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Abstract 

In this chapter we propose a learner-focussed, teaching model appropriate for entrepreneurship and 

enterprise that aims to trigger change in the way educators and senior managers in Further and Higher 

Education think about enterprise and entrepreneurship. We use Wenger’s (2009) social theory of learning, 

which consists of four dimensions: learning as doing; learning as experiencing; learning as becoming; and 

learning as belonging and combine these dimensions with seven guiding educational design principles: 

Who learns what, how, why, with whom, where and when.  We propose that these seven guiding principles 

influence the impact and quality of entrepreneurship education and also students’ motivation for studying 

and learning. 

 

 

INTRODUCTION 

Aware of the economic and social significance of entrepreneurial activity, and responding to student 

demand, universities train entrepreneurship students on every continent.  Policymakers too are showing an 

increasing interest in entrepreneurial education, with a recent European report (EC, 2013) seeking to 

bolster activity in this area.  Entrepreneurial educators are experimenting with innovative pedagogical 

approaches that use different ways of learning to create entrepreneurial and enterprising mindsets among 

a variety of student populations (see for instance Bechard & Gregoire 2007, Istance & Shadoian 2009, 

Klapper & Neergaard 2012, Klapper & Tegtmeier 2011, Robinson 1996, Verzat et al. 2009). This is in many 

ways a response to a growing dissatisfaction among learners and educators with the classical way of 

teaching entrepreneurship in Europe and the US, namely through lectures and case studies. In addition, it 

reflects an increasing recognition of the need to equip students with a mindset that is open to 

entrepreneurial action (Hytti & Kuopusjärvi 2004).  

As Klapper (2004,8) and Klapper & Neergaard (2012) have argued, most higher education institutions teach 

students to become employees for either the public or private sector, but not to become enterprising and 

potential entrepreneurs themselves.  Moreover Higher Education institutions rarely offer personalised, life 

cycle-, motivation- and context-appropriate entrepreneurship teaching programmes, but instead deliver 

large-scale, off the shelf teaching content tailored only to broad cohorts of undergraduate and 
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postgraduate students. This teaching material ignores the specificities of the learners in terms their 

particular motivation for studying enterprise, as well as their varied personalities and life stages. While this 

appears to reflect the need to reach a large number of students, we would argue that there remains scope 

for more personalised approaches. Indeed and to some extent ironically, the internet and digital advances 

simultaneously offer  the potential for more personalised teaching delivery while at the same time offering 

the potential to reach much larger audiences. The emerging MOOC (Massive Open Online Courses) are a 

clear case in point.  

In this chapter we propose and illustrate a learner-focussed, teaching model appropriate for 

entrepreneurship and enterprise that aims to trigger change in the way educators and senior managers in 

Further and Higher Education and government departments think about enterprise and entrepreneurship. 

For this purpose we use Wenger’s (2009) social theory of learning, which consists of four dimensions: 

learning as doing; learning as experiencing; learning as becoming; and learning as belonging. We combine 

these dimensions with seven guiding educational design principles: Who learns what, how, why, with 

whom, where and when.  We draw on our teaching experience in different cultural contexts, in which we 

have experimented with ways in which alternative learning initiatives may enhance entrepreneurial and 

enterprising thinking among students. We propose that it is necessary to consider the seven guiding 

principles that influence the impact and quality of entrepreneurship education and also students’ 

motivation for studying and learning. Our approach is comprehensive in that we consider both 

entrepreneurship and enterprise.  We follow Gartner (1988:11) who proposed that entrepreneurship is 

“the creation of organizations, the process by which new organizations come into existence”. In 

comparison, we understand enterprise and enterprising behaviour as activities outside the domain of 

venture creation; intrapreneurship is one form of such enterprising behaviour. 

Underlying our approach is the premise that entrepreneurial learning needs to be considered from a 

holistic perspective in which each dimension contributes to the others to create a sense-giving Gestalt, a 

concept that can be translated as organization or configuration (Koehler 1947, Phillips & Soltis 2009).  By 

bringing Gestalt theory and Wenger’s social theory of learning together, we advocate a more 
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comprehensive way to designing entrepreneurial teaching programmes than is the norm, intended to bring 

the learner closer to the realities of entrepreneurial practice.  Our ultimate aim is to render learners and 

ultimately society more entrepreneurial and enterprising.  

