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Abstract

Purpose – The purpose of this study is to analyze how university men and women in different disciplines of
study inMexico perceive social entrepreneurship competencies, using a multifactorial analysis to find possible
areas of opportunity to reduce the gender gap in social-entrepreneurship-project proposals.
Design/methodology/approach – This is a quantitative study with a validated questionnaire that records
the perception levels of five social entrepreneurship subcompetencies. The survey, which includes 28
indicators, was applied to 140 university students from different disciplines. Hypothesis testing was applied to
identify significant differences between men and women in each subcompetency by disciplinary area.
Findings – In the global sample, significant differences by gender were observed only in the social value
subcompetency. In the disciplinary analysis, significant differences were found in architecture and design,
business, and engineering and science.
Research limitations/implications – The questionnaire only gathered data about the students’
perceptions. To the extent that perception is triangulated with other instruments, it is possible to increase
knowledge regarding how to train in social entrepreneurship.
Practical implications –The results can be useful for university training and increasing the envisioning and
formulating of government projects by young people who create new businesses.
Originality/value – This research contributes to the literature on the role of gender-specific perceptions of
social entrepreneurship in Mexico.
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Introduction
The university is an engine for the generation and dissemination of knowledge, but
disciplinary areas in education can be broadened in scope. Universities train citizens who can
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create new societal ventures. In training with in disciplines and careers, it is possible to use
learning-based-on-design strategies to improve society. An important goal would be to
promote competencies that enable students to solve challenges with sustainable solutions
(Huang et al., 2020) and provide learning enabling them to propose solutions for societal
problems (Agustina et al., 2020).

Multiple factors support the university development of student competencies relevant to
proposals that generate social impact. These include the social value attached to
improvements in development brought about by new strategies (Manyaka-Boshielo, 2017),
attitudes toward entrepreneurship and family background. These factors are important
elements to study (Bretones and Radrig�an, 2019), and also are the disciplinary areas of study
(Copelli et al., 2019) and the momentum initiated by the universities (Bazan et al., 2020).
Therefore, analyzing the students’ perceptions and their areas of study can help identify the
training strategies that develop relevant competencies that equip students to propose
solutions to societal problems.

This research aimed to analyze the perceptions that university men and women from
different areas of study in Mexico held about social entrepreneurship skills. We performed a
multifactorial analysis to identify possible opportunities to reduce the gender gap among
young people when proposing social entrepreneurship projects. Specifically, we sought to
determine if there are significant differences by gender among the disciplinary areas in each
sub-competency of social entrepreneurship. These are personal characteristics, leadership,
social innovation, social value and management. We considered this in terms of strengths,
weaknesses, opportunities, threats (SWOT).

This paper takes a theoretical approach in discussing the training to develop the social
entrepreneurship competency, its characteristics, its relationship to professional disciplines
and the influence of gender. It raises questions about how students perceive the social
entrepreneurship competency by discipline and gender. The quantitative method used in the
study, the validated instrument and the hypothesis testing are described. The results are
presented by professional discipline and gender. In the analysis and discussion sections, the
authors discuss the data that might support young people’s training to plan social
entrepreneurship projects, working from the universities with their partners in government
and not-for-profit enterprises.

