwan and Hong Kong. Results of their study confirmed that

prior experience with social problems, perceived social support and originality are the

three most influential factors affecting the SEI of students.

Also very recently, Adelekan et al. (2018) examined the influence of social entrepre-

neurship pedagogy on the behavioural outcomes of students in Nigeria with regards to

their attitudes, intentions and behaviours towards the creation of a social venture. Their

results point to a significant positive relationship between social entrepreneurial peda-

gogy and students behavioural outcomes. Their results show that pedagogical contents

exert the greatest influence on the SEI of students. They also found that students’ atti-

tudes mediate the relationship between social entrepreneurial pedagogy and students’

behavioural outcomes. Ip, Wu et al. (2018) examined whether personality traits, creativ-

ity and social capital affect SEI of students in Hong Kong. Their analysis revealed that

openness negatively predicted SEI, while originality positively predicted SEI. However,

they found no direct association between social capital and SEI. Luc (2018) developed

an integrated model based on the TPB to examine the direct and indirect effect of per-

ceived access to financial resources on SEI. He found no direct relationship between

perceived access to financial resources and SEI. Perceived access to financial resources

only indirectly increases SEI through attitude towards behaviour and perceived behav-

ioural control. Shahverdi et al. (2018) used the TPB as a framework to investigate the

barriers of SEI of students in Malaysia. Findings of their study show that the lack of

competency, self-confidence and resources were the barriers affecting SEI. Their results

also show that social entrepreneurial education moderated the relationship between the

perceived barriers and the SEI of students. Barton et al. (2018) investigated the process
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of content-based and process-based motivational needs influencing the SEI of students

in the USA. For the process-based motives, they found that perceived feasibility and

perceived desirability to start a social enterprise as well as exposure to entrepreneurship

are significant predictors of the SEI of students. In addition, they found that perceived

feasibility is determined by entrepreneurship education and entrepreneurial self-

efficacy, and perceived desirability is determined by students’ desire for self-realisation

and autonomy. For the content-based motives, they found that students are motivated

by the need for achievement and independence.

Table 3 summarizes the findings from the tabulation and narrative synthesis above as

they help to answer the two research questions.

Limitations of the literature review

The methodology employed in this literature review has strengths and limitations. A

strength of the literature review is the use of systematic methods for searching and syn-

thesizing the current literature to answer the research questions. However, the litera-

ture review is limited by the key terms and keywords used to retrieve the desired

information. Consequently, the authors acknowledge that there might exist very good

sources that were not included in the synthesis. The rationale for choosing the key

terms and keywords in the search was to identify a deliberate intent on the part of pre-

vious authors. That is, the authors wanted to learn from other researchers who deliber-

ately intended to communicate about the influence of the university’s ESS on the SEI

of students. Another limitation of the study is that the search strategy was restricted to

English language publications. This might have introduced a bias in favour of studies

conducted in English-speaking countries and institutions.

Discussion
The large majority of the studies on SEI of students included in this systematic litera-

ture review are based on Ajzen’s (1991) TPB as modified by Mair and Noboa (2006)

(Aure, 2018; Bacq & Alt, 2018; Barton et al., 2018; Hockerts, 2015, 2017; Ip, Wu, et al.,

2018; Luc, 2018; Moorthy & Annamalah, 2014; Politis et al., 2016; Tiwari et al., 2017).

Choosing a career is a decision that requires certain degree of cognitive processing and

some amount of planning (Kautonen, van Gelderen, & Tornikoski, 2013; Krueger,

2005). Becoming self-employed or starting a new business, e.g. a social enterprise, rep-

resents a career choice and thus falls under the category of planned behaviour, which is

best described and predicted by intention rather than by responses to external stimuli

(Davidsson, 1991; Katz, 1994; Krueger et al., 2000; Lent, Brown, & Hackett, 1994;

Thompson, 2009). Intention is the single best predictor of the person’s behaviour and

as such, it is a significant and unbiased predictor of career choice (Fishbein & Ajzen,

1975; Lent et al., 1994). Drawing from social and cognitive psychology and based on

Ajzen’s (1991) TPB, Mair and Noboa (2006) adapted the model of entrepreneurial

intention proposed by Krueger and Carsrud (1993) and Krueger et al. (2000) and trans-

lated it to the context of social entrepreneurship. The TPB is a robust and parsimoni-

ous model of behavioural intention with proven power in predicting entrepreneurial

behaviour (Kautonen et al., 2013; Kautonen, van Gelderen, & Fink, 2015; Moriano,

Gorgievski, Laguna, Stephan, & Zarafshani, 2012). Intention models based on TPB offer
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a sound theoretical framework that can specifically map out the nature of processes

underlying intentional entrepreneurial behaviour (Kim & Hunter, 1993; Krueger et al.,

2000).