In advocating a comprehensive approach to entrepreneurial learning we acknowledge the multi-

dimensional nature of entrepreneurship as an inherently dynamic phenomenon that goes beyond a sole 

focus on new venture creation. Following Rae (2000), Cope (2005) expressed this: “a contextual process of 

becoming” (Cope 2005:374), focusing on what entrepreneurs do and with whom, but also who they are 

(Gartner 1988).  We argue for the person, i.e. the one who learns, to be considered in his or her holistic 

nature, as a multi-faceted being, as part of a collectivity, a context, a location, motivated by different 

objectives.  We consider the importance of context in entrepreneurship education, a topic which has more 

recently been emphasised by researchers such as Klapper (2008, 2011), Welter (2011), but under-

estimated in education despite earliest work by Lave & Wenger (1991) and Lave (2009) on situated learning.   

Seeking to communicate this in a less abstract way, we use interrogative descriptors to draw attention to 

the specificities that need to be attended to in course design. Students learn in context with others - hence 

we integrate and consider the notion of With whom?  We examine the motivation for learning (Why?) as 

well as the When, referring to the learner’s life cycle.  The contents dimension (What) covers a spectrum 

reaching from learning about entrepreneurship, learning for entrepreneurship and learning ‘into’ 

entrepreneurship (Gibb 1999), to learning through ‘withness’, i.e. from within (Klapper & Neergaard 2012, 

Shotter 2006). The How dimension considers alternative ways of learning and teaching such as through 

lectures, running a new venture as well as role play and simulation (Gibson et al. 2009), as well as through 

innovative pedagogy involving art, music, theatre, dance and collage (Adler 2006,  Klapper & Tegtmeier 

2011, Shrivastava 2010).  While there is some overlap between our seven guiding design principles, this 

interrelatedness is indeed important to fully grasp the Gestalt of entrepreneurial learning and allow for 

more holistic educational approaches to emerge.   

THEORETICAL UNDERPINNINGS  
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The Gestalt Theory of Learning  

As Bluckert (2012: 81) notes, the German word ‘Gestalt’ is difficult to translates and approximates to 

pattern, shape, configuration or meaningful organised whole.  Gestalt which is a ‘needs-based approach to 

understanding human functioning and behaviour (Bluckert 2012: 81) draws on a variety of influences 

coming from psychoanalysis, Gestalt psychology, Gestalt therapy, field theory, existential philosophy and 

the humanistic therapy movement (Bluckert 2012) and one of its earliest written manifestations is by Perls, 

Goodman and Hefferline’s (1951) and their seminal paper on Gestalt therapy, which Latner described 

(1992: 15) as ‘the cornerstone of the Gestalt approach’.  Early Gestalt psychologists such as Max 

Wertheimer, Wolfgang and Kurt Koffka sought to understand how humans make sense of their experience, 

moment by moment, ‘against the background of the field which includes our current mental models and 

historical experience’ (Bluckert 2012:81). To be clear, in Gestalt thinking, ‘field’ includes the local physical 

environment of a person as well as their cognitive and emotional reality. 

Hence Kurt Lewin’s work on interconnectedness proposed that human beings are part of an environmental 

field and that their behaviour can only be understood in relation to that field (Bluckert 2012).  As part of 

this field humans actively seek to impose order and perceive meaningful wholes in what they see and 

experience.  Gestalt theory also draws on philosophical roots provided by Kierkeggard, Sartre and 

Heidegger and in particular the themes of personal responsibility, freedom and authenticity have enriched 

the theory.  Gestalt thinking implies looking for balance in human functioning through effective self-

regulation to eliminate tensions in an individual’s personal and professional life.  The notion of balance is 

very important in entrepreneurship teaching. In fact achieving a balance between theory and practice 

(What) in a practice-oriented subject such as entrepreneurship is demanding and considering the Who, 

with Whom, Where, Why, How and When is even more challenging.    