Theoretical framework
On the formation of social entrepreneurship and its characteristics
The training in social entrepreneurship competency requires a strategy linked to
commitment, change and creation. The promotion and development of entrepreneurship is
a topic of interest to educational institutions, which have developed programs to foster
relevant and innovative skills in their students for social entrepreneurship (Basci and Alkan,
2015). However, according to Garcia-Gonzalez and Aragon (2020), although studies on social
entrepreneurship were common during the last century, the last 10 years have seen more
production of instrumental research on this subject. The focus has been not only on
entrepreneurship itself but also on the process of forming entrepreneurial skills. For V�azquez
et al. (2012), social entrepreneurship in students is achieved by developing competencies that
must be worked on within and by the universities. Studies such as Iglesias et al. (2019), or
Tekin et al. (2020) show that educational institutions’ roles in training social entrepreneurs are
crucial for successful projects. Studies such as Beltr�an Hern�andez-de-Galindo et al. (2019),
allow us to appreciate that educational modalities such as the massive open online course
(MOOC) can be very significant when developing entrepreneurial skills. Similarly, Torres-
Toukoumidis et al. (2019) agreed and raised the possibility of using a gamification platform
for the development of entrepreneurial skills in students. Social entrepreneurs must acquire
declarative, procedural and attitudinal knowledge that provides differentiated value to
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society. For Light (2009), social entrepreneurs have unique profiles and characteristics that
distinguish them from commercial entrepreneurs. Their differences are not only professional
skills and competencies but also personal values and preferences that distinguish them.
Lack�eus (2014) separated these skills into those directly cognitive and those not; he stated
that the universities’ task should be to develop both types of competencies through different
interventions. This understanding of the cognitive structure that sustains social
entrepreneurship has given rise to multiple studies with different proposals, such as the
one by S�aenz and L�opez (2015). They considered aspects such as the task to be performed,
social relations, ethical competency and personal skills. Also, the study by Orhei et al. (2015)
values a cognitive dimension, a functional one and another that is a social competency.
Specifically addressing the university context, Velasco et al. (2019) proposed three
components in measuring social entrepreneurship competency, and they focus on
instrumental, interpersonal and systematic aspects.

Studying the effects of social entrepreneurship training requires a multidimensional
analysis. In this study, we considered the proposal of Garc�ıa-Gonz�alez et al. (2021). They
proposed that social entrepreneurship competency is formed from five dimensions or
measurable subcompetencies, namely, personal characteristics, leadership, social innovation,
social value and entrepreneurial management. These differentiations made us reflect on
whether there are professional or personal profiles specifically relevant to entrepreneurship
that would rise to studies seeking to understand the most suitable characteristics and skills
for social and business entrepreneurs.

Additionally, this study considers the preliminary results of Romero-Rodr�ıguez et al.
(2019). They piloted three instruments in a methodological proposal to measure mastery of
social entrepreneurship skills by undergraduate and graduate students through experiential
learning, social innovation laboratories and open educational resources. It also considers the
validation process of instruments used to measure t social entrepreneurship competency
carried out by Garc�ıa-Gonz�alez et al. (2020).

Entrepreneurship and its relationship with professional disciplines
There are different views on whether the development of entrepreneurial competency varies
by professional area or discipline. Entrepreneurship is usually thought to be related to the
business professions (Laukkanen, 2000). In some cases, it is also linked to critical thinking in
industrial disciplines (Allen and Wong, 2003) or to the creative spirit of artistic or cultural
endeavors (Fritsch and Sorgner, 2014). However, for authors such as Boyce and Shepherd
(2000), entrepreneurship is a dimension that, more than being related to a certain discipline,
has to dowith factors linked to professional culture; these are social and economic (B€ogenhold
et al., 2014), or creative and innovative (Johnson et al., 2006).

Social entrepreneurship encompasses various disciplines that require transversal skills,
and its scope is superior to that of each of the disciplines. From this perspective, social
entrepreneurship, according to Lehner and Kansikas (2011), develops in a transdisciplinary
way and cannot be pigeonholed into specific areas such as business training. Studies such as
Nandan and London (2013) and Nandan and Scott (2013) confirm this. These studies point to
the need to develop interdisciplinary profiles of young entrepreneurs. This is a challenge for
educational institutions that seek to promote entrepreneurship because their curricular
offerings should provide students with disciplinary knowledge and skills development in
innovation and social entrepreneurship (Steiner et al., 2018).