Great amount of cross-disciplinary research has been devoted to testing, advancing

and criticizing the TPB-based models (Armitage & Conner, 2001; Sheeran, 2005). The

main hypothesis behind the TPB relies on the idea that intention has three conceptually

different precursors, i.e. attitude towards the behaviour (ATB), suggestive social norm

(SSN) and perceived behavioural control (PBC) (Ajzen, 1991; Varamäki et al., 2013). In

principle, understanding the three precursors of intention should be sufficient to pre-

dict behaviour (Ajzen & Fishbein, 2004). However, the TPB does allow for the three

theoretical precursors to vary greatly in intensity and for them to exert certain degree

of influence on each other depending on context (Varamäki et al., 2013). In addition,

demographics and other characteristics related to the person’s background are not spe-

cifically included in the TPB. The TPB expects these factors to have only indirect im-

pact on intention through their influence on the three precursors of intention (Boyd &

Vozikis, 1994; Kolvereid, 1996b; Krueger & Carsrud, 1993; Lee & Wong, 2004; Tubbs

& Ekeberg, 1991).

Given its robustness, the TPB has become one of the most widely used psychological

theories for explaining and predicting human behaviour in general (Kolvereid, 1996b;

Tkachev & Kolvereid, 1999; Varamäki et al., 2013). The models based on this theory

have been successfully used in the entrepreneurial context to predict the specific behav-

iour of starting a new business (Kautonen et al., 2013, 2015; Kolvereid, 1996a, 1996b;

Krueger & Carsrud, 1993). Also, it has been successfully used to assess the entrepre-

neurial intention of students in very different cultural settings (Autio, Keeley, Klofsten,

Parker, & Hay, 2001; Devonish, Alleyne, Charles-Soverall, Young Marshall, & Pounder,

2010; Fayolle, Gailly, Lassas-Clerc, & Lassas-Clerc, 2006; Iakovleva, Kolvereid, & Ste-

phan, 2011; Kolvereid, 1996b; Krueger et al., 2000; Krueger & Carsrud, 1993; Tkachev

& Kolvereid, 1999). Findings by previous studies support the claim that all three pre-

cursors of intention are important, but not in every situation and not to the same de-

gree (Ajzen, 1991; Varamäki et al., 2013). Nonetheless, the TPB captures the three

precursors of entrepreneurial intention which would indicate the amount of effort that

the person will make to carry out the behaviour (Ajzen, 1991; Liñán, 2004; Liñán &

Chen, 2009)..

Mair and Noboa (2006) proposed that, similar to commercial entrepreneurs, social en-

trepreneurs develop their intention to start a social enterprise after experiencing the

perception of feasibility (PBC) and desirability (ATB) and a propensity to act (Shapero

& Sokol, 1982). Furthermore, they also identified willpower, support and the recogni-

tion of opportunity as important precursors of perceptions of feasibility and desirability,

and a propensity to act. Moreover, Mair and Noboa (2006) proposed that social senti-

ments will influence willpower, support and the recognition of opportunity. Hockerts

(2015) developed and validated measures of four of the constructs identified by Mair

and Noboa (2006) as antecedents of SEI. He redefined the antecedents as empathy with

marginalized people, a feeling of moral obligation to help marginalized people, a high

level of self-efficacy concerning the ability to effect social change and perceived avail-

ability of social support. Hockerts (2015) was able to demonstrate nomological validity

by showing that, as specified by Mair and Noboa (2006), empathy and moral obligation
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are positively associated with perceived desirability and self-efficacy, and social support

with perceived feasibility of starting a social venture. More recently, Hockerts (2017) re-

fined his previous work and tested the model of SEI proposed by Mair and Noboa

(2006) and included prior experience with social problems as an additional variable.