A Definition of Learning 

As Phillips & Soltis (2009) comments, there is more than one type of learning and attempts to establish a 

single comprehensive learning theory have not met with great success. Beach (1980:22) defined learning as 
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“the human process by which skills, knowledge, habits and attitudes are acquired and altered in such a way 

that behaviour is modified”. Honey and Mumford (2006:1) proposed that learning happens “when people 

can demonstrate that they know something that they did not know before (insights and realisation as well 

as facts) and/or when they can do something they could not do before (skills)”. These definitions of 

learning emphasise a subsequent and consequent change in behaviour, emphasising the social aspects of 

learning rather than viewing it merely as a cognitive process (Wenger 2009).  As a result, in addition to 

knowing something cognitively and understanding it, the learning process is associated with a change in 

actions (Guirdham and Tyler 1992, Gibb 1993a, b, c).  We follow these definitions as we seek to trigger 

more entrepreneurial and more enterprising mindsets in our learners, with consequent change in 

behaviour.   

Our Conceptual Framework 

Building on this ontological base, for our conceptual framework we particularly draw on the work of 

Etienne Wenger (2009) who developed an initial inventory of a social theory of learning.  For Wenger the 

concept of learning consisted of: a) learning as doing, which represents the notion of practice; b) learning 

as experience which relates to students making meaning through experience; c) learning as becoming, 

which relates to the learner identity; and d) learning as belonging, i.e. a learner belongs to a community.  

We relate these four dimensions to our guiding questions of Who learns, what, why, when, how, with 

whom and where, in the context of entrepreneurship/enterprise education.  

We also acknowledge the importance of prior work by, for instance, Rae (2005) who suggested a triadic 

model of entrepreneurial learning, consisting of three major themes: personal and social emergence, 

contextual learning and negotiated enterprise; to be applied, both in entrepreneurial practice and by 

educators. Seikhula-Leino et al. (2009) also applied Shulman and Shulman’s (2004) model, which aimed to 

develop a new frame for conceptualizing teacher learning and development within communities and 

context in Finland.  The latter’s model illustrates the ongoing interaction among individual student and 

teacher learning, institutional or programme learning, as well as the characteristics of the critical policy 



8 

 

environment in which the educational programme is happening. Cope’s (2005) work on a dynamic learning 

perspective of entrepreneurship, which acknowledges the processual nature of learning, the 

entrepreneurial learning task orientation as well as the social side of learning, have also informed our work.  

INSERT TABLE 1 NEAR HERE 

Educating and Learning as Doing – Practice 

We associate Wenger’s (2009) dimension of learning as doing with the ‘What to learn’ guiding learning 

principle.  In this we follow Gartner (1988), who suggested that research should concentrate on what 

entrepreneurs do rather than who they are. The ‘What’ perspective deals with the need to tailor the 

contents of our courses/programs in entrepreneurship. What we teach needs to be in alignment with the 

context and the stage of the life cycle of the individual, but also in line with the societal aim of creating 

entrepreneurial awareness/preparedness in our student population (Cope 2005, European Union 2013). In 

most universities, ‘fact-learning’ is still the predominant approach (Klapper & Neergaard 2012), which 

involves a detached learning of theories about the phenomenon of entrepreneurship (Krueger 2007). Cope 

(2005) made some practical recommendations as to what the what-dimension should embrace.  He 

mentioned in particular learning about oneself, about the business, about the environment and 

entrepreneurial networks, but also about small business management. Rae’s (2005) triadic model of 

entrepreneurial learning with its focus on personal and social emergence, contextualisation of learning and 

negotiated enterprise provides further inspiration as to what contents an entrepreneurial learning 

programme could comprise.   