The same social entrepreneurship training should occur in diverse learning environments
(classroom, nonclassroom, multimodal). According to Mitra et al. (2019), the presence of
hybrid educational models is increasingly common in social entrepreneurs’ training.
Learning focuses more on developing the skills and competencies necessary for
entrepreneurship than acquiring particular knowledge in a specific area. Another study
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highlights that the intrinsic motivation to solve a problem is more decisive than the student’s
disciplinary area (Garc�ıa-Gonz�alez and Ram�ırez-Montoya, 2020). ForMcNally et al. (2019), the
training of entrepreneurs has a direct impact on the development of the curricula and the
pedagogy of the courses, which should focus on the needs of the new generations, not just
provide them what they believe they should learn. So, there is a need to value social
entrepreneurship formation beyond the professions, looking at the key indicators that make
up the competency and not just the entrepreneurs’ disciplinary knowledge. From this, we see
the need for studies where: (1) the elements that constitute the social entrepreneurship
competency can be identified, (2)whatever university disciplines that offer greater
development of these elements can be evaluated and (3) the degree to which professional
knowledge is significant when undertaking an enterprise is assessed (Schlee et al., 2009).

Besides examining professional study, it is necessary to considerwhether personal factors
influence entrepreneurial skills development. According to Lewis and Henry (2019), a crucial
element to reflect upon is the gender of the entrepreneurs. The reason is that there are
fundamental differentiating characteristics betweenmen andwomen that influence when the
entrepreneurial competency is acquired and developed.

Social entrepreneurship and its relationship to gender
The gender perspective is an important consideration in the analysis of social enterprise
research. Lortie, Castrogiovanni and Cox (2017), as well as Anggahegari et al. (2018) consider
that women entrepreneurs have a greater tendency to start organizations that generate value,
benefits and social sustainability, which are thought to be hallmarks of women’s
entrepreneurship. According to Levie and Hart (2011), in their study conducted in the
United Kingdom, gender is an important factor of entrepreneurship. According to Pines et al.
(2012), women have a greater social entrepreneurship presence than they have in business.

From this perspective, are there gender differences in different types of entrepreneurship?
Gupta et al. (2019) find a gap between men and women in business ventures, which have a
greater presence of men. However, in social entrepreneurship, this difference is blurred; men
and women’s participation is similar. This is corroborated by a study conducted by Dickel
and Eckardt (2020) involving 601 students. The conclusion was that women tend to have a
greater desire to start social rather than commercial enterprises. For Bernardino et al. (2018),
this difference is related to particular personality attributes, such as kindness, which is
identifiable in entrepreneurial training and predisposes women to create social enterprises.

Social entrepreneurship requires perspectives of ethical commitment and care for the
environment. Hence, women, being influenced by personal, social and sometimes religious
values when contemplating entrepreneurial goals, undertake startups with a vision much
more respectful of moral and ethical norms than their male peers (Chell et al., 2016). Borquist
and Bruin (2019) report that women’s social business organizations contribute to positive
social changes through the values they incorporate and express. They promote
empowerment (Nachimuthu and Gunatharan, 2012), inclusion and entrepreneurial
development of other women and minority groups (Heilman and Chen, 2003) and
environmental care (Hechavarria et al., 2012).

Training in social entrepreneurship is linked to critical and committed citizenship that drives
change in society and generates economic value. For NsomKimbu and ZisuhNgoasong (2016),
women often integrate business and social transformation objectives, triggering
entrepreneurial opportunities. Unfortunately, there are still strong stereotypes of women
regarding entrepreneurship, that their proposals are of lowbusiness performance (Tesdale et al.,
2011). However, although women’s entrepreneurship may be questionable from a financial
standpoint, it provides value and benefits in ways that are seldom measured economically,
having to do with the individual, family, community and societal value (Sheikh et al., 2018).
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All of the above argue for the relevance and innovativeness of this study, which not only
focuses on classifying the population by discipline but also from a gender perspective,
considering that this is an important element when developing a social entrepreneurship
competency. Thus, this study presents a multifactorial analysis that identifies significant
differences between university men and women in various areas of study and possible areas
of opportunity to reduce the gender gapwhen they propose a social entrepreneurship project.

Research questions

(1) Are there significant differences between the disciplinary areas by gender in each of
the social enterprise subcompetencies?

(2) Are there significant differences between the disciplinary areas by gender in each of
the 23 indicators of social entrepreneurship competency?