As part of the findings of this systematic literature review and as a way to assess the

SEI of students, the authors adopted, adapted and extended Hockerts’ (2017) work to

propose a SEI model for students. The authors are interested in exploring the relative

importance of the precursors of SEI as influenced by university’s ESS, i.e. entrepreneur-

ial ecosystem. Thus, they propose the model of SEI depicted in Fig. 1. This model spe-

cifies and describes the governing rules and measurement properties of the observed

variables.

In Fig. 1, empathy towards others (ETO) is a proxy for ATB of the TPB. In the TPB,

ATB refers to the degree to which the person has a favourable (or unfavourable) assess-

ment of the behaviour (desirability). For example, a positive attitude towards the behav-

iour of starting a new business should lead to a stronger intention to go ahead and

start a new business (Ajzen, 2001; Autio et al., 2001; Kolvereid, 1996b; Krueger et al.,

2000; Pruett, Shinnar, Toney, Llopis, & Fox, 2009; Segal, Borgia, & Schoenfeld, 2005;

Shapero & Sokol, 1982; van Gelderen & Jansen, 2006; Varamäki et al., 2013). Previous

studies have established ATB to be significant and among the most influential con-

structs in explaining the intention to start a new venture (Bazan et al., 2019; Harris &

Gibson, 2008; Liñán & Chen, 2006; Watchravesringkan et al., 2013). Empathy has been

extensively studied in the context of helping behaviour (Borman, Penner, Allen, &

Motowidlo, 2001; Oswald, 1996). Empathy is an essential trait of social entrepreneurs

(Dees, 2012) and similar to ATB, it has been regarded as an important antecedent of

SEI (Dees, 2012; London, 2010; Mair & Noboa, 2006; Miller et al., 2012). ETO as a pre-

cursor of SEI is based on the premise that desirability will develop after a person is able

to imagine the feelings or mental state of another person in need of compassion (Goetz,

Keltner, & Simon-Thomas, 2010; Mehrabian & Epstein, 1972; Preston et al., 2007). It is

also based on the premise that individuals with high levels of empathy are more likely

to develop intentions to become social entrepreneurs as a way to assist others in need

Fig. 1 Conceptual model of social entrepreneurial intention
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(Bacq & Alt, 2018). In Hockerts’ (2017) work, ETO includes both cognitive empathy

and emotional empathy, or the ability to recognize and propensity to react to another

person’s emotional state. Thus, the authors formulate the following hypothesis:

H1: Empathy towards others positively influences social entrepreneurial intention.

Perceived self-efficacy (PSE) and perceived community support (PCS) are proxies for

PBC in the TPB, i.e. internal and external loci of control. PBC refers to the overall per-

ceived level of ease (or difficulty) of performing the behaviour (feasibility). PBC is con-

cerned with the presence (or absence) of requisite resources and opportunities for

performing the behaviour, and how these are perceived to be under the person’s con-

trol (Bandura, 1977; Bandura, Adams, Hardy, & Howells, 1980; Dutton, 1993; Krueger

& Dickson, 1994; Swann, Chang-Schneider, & Larsen McClarty, 2007). PBC also con-

nects conceptually and empirically to attribution theory, which was already successfully

applied to the study of new venture creation (Krueger et al., 2000; Zacharakis, Meyer,

& DeCastro, 1999). Ajzen (2002) argued that there is clear and consistent evidence for

distinguishing between internal PBC (PSE) and external PBC (PCS). He also argued

that there is sufficient commonality between self-efficacy (PSE) and controllability

(PCS) to suggest a two-level hierarchical model for PBC. Thus, in Ajzen’s (1991) TPB,

PBC is the overarching, superordinate construct that is comprised of two lower-level

components: PSE and PCS.

Drawing from Ajzen’s (2002) rationale, Mair and Noboa (2006) and Hockerts (2017)

used self-efficacy and perceived social support as proxies for PBC of the TPB. Self-

efficacy is widely considered to be a key antecedent of entrepreneurial intention (Boyd

& Vozikis, 1994; Bullough, Renko, & Myatt, 2014; Fitzsimmons & Douglas, 2011;

Kickul, Gundry, Barbosa, & Whitcanack, 2009; Mcgee, Peterson, Mueller, & Sequeira,

2009; Wilson, Kickul, & Marlino, 2007; Zhao, Seibert, Hills, & Seibert, 2005). Self-

efficacy allows a person to perceive the creation of a social venture as a viable behav-

iour (Ip, Liang et al., 2018; Piperopoulos & Dimov, 2015). Social support refers to the

relationship that social entrepreneurs build with like-minded stakeholders in pursuit of

the mission, e.g. social capital (Chan, 2016; Estrin, Mickiewicz, & Stephan, 2013).