Education and learning ‘about’ entrepreneurship is of a predominantly theoretical nature and aims to 

develop awareness of the concept of entrepreneurship and the role that entrepreneurs and 

entrepreneurship play in the development of economies and societies (Gibb 1999, Carter and Jones-Evans 

2000, Glancey and McQuaid 2000, Swedberg 2000). Learning about is usually provided through business 

schools to those interested in this type of learning (Jamieson 1984). Such ‘formal learning’ aims to develop 

theory and conceptual frameworks (Broad 2007) and learning takes place through structured systems and 
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organised programmes (Conner 2009). Much of this learning focuses mostly on developing left-brain 

processing of data, numbers, logic and symbols (Lewis 1987, Ornstein 1986), where educators focus initially 

on acquiring, arranging and instructing information to learners who then absorb that information passively 

(Barrows 2000, Wee and Kek 2002, Wee et al. 2003). The functional skills developed through formal 

learning include writing business plans, understanding and managing finance, managing legal and statutory 

requirements, product and service development, understanding marketing and sales strategies, setting 

standards for operational performance and understanding business environments (Broad 2007). However, 

education ‘about’ entrepreneurship does not equip students with the necessary entrepreneurial skills to 

become successful business people (Solomon and Fernald 1991), neither does it add to their creativity or 

their ability to act strategically in changing environments (Kirby 2004). Therefore, education ‘about’ 

entrepreneurship is not seen to be capable – by itself – of ‘producing’ students who can handle real-life 

entrepreneurial problems since they would lack the necessary skills to integrate and relate their knowledge 

(Berry 1993, Doyle 1995). 

Educating and Learning ‘for’ Entrepreneurship  

In comparison, education ‘for’ entrepreneurship and learning for entrepreneurship are about preparing 

learners to become self-employed, with the specific objective of developing practices and motivation 

supportive of start-up and running of one’s own business (Jamieson 1984, Rae 1997, Jack and Anderson 

1999, Solomon et al. 2002, Henry et al. 2005, Edwards and Muir 2005). Newby (1998) advocated that 

education ‘for’ entrepreneurship should be delivered in balance with education ‘about’ entrepreneurship. 

He argued that the development of business and management skills through education ‘for’ 

entrepreneurship should enable individuals to effectively manage the different functional skills developed 

through education ‘about’ entrepreneurship, and, thus, should be combined so that individuals could 

ultimately have the skills and personal qualities that would allow for behaving entrepreneurially.  

Education ‘for’ entrepreneurship which makes the student learn for entrepreneurship is basically achieved 

by training the various managerial aspects with a focus on how to ensure growth and the future 
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development of the business (Henry et al. 2005) through a learning process that acts as a ‘push into 

entrepreneurship (Jamieson 1984, Hjorth and Johannisson 2006). Gibb (1999) described this objective as 

‘learning to become entrepreneurial’ which is concerned with developing individuals who are capable of 

holding responsibility of their own learning, lives and careers. Learning ‘for’ entrepreneurship is expected 

to develop in learners a sense of responsibility, initiative, creativity, organisation, as well as motivation and 

commitment, which are necessary for the success of enterprise (Broad 2007).  

Very often the development of business and managerial skills in education ‘for’ entrepreneurship is 

associated with business plans. However, Gibb (1997) suggested that this approach does not expose 

students to hidden or indirect knowledge. Wan (1989) identifies a number of other criteria besides the 

business plan that practitioners consider when evaluating new business proposals, particularly the 

entrepreneurial skills and abilities of a person.  However, in many entrepreneurial learning initiatives we 

find that the development of business plans is the predominant part. Timmons et al. (1987) also argued 

that entrepreneurship training programmes can only pass limited knowledge and skills and that real 

personal experience is the only way to learn. Drawing on Rae (2004) we conclude that entrepreneurship 

learning as a dynamic and changing process needs more experimental and experiential, potentially 

innovative teaching methods.  