Method
Participants and procedure
A convenience sample of 140 students from a private university in Mexico was formed.
Seventeen were eliminated due to the low representation of their disciplinary areas.
Therefore, the answers of n 5 123 participants were used in the analyses. The sample
included 51 women and 72 men, aged between 19 and 24 years, who were enrolled in degrees
in the areas of architecture and design (n 5 25), business (n 5 45), and engineering and
science (n 5 53). The study was carried out between February and March 2020 with the
convenience sample of students taking the courses of Ethics, Persons and Society and Ethics,
and Professions and Citizenship. A self-administered questionnaire was applied through
Google Forms, which the students answered voluntarily. Table 1 shows the data of the
participating students by gender.

Instrument
The validated social entrepreneur profile questionnaire was used to measure the perception
related to social entrepreneurship competency (Garc�ıa-Gonz�alez et al., 2021). This instrument
is made up of 28 items that are evaluated on a Likert scale as (1) Strongly disagree, (2)
Disagree, (3) Neither agree nor disagree, (4) Agree and (5) Strongly agree. Within the
questionnaire, five subcompetencies of social entrepreneurship were evaluated: personal
(items 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6), leadership (items 7, 8, 9, 10), social innovation (items 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16,
17, 18), social value (items 19, 20, 21, 22, 23) and entrepreneurial management (items 24, 25, 26,
27, 28). The overall internal consistency in this study was favorable (a5 0.891). Kendall’s W

Men Women Total
n % n % n %

Age
19–20 42 58 32 63 74 60
21–22 25 35 16 31 41 33
23–24 5 7 3 6 8 7

Disciplinary area
Architecture and design 9 13 16 31 25 20
Business 20 28 25 49 45 37
Engineering and science 43 59 10 20 53 43

Source(s): Own elaboration

Table 1.
Participants’ data by

gender
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was calculated to know the level of agreement of the answers for each item. The results
showed significant differences (W 5 0.322, gl 5 27, X2 5 1,215.8, p-value 5 0.000), that is,
there is significant agreement among the participants’ responses. The reliability of each of the
subcompetencies was as follows: personal (a 5 0.763), leadership (a 5 0.534), social
innovation (a5 0.750), social value (a5 0.786) and entrepreneurial management (a5 0.797).

Data analysis
The data were analyzed with Microsoft Excel Professional Plus 2013 and IBM SPSS version
24. The statistical tests that were performed depended on the objectives and research
questions. The t-test was used to test the research hypotheses (Elliott and Woodward, 2011).
Hypothesis testing was first applied to identify significant differences between men and
women in the subcompetencies. Next, significant differences between men and women in the
subcompetencies in the disciplinary areas were analyzed. Although it has been identified that
in some areas, the number of women is lower than men, the study has considered this as part
of the statistical analysis, taking into account the data on average and not somuch in terms of
their overall number. Finally, the differences in each item’s means were compared in the
results analysis for each of the instrument’s indicators.

Results
To answer the first research question, we calculated globally the results obtained bymen and
women in each of the subcompetencies (Table 2). The same table shows the results of the
t-sampling, which indicates the existence or not of significant differences between the two
groups being analyzed. To know the significant differences in each subcompetency in the
global sample, we carried out a hypothesis test using a confidence interval (3.99–4.27) with a
95% confidence level (critical t5 1.977, gl5 138). In this regard, significant differences were
observed only in the subcompetency of social value (t sample5 2.8604), where the perception of
the level of women mastery (M 5 4.27, SD 5 0.81) is higher than the men’s
(M 5 3.84, SD 5 0.94).

Subsequently, hypothesis tests were applied to identify significant differences between
men and women in each of the subcompetencies by disciplinary area (Table 3). In the case of
the disciplinary area of architecture and design (critical t5 2.069 of 5%, gl5 23), significant
differences were identified between men and women in the subcompetencies of leadership
(sample t 5 �2.3343), social value (sample t 5 �4.1251) and entrepreneurial management
(sample t 5 �2.2349). In the leadership subcompetency, women (M 5 4.13, SD 5 0.71)
perceived a higher level of mastery than men (M 5 3.81, SD 5 0.95). In the social value
subcompetency, the perception of mastery by women is also higher (M 5 4.28, SD 5 0.69)
than men (M5 3.69, SD5 1.04). The same occurred in the subcompetency of entrepreneurial
management: women (M 5 3.09, SD 5 0.99); men (M 5 2.69, SD 5 1.14).