Strong PSE and PCS regarding starting a new social business will generally lead to a

strong intention to perform the behaviour. PSE and PCS would normally reflect the

person’s competencies and past experience as well as the anticipated support (or im-

pediments) and assets (or obstacles) that the person may encounter (Ajzen, 1991;

Chandler & Jansen, 1992). Some researchers have found PBC to be the most important

factor in shaping entrepreneurial intention (Arenius & Kovalainen, 2006; Souitaris, Zer-

binati, & Al-Laham, 2007; van Gelderen et al., 2008). The authors expect similar rela-

tions between the combination of PSE and PCS, and the SEI of students. Thus, the

authors formulate the following hypothesis:

H2: Perceived self-efficacy and perceived community support positively influence

social entrepreneurial intention.

Social, cultural and environmental responsibility (SER) is a proxy for SSN in the TPB.

SSN refers to the perceived social pressure to perform (or not to perform) the
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behaviour (compliance). Particularly, it is concerned with whether important refer-

ence people (family, friends, role models, etc.) approve or disapprove of the per-

son’s behaviour. It is also concerned with the extent that the opinion of reference

people matters to the person (Ajzen, 1991, 2001). When the opinion of important

reference people matters to the person, the intention to behave accordingly would

be stronger if the opinion seems to encourage the behaviour (Cialdini & Trost,

1998; Pruett et al., 2009). Results in the literature regarding the importance of SSN

as an influencer of entrepreneurial intention have been inconsistent (Armitage &

Conner, 2001; Conner & Armitage, 1998; Kautonen et al., 2013; Kolvereid &

Isaksen, 2006; Krueger et al., 2000; Lüthje & Franke, 2003). Although, it has been

shown to exert a strong influence on both ATP and PBC as it was originally al-

luded in Ajzen’s (1991) TPB (Autio et al., 2001; Kautonen et al., 2013, 2015;

Matthews & Moser, 1996; Souitaris et al., 2007). Several authors have corroborated

this argument from the point of view of social capital (Cooper, 1993; Liñán &

Santos, 2007; Matthews & Moser, 1995; Scherer, Brodzinski, & Wiebe, 1991).

Personal moral values and standards have been identified as essential attributes of

social entrepreneurs (Bornstein, 2005; Chell, Spence, Perrini, & Harris, 2016; Hem-

ingway, 2005; Koe Hwee Nga & Shamuganathan, 2010; Yiu, Wan, Ng, Chen, & Su,

2014). Moral beliefs have been found to be important factors of a person’s behav-

iour (Kaiser, 2006; Rivis, Sheeran, & Armitage, 2009). Therefore, social entrepre-

neurs often behave based on their sense of moral values. Mair and Noboa (2006)

called this construct moral judgement and interpreted this sentiment through the

lens of ethical principles that appeal to justice, human equality and respect for the

dignity of the individual (Kohlberg, 1971). Hockerts (2017) on the other hand,

called his construct moral obligation and argued that moral obligation can better

measure the extent to which moral judgement will lead to moral intent. That is,

moral judgement is a precursor of moral obligation which in turn is a precursor of

moral intent (Haines, Street, & Haines, 2008). The authors agree with Hockerts’

(2017) rationale and extend the concept to encompass all sentiments of responsi-

bility and stewardship towards social, cultural and environmental issues. Thus, the

authors formulate the following hypotheses:

H3: Social, cultural and environmental responsibility positively influences social

entrepreneurial intention.

H4: Social, cultural and environmental responsibility positively influences empathy

towards others.

H5: Social, cultural and environmental responsibility positively influences per-

ceived self-efficacy and perceived community support.

Experience with social issues was identified by Hockerts (2017) as a predictor of SEI.