Subcompetencies
Men Women

t sampleM SD M SD

Personal 4.09 0.84 4.24 0.69 1.1406
Leadership 3.96 0.97 4.19 0.89 1.4133
Social innovation 3.52 1.11 3.73 1.00 1.1745
Social value 3.84 0.94 4.27 0.81 2.8604
Entrepreneurialship management 3.17 1.20 3.39 1.09 1.1342

Source(s): Own elaboration

Table 2.
Statistical data on the
subcompetencies by
gender
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In the business disciplinary area (critical t5 1,960–1,973 of 5%, gl5 270, 180, 360, 225 and
225), significant differences were only found between men and women in the subcompetency
of social entrepreneurship (sample t 5 1,964). In this case, men (M 5 4.38, SD 5 0.79)
perceived their level of mastery to be higher than women (M 5 4.14, SD 5 0.71).

In the disciplinary area of engineering and sciences (critical t 5 1.96 of 5%, gl 5 43)
significant differences were identified in the subcompetencies of leadership (sample t5�2.85),
social value (sample t 5 �4.13) and entrepreneurial management (sample t 5 �2.5).
The leadership subcompetency identifies that women (M5 4.30, SD5 0.85) perceived a higher
level of mastery than men (M 5 3.81, SD5 1.00). In the social value subcompetency, women
also perceived a higher level of mastery (M5 4.40, SD5 0.67) thanmen (M5 3.82, SD5 0.94).
The same occurred in the subcompetency of entrepreneurial management, where women
(M 5 3.32, SD5 1.13) perceived a higher level of mastery than men (M 5 2.88, SD5 1.12).

It is worth noting that no significant differences were found between men and women
concerning personal subcompetencies or in the subcompetency of social innovation. Another
interesting fact is that in all the tests showing significant differences, women perceived a
higher level of mastery than men, except in leadership subcompetencies in the business
discipline area.

To answer the second research question, we conducted hypothesis tests to identify
significant differences between men and women in each of the items by disciplinary area.
First, the items were analyzed in a global way (t critical5 3.99–4.27 of 5%, gl5 138), where
significant differences were identified in the R05 of communication (t sample5 2.9857), R16
of social involvement (t sample5 4. 3,548), R19 of empathy (t sample5 2.6806), R21 of ethical
sense (t sample 5 2.514), R22 of orientation to sustainability (t sample 5 2.2082), R23 of
entrepreneurial passion (t sample 5 4.2117) and R26 of bases for value generation
(t sample 5 2.2668). In all cases, women had a greater perception of mastery:
(1) communication (women: M 5 4.16, SD 5 0.62; men: M 5 3.78, SD 5 0.84); (2) social
involvement (women:M5 4.02, SD5 0.92; men:M5 3.28, SD5 1.07); (3) empathy (women:

Men Women
t sampleM SD M SD

Architecture and design
Personal 4.06 0.76 4.17 0.75 �0.8662
Leadership 3.81 0.95 4.13 0.71 �2.3343
Social innovation 3.40 1.18 3.77 0.99 �2.0464
Social value 3.69 1.04 4.28 0.69 �4.1251
Entrepreneurial management 2.69 1.14 3.09 0.99 �2.2349

Business
Personal 4.28 0.72 4.21 0.67 0.9000
Leadership 4.38 0.79 4.14 0.81 1.9640
Social innovation 3.76 1.11 3.71 0.92 0.4900
Social value 3.99 0.89 4.19 0.77 �1.8200
Entrepreneurial management 4.00 0.89 3.82 3.82 1.5300

Engineering and science
Personal 4.01 0.88 4.25 0.68 �1.9900
Leadership 3.81 1.00 4.30 0.85 �2.8500
Social innovation 3.45 1.07 3.79 1.00 �1.8000
Social value 3.82 0.94 4.40 0.67 �4.1300
Entrepreneurial management 2.88 1.12 3.32 1.13 �2.5000

Source(s): Own creation

Table 3.
Statistical data on the
subcompetencies by

gender in the
disciplinary areas
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M 5 4.23, SD 5 0.83; men: M 5 3.82, SD 5 0.99); (4) ethical sense (women: M 5 4. 52,
SD 5 0.64; men: M 5 4.21, SD 5 0.77); (5) orientation to sustainability (women: M 5 3.92,
SD 5 0.64; men: M 5 3.62, SD 5 0.85); (6) entrepreneurial passion (women: M 5 4.03,
SD5 0.98; men:M5 3.32, SD5 1.02) and (7) bases for value generation (women:M5 3.33,
SD 5 0.93; men: M 5 2.93, SD 5 1.10).

Once the significant differences were identified in the global sample, the differences in
each of the three disciplinary areas were analyzed. In the area of architecture and design
(t critical 5 2.069 of 5%, gl 5 23) significant differences were identified in R16 of social
involvement (t sample 5 �2.8729), R18 of management of limited resources
(t sample 5 �2.2016), R21 of limited ethical sense (t sample 5 �2.5976) and R23 of
entrepreneurial passion (t sample 5 �2.1394). Again, women reported a perception of a
higher mastery than men: (1) social involvement (women: M 5 4.06, SD 5 1.06; men:
M5 2.78, SD5 1.09); (2) resourcemanagement (women:M5 3. 31, SD5 0.87; men:M5 2.56,
SD5 0.73); (3) ethical sense (women:M5 4.63, SD5 0.62; men:M5 3.89, SD5 0.78) and (4)
entrepreneurial passion (women: M 5 3.94, SD 5 1.00; men: M 5 2.89, SD 5 1.45) (see
Figure 1).

The results of the business discipline area (critical t 5 2.017 of 5%, gl 5 43) showed
significant differences in the R02 items of knowledge of the other (sample t 5 2.38), R07 of
people management (sample t5 2.26), and financing and administration (sample t5 2.72). In
this case, men perceived a greater level of mastery in the three indicators: (1) knowledge of the
other (women: M 5 4.28, SD 5 0.54; men: M 5 4.65, SD 5 0.49); (2) people management
(women:M5 3.64, SD5 0.76; men:M5 4.15, SD5 0.75) and (3) financing and administration
(women: M 5 3.60, SD 5 0.87; men: M 5 4.20, SD 5 0.52) (see Figure 2).

Finally, the results were analyzed by item of the engineering and science disciplinary area
(t critical 5 2.008 of 5%, gl 5 51), which reported significant differences in R07 of people

Figure 1.
Results by disciplinary
area. Architecture and
design

JARHE
13,5

1364



management (t sample5�2.29), R16 of social involvement (t sample5�2.38), R20 of ethical
sense (t sample5�2.33) and R23 of entrepreneurial passion (t sample5�3.31). In this case,
it is women who perceived the highest level of mastery in the four indicators: (1) people
management (women:M5 4.40, SD5 0.70; men:M5 3.65, SD5 0.97); (2) social involvement
(women:M5 4. 00, SD5 0.67; men:M5 3.19, SD5 1.03); (3) ethical sense (women:M5 4.70,
SD 5 0.48; men: M 5 4.16, SD 5 0.69) and (4) entrepreneurial passion (women: M 5 4.40,
SD 5 0.70; men: M 5 3.30, SD 5 0.99) (see Figure 3).