He argued that past experience such as family exposure (Carr & Sequeira, 2007;

Chlosta, Patzelt, Klein, & Dormann, 2012) and work experience (Kautonen, Luoto, &

Tornikoski, 2010) have been already identified as one of the predictors of entrepreneur-

ial intention. By the same token, prior experience such as participating in recycle pro-

grams, community service and knowledge of social issues have been recognised as

predictors of prosocial behaviour—which is always preceded by prosocial intention
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(Ernst, 2011; Miralles, Giones, & Riverola, 2016; Vining & Ebreo, 1989). For the pur-

pose of this study, the authors adopted the more general construct experience with so-

cial, cultural and environmental issues (ESI) as an indirect (distal) antecedent of the

SEI of students by affecting the more direct (proximal) precursors of ETO (Batson,

Early, & Salvarani, 1997; Tukamushaba, Orobia, & George, 2011), PSE and PCS (Gist &

Mitchell, 1992; Tierney & Farmer, 2002; Zhao et al., 2005) and SER (Coff, 1999; Comu-

nian & Gielen, 1995; Thøgersen, 2002) which act as mediators between ESI and SEI.

Thus, the authors formulate the following hypotheses:

H6: Experience with social, cultural and environmental issues positively influences

empathy towards others.

H7: Experience with social, cultural and environmental issues positively influences

social & environmental responsibility.

H8: Experience with social, cultural and environmental issues positively influences

perceived self-efficacy and perceived community support.

This systematic literature review focused on the influence of the university’s ESS

on ETO, PSE, PCS and SER. The university’s ESS corresponds to contextual condi-

tions—exogenous influences or more distal factors—that can affect, similar to ESI,

the SEI of students indirectly via their influences on more proximal, motivational

factors such as ETO, PSE, PCS and SER (Fishbein & Ajzen, 2010). This argument

is not new. In the past, several authors have conjectured that universities as stake-

holders can be one of the most influential factors in encouraging new entrepre-

neurs (Bacq & Alt, 2018; Debackere & Veugelers, 2005; Di Gregorio & Shane,

2003; Dyer, 2017; Henderson & Robertson, 1999; Peterman & Kennedy, 2003; Rob-

inson, Huefner, & Hunt, 1991; Shane, 2004; Souitaris et al., 2007; Trivedi, 2016;

Zhao et al., 2005). Fewer authors have posited that environmental factors may have

an influence on the SEI of students (Moorthy & Annamalah, 2014; Politis et al.,

2016; Salamzadeh et al., 2013). However, empirical studies linking external condi-

tions for entrepreneurship and students’ career choices also provided inconsistent

results (Schwarz, Wdowiak, Almer-Jarz, & Breitenecker, 2009). One explanation for

this inconsistency could be that although structural conditions are similar for

everyone living in the same context, e.g. the university’s ESS are similar for stu-

dents attending the same school; the perceptions, attitudes and behaviours might

vary from student to student (Turker & Selcuk, 2009). Nonetheless, it is reasonable

to focus on the social entrepreneurial journey of students as an embedded process

in the university context and thus, the university’s ESS could provide an explan-

ation of the relation between personal-related factors and SEI of students (Lüthje

& Franke, 2003; Schwarz et al., 2009).

Notwithstanding some of the comments above, there is also growing evidence that

the university context has some influence on the entrepreneurial intention of students

(Bae, Qian, Miao, & Fiet, 2014; Bazan et al., 2019; Kraaijenbrink, Bos, & Groen, 2010;

Kraaijenbrink & Wijnhoven, 2008; Liñán, Urbano, & Guerrero, 2011; Sesen, 2013;

Shirokova, Osiyevskyy, & Bogatyreva, 2016; Trivedi, 2016; Turker & Selcuk, 2009;

Zhang, Duysters, & Cloodt, 2014). The traditional way in which universities may affect

the SEI of students is through the offering of social entrepreneurship education
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programs. The impact of social entrepreneurship education programs on the precursors

of the SEI of students has been the subject of several studies in the past (Adelekan

et al., 2018; Hockerts, 2017; Kedmenec et al., 2017; Kwong et al., 2012; Piperopoulos &

Dimov, 2015; Smith & Woodworth, 2012; Tshikovhi & Shambare, 2015). The investiga-

tion of other aspects of the university’s ESS such as business incubation and spin-offs

(Chiesa & Piccaluga, 2000; Hughes, Ireland, & Morgan, 2007; Markuerkiaga, Caiazza,

Igartua, & Errasti, 2016; Mian, 1996, 1997), technology transfer mechanisms (Bray &

Lee, 2000; Etzkowitz, 2003; Poole & Robertson, 2003), university venture funds (Lerner,