Discussion of results
We found empirical evidence to argue that university women felt a higher level of mastery in
one of the most characteristic components of social entrepreneurship, namely, social value.
Like Pines et al. (2012), we found only significant differences between men and women in the
subcompetency of social value (Table 2). Social value is composed of the indicators of
empathy, ethical sense and code, orientation to sustainability, and entrepreneurial passion
and identity (Garc�ıa-Gonz�alez et al., 2021). These indicators identify more clearly the
orientation to social entrepreneurship, so the result coincides with other studies that argue
that gender is an important factor when undertaking enterprises (Levie and Hart, 2011). The
empirical information indicates the lower level of intention or mastery that men have in the
actions that generate social value.

Women students in the architecture and design discipline felt more capable than men in
leadership, social innovation and entrepreneurial management of social enterprises.
Similarly, in the area of architecture and design, women had higher means than men in
leadership (men,M5 3.81; women,M5 4.13); social value (men,M5 3.69; women,M5 4.28)
and entrepreneurial management (men, M 5 2.69; women, M 5 3.09). It is noteworthy that,

Figure 2.
Results by disciplinary

area. Business

Social
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although this is a creative disciplinary area, significant differences were not found in the
subcompetency of social innovation. This fact could be in line with the study carried out by
Johnson et al. (2006). Similarly, our study confirms the existence of a greater tendency for
women to generate value, benefits and sustainable practices (Lortie et al., 2017; Anggahegari
et al., 2018). This information can be useful when designing courses or workshops in
universities and considering strategies that engage students.

In engineering and sciences, as in architecture and design, women reported a higher level
of mastery than men in the subcompetencies of leadership, social value and entrepreneurial
management. In this regard, it is interesting to note that although women perceived greater
mastery than men, the lowest scores for both men and women correspond to entrepreneurial
management (Table 3). In this regard, it is important to clarify that, although the students
came from different disciplinary areas, the course design focused on ethical and citizenship
competencies. This could explain the apparent low level of performance in management
issues. However, the implementation and development of the social entrepreneur profile were
responses to contemporary challenges facing university education (Nandan and London,
2013; Nandan and Scott 2013). Concerning the levels of mastery by men and women in
entrepreneurial management, the results of other studies are confirmed, which reported
stronger desire and intention toward social entrepreneurship by women (Dickel and Eckardt,
2020). Thus, in general, the evidence points to a greater predisposition of women toward
social entrepreneurship and less to disciplinary entrepreneurship (entrepreneurial
management).

Of the three disciplinary areas analyzed, only in business did men show higher means
than women, and only in the leadership subcompetency. Men (M5 4.38) exceeded women’s
mean (M5 4.14) in the sample. On the one hand, this could be understood by reviewing those
studies that address the traditional relationship between entrepreneurship and business

Figure 3.
Results by disciplinary
area. Engineering and
Science
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areas (Laukkanen, 2000). On the other hand, studies such as that of Gupta et al. (2019) address
the gap between men and women in business entrepreneurship. Even though it is very
important in social entrepreneurship, leadership usually takes on the same importance in
social and commercial entrepreneurship (Light, 2009). From this perspective, we can
understand why only in the leadership subcompetency did men report a higher level of
mastery than women. Therefore, it would be appropriate to incorporate leadership
development strategies considering these results from the empirical evidence.

It was interesting that when analyzing the indicators of each of the items in-depth, we
found that women surpassed men in the disciplinary areas of architecture and design, as well
as engineering and science. In both these disciplines, women reported a greater mastery of
social involvement, ethical sense, and entrepreneurial passion and identity. On the other
hand, men in the business area had higher means in knowledge of the other, people
management, and financing and administration. Also, it could be considered that the results
of this research show that the stereotypes of women entrepreneurs still prevail (Tesdale et al.,
2011). It is precisely in those indicators related tomoral norms, ethics and personal values that
women’s performance stands out (Chell et al., 2016; Bernardino et al., 2018). In order to be able
to represent more clearly the results of all the tests carried out, Figure 4 is presented, which
graphs all the results by indicators, as well as by disciplinary area and gender.