2004) and mentoring and networking (Nielsen & Lassen, 2012) are less common in the

literature to date. This systematic literature review attempts to fill that gap by providing

a mechanism for researchers to explore this phenomenon. It is clear that elements of

the university’s ESS are efficient ways of developing social entrepreneurial competencies

of students and motivating them to consider a social entrepreneurial career (Franke &

Lüthje, 2004; Henderson & Robertson, 1999; Kraaijenbrink et al., 2010; Peterman &

Kennedy, 2003). All the precursors of SEI would be affected by ESS, although SER, PSE

and PCS seem a priori to be the ones that could be affected by the university’s ESS the

most (Shirokova et al., 2016). Furthermore, similarly to Trivedi’s (2016) argument, the

authors posit that the university’s ESS is composed of three basic elements: entrepre-

neurial training (ET), start-up support (SS) and entrepreneurial milieu (EM). Thus, the

authors formulate the following hypotheses:

H9: The university’s environment and support system positively influences em-

pathy towards others.

H10: The university’s environment and support system positively influences social

and environmental responsibility.

H11: The university’s environment and support system positively influences per-

ceived self-efficacy and perceived community support.

Table 4 summarizes the hypothesised connections among the constructs of the

model. The arrows represent a direct, positive influence of one variable on another

variable. A questionnaire operationalizing the proposed SEI model for students is

shown in the Appendix.

Table 4 Proposed hypotheses

Hypothesis Influence

H1: ETO positively influences SEI. ETO ➔ SEI

H2: PSE and PCS positively influence SEI. PBC ➔ SEI

H3: SER positively influences SEI. SER ➔ SEI

H4: SER positively influences ETO. SER ➔ ETO

H5: SER positively influences PSE and PCS. SER ➔ PBC

H6: ESI positively influences ETO. ESI ➔ ETO

H7: ESI positively influences SER. ESI ➔ SER

H8: ESI positively influences PSE and PCS. ESI ➔ PBC

H9: ESS positively influences ETO. ESS ➔ ETO

H10: ESS positively influences SER. ESS ➔ SER

H11: ESS positively influences PSE and PCS. ESS ➔ PBC
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Conclusion
It has been well documented in the literature that entrepreneurial behaviour is

intentional and thus best predicted by the intention towards the behaviour, not by

attitudes, beliefs, personality or demographics (Ajzen, 1991, 2001; Delmar &

Davidsson, 2000; Fayolle et al., 2006; Kolvereid, 1996b; Krueger et al., 2000; Krue-

ger & Carsrud, 1993). Researchers have proposed several models for understanding

the entrepreneurial intention of students. Among those models are the Entrepre-

neurial Event Model (Shapero & Sokol, 1982); the Entrepreneurial Support Model

(Turker & Selcuk, 2009); the Intentional Basic Model (Krueger & Carsrud, 1993);

the Lüthje & Franke Model (Lüthje & Franke, 2003); the Entrepreneurial Potential

Model (Krueger & Brazeal, 1994); the Individual Entrepreneurial Orientation Model

(Langkamp Bolton & Lane, 2012); the Davidsson Model (Davidsson, 1995); and the

Entrepreneurial Intention-Constraint Model (Trivedi, 2017). Fewer models have

been proposed for understanding the social entrepreneurial intention of students

(Bacq & Alt, 2018; Barton et al., 2018; Bloom & Smith, 2010; Corner & Ho, 2010;

Hockerts, 2015, 2017; Ip, Liang, et al., 2018; Ip, Wu, et al., 2018; Kirby & Ibrahim,

2011; Luc, 2018; Mair & Noboa, 2006; Salamzadeh et al., 2013; Shahverdi et al.,

2018). One goal of this study was to fill that gap in the literature and propose a

methodology grounded in theory that can help universities to design their educa-

tional and other interventions aimed at encouraging more students to consider so-

cial entrepreneurship as a viable career choice after graduation.