The measurement of entrepreneurial competencies has garnered interest in recent years,
and even more so in social entrepreneurship. This measurement, which has been in several
studies, is considered when higher education institutions analyze the results of implementing
entrepreneurship and educational innovations in their curricula. Previous research, such as
Beltr�an Hern�andez-de-Galindo et al. (2019) and Torres-Toukoumidis et al. (2019), investigate
training in online learning contexts and gamification strategies in entrepreneurial
competencies. Moreover, this article looks at education in social entrepreneurship and the
efforts that have been made to explore its teaching under innovative experiences, such as
experiential learning (Romero-Rodr�ıguez et al. (2019). In this sense, from a gender perspective,
the contributions open new teaching approaches and promote social entrepreneurship among
university students.

Conclusions
The relevance of this type of study is the importance of innovation and social
entrepreneurship as effective tools to solve problems, which makes university training in
these issues essential. The development of the social entrepreneurship competency
demonstrates the commitment that educational institutions have to leadership-with-cause
or leadership-with-value, training their students to become true agents of change.

Considering the number and variety of societal problems that exist today, we should not
let social entrepreneurship remain as something rooted or isolated to a single disciplinary
area. The responsibility of citizenship in the world is shared. We all must have something to
contribute from our particular professional vision, regardless of our gender.

It is recognized that this research could be limited by not including all the disciplinary areas
because it did not have access to a significant number of students in social sciences and
humanities (Tables 1 and 3). However, the findings obtained in the other three disciplines are
valuable for their contribution in showing the differences in perception by gender. Also, it is
recognized that this study focused solely on the perception of students. Nevertheless, the
possibility of triangulating this data with other instruments raises the possibility of increasing
the knowledge available in universities for training in social entrepreneurship. Additionally, the
present study allows us to verify more convincingly the results of previous studies, such as
those of Garc�ıa-Gonz�alez et al. (2020), as well as those of Romero-Rodr�ıguez et al. (2019).

Figure 5 graphically includes the findings that can be concluded from the data analysis:
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Attending to the research questions, we identified from the data in Tables 2 and 3 the
empirical evidence that women felt a higher level of mastery in the subcompetency of social
value. In this, the women in the sample showed highermeans than their male peers (M5 4.27,
SD5 0.81 /M5 3.84, SD5 0.94). When this information was analyzed by discipline, it was
found that this subcompetency had the same results in both architecture and design, and
engineering and science.

As for the rest of the subcompetencies, only the personal and social innovation
subcompetencies failed to show significant gender differences. In answer to the first research
question, it can be concluded that there is sufficient statistical data to confirm the presence of
differences among the disciplinary areas by gender.

The second research question focused on the indicators that make up the
subcompetencies. It was possible to identify seven indicators that showed significant
differences between men and women (R05, R16, R19, R21, R22, R23 and R26). In all cases,
women had a greater perception of mastery (Table 3). As in the first research question,
significant variations were found in the various indicators according to the disciplinary area.
Although there was no conclusive result, it was possible to verify that there are sufficient
statistical data to confirm the second research question’s affirmative hypothesis. Thus, the
two research questions that guided this study were confirmed, thereby providing relevant
information for institutional decision-making related to the development of university
students’ social entrepreneurship competency.

In a practical way, this study contributes to broaden the vision of social entrepreneurship,
being able to support better decision-making when investing in the formation of new
entrepreneurs. Also, this research allows us to appreciate the importance of reducing the
gender gap in business training, since the findings show that, in terms of social
entrepreneurship, the contributions between men and women can be equally significant or
even present some advantages in the female population.

On the economic side, the findings of this research allow better decisions to be made on
government investment focused on the promotion and development of entrepreneurship.
Knowing the characteristics and profile of social entrepreneurs allows them to guide the
resources they have to areas where they can generate better results.

As for its implications for universities and teaching, the findings can be useful for
university training and for increasing the vision and formulation of government projects by
young people creating new businesses. Based on this data’s findings, universities can
capitalize on this knowledge, establishing programs or projects that focus on developing and
strengthening specific skills in disciplinary areas and considering gender. Thus, this study,
applied in the Mexican reality, contributes to the literature on the roles of discipline and
gender in students’ perceptions of their social entrepreneurship competencies.
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