Based on a systematic literature review and narrative synthesis of the antecedents of

the SEI of post-secondary education students, the authors proposed a customized SEI

model that modifies and extend the one proposed by Hockerts (2017). Hockerts (2017)

based his model on Ajzen’s (1991) TPB as proposed by Mair and Noboa (2006). Ac-

cording to the original TPB, in order to understand behaviour, e.g. starting a new ven-

ture, it is essential to understand intention. In turn, in order to understand intention, it

is necessary to understand the precursors of intention, i.e. ATB, SSN and PBC (Bird,

1988; Katz & Gartner, 1988; Krueger et al., 2000; Macmillan & Katz, 1992). Two of the

major strengths of the TPB are its applicability to a variety of behaviours and in a

variety of contexts, and that an elicitation study forms the basis for developing

questions to assess the theory’s variables (Knabe, 2009). The TPB predicts that the

more favourable the ATB and SSN, and the greater the PBC, the stronger the per-

son’s intention to perform the behaviour (Kolvereid, 1996b). In their model of SEI,

Mair and Noboa (2006) replaced the three antecedents of intention, ATB, SSN and

PCB, with four equivalent precursors of intention: empathy with marginalized

people, feeling of moral obligation, ability to effect change and perceived availabil-

ity of support. Hockerts (2015) operationalised the said SEI model, i.e., the Social

Entrepreneurial Antecedents Scale (SEAS), by developing and validating appropriate

measures for the four constructs above and adding a fifth construct to account for

prior experience with social problems. The SEAS has been the subject of reliability

and validity analyses and applicability, and tested in an educational setting by its

original author. The SEAS has shown evidence of being both theoretically sound

and statistically robust instrument for assessing the SEI of students. This study

provides a methodology to further validate those findings and adds an additional

construct related to the university’s entrepreneurial ecosystem.
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Appendix
Questionnaire items

Given the definition of a social enterprise as “an organization that pursues social, cul-

tural, or environmental missions,” students indicate their level of agreement with the

below statements from 1 (total disagreement) to 7 (total agreement).

Empathy towards others (ETO)

ETO# refers to the degree to which the person is able to intellectually recognise and

emotionally share the feelings of others.

▪ ETO1—When thinking about disadvantaged people, I try to put myself in their shoes

▪ ETO2—Seeing disadvantaged people makes me want to help them

▪ ETO3—I feel compassion for marginalized people

Social, cultural and environmental responsibility (SER)

SER# refers to the cognitive process that motivates a person to help others or the envir-

onment in pursuit of a mission.

▪ SER1—It is everybody’s responsibility to help disadvantaged people

▪ SER2—Everybody has an obligation to help solve the problems that society faces

▪ SER3—Everybody needs to protect the environment for future generations

Perceived self-efficacy (PSE)

PSE# refers to the perceived level of self-confidence to succeed in specific situations or

perform a task.

▪ PSE1—I can make a contribution to address one of society’s problems

▪ PSE2—I can figure out ways to help solve a problem that society faces

▪ PSE3—Everybody can contribute to solving the problems in society

Perceived community support (PCS)

PCS# refers to trust and cooperation that can be derived from the person’s network.

▪ PSS1—People will support me if I wanted to start a social enterprise

▪ PCS2—People will help me if I plan to address a problem in society

▪ PCS3—It is possible to attract funders for a new social enterprise

Social entrepreneurial intention (SEI)

SEI# represents the intention of students to start a social venture.

▪ SEI1—I expect that in the future I will be involved in launching a social enterprise

▪ SEI2—My professional goal is to become a social entrepreneur

▪ SEI3—I am seriously thinking about starting a social enterprise in the future
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Experience with social, cultural and environmental issues (ESI)

ESI# represents the familiarity of the person with social or environmental issues.

▪ ESI1—I have experience working on a problem faced by society

▪ ESI2—I have volunteered with a social enterprise in the past

▪ ESI3—I am familiar with the problems that society faces

University environment and support system (ESS)

ESS# represents the entire entrepreneurial ecosystem in the university.

▪ ESS1—The university provides a creative atmosphere to develop ideas for a social

enterprise

▪ ESS2—The university creates awareness of social entrepreneurship as a possible

career choice

▪ ESS3—The university provides networking opportunities for social entrepreneurial

students

▪ ESS4—The university provides students with the knowledge needed to start a social

enterprise

▪ ESS5—The university offers experiential learning related to social enterprise

▪ ESS6—The university arranges workshops and conferences on social

entrepreneurship

▪ ESS7—The university has many resources to help students to start of a social

enterprise

▪ ESS8—The university arranges mentoring services for social entrepreneurial students

▪ ESS9—The university provides students with ideas to start a new social enterprise
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