Educating and Learning ‘into’ Entrepreneurship 

Education ‘into’ entrepreneurship, also referred to as education or learning ‘through’ entrepreneurship 

deals more with helping individuals adopt an enterprising approach throughout their lives, by stressing the 

importance of effective student engagement at all stages of learning. Education ‘into’ entrepreneurship is 

linked to the development of business understanding and enterprise skills through new venture creation 

processes (Fayolle and Gailly 2008) that support adopting life-long enterprising approaches. In addition to 

this value of education ‘into’ enterprise in business disciplines, Refai (2012) emphasised the value of this 

learning in non-business, and more specifically science-related disciplines. Here, education ‘into’ 

entrepreneurship is applied by embedding experiential learning approaches within the curricula in ways 
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that lead to developing a range of transferable enterprise skills and personal traits, which are valuable to all 

people whether employed or self-employed (Refai 2012). 

The skills developed through education ‘for’ and ‘into’ entrepreneurship are referred to as ‘behavioural 

skills’ since they affect the way by which different tasks are carried out; these skills are developed through 

means of ‘informal learning’ (Broad 2007), with informal learning understood as a continuous life-long 

learning process that is self-directed usually within a social context, and can be adapted to fit certain needs 

and interests (Falk, 2001; Dierking et al. 2004). Such learning provides individuals with the experience and 

drive for life-long self-learning and activity (NSF, 2006).  According to Broad (2007) and Conner (2009), 

informal learning is the means by which skills, attitudes, values and knowledge are built daily through 

experiences, educational impacts and the surrounding environment including people, resources and media.  

In addition to these three ways of educating and learning entrepreneurship we add a fourth dimension 

which is very much based in practice. In particular we refer to Shotter’s (2006) work on ‘aboutness’ and 

‘withness’ thinking. Shotter’s withness thinking suggests that the learner learns from ‘inside the 

entrepreneur’s mind’ or through ‘withness’ thinking. The aim of such teaching is for the student to 

experience the ‘lived experience’ of entrepreneurs to acquire ‘a second kind of knowledge’ (Shotter 

2006:585), a ‘subsidiary awareness of certain felt experiences as they occur to us from within our engaged 

involvement’ (Shotter 2006: 586) in order to combat the prevailing ‘aboutness’ thinking. As Reid et al. 

(2005) argue ‘lived experience’ offers a subjective and reflective process of interpretation, which allows a 

deeper understanding than traditional approaches to learning entrepreneurship. However, what 

entrepreneurs do has so far largely been interpreted as writing business plans or making decisions using 

various business management tools and marketing approaches. Such thinking overlooks, however, that 

what makes an entrepreneurs is the mindset, and you cannot learn how entrepreneurs think through 

business plans and the like (Klapper & Neergaard 2012, Krueger 2007).   

This withness approach brings us to the important topic of ‘work-placed learning’ (Hoyrup 2006) and 

extends the notion of practice.  Wenger (2009:211), for instance, relates learning as doing to practice, 
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defining this as “a way of talking about the shared historical and social resources, frameworks and 

perspectives that can sustain mutual engagement in action”.  At about a similar time as Wenger, the French 

sociologist Bourdieu (1977) developed his vision of practice and his concept of practice in the broad sense 

(as compared to a specific practice), with practice denoting routinised behaviour comprised of elements 

that include physical, cognitive, knowledge, affect, and motivation-related aspects (Reckwitz 2002, in 

Warde 2004). The term practice is thus integrated and composite relative to contemporary psychological 

analytical constructs such as attitude, behaviour, values and norms. Schatzki (1996) adds to this the 

distinction between integrated and dispersed practices, with the former being relatively domain specific 

(e.g. cooking) and the latter being relatively generic (e.g. describing) (Warde 2004). Practices may also 

come to be socially nurtured, protected and institutionalised (ibid). Significantly, practices necessarily 

involve shared understandings and templates of organisation and behaviour; they take place in fields but 

are not synonymous with fields (ibid). 

Learning as Experience: How to Learn?   

This learning dimension focuses on the way learners create meaning.  Hence the key question is how to 

learn from the learner’s point of view and how to teach from the educator’s perspective.  As Wenger 

(2009) suggested, meaning is a way of talking about a learner’s ability, albeit changing, on his own, but also 

as part of a collectivity, to experience life and the world as meaningful.  Arguably, we obtain meaning 

through different ways of learning.  Hence the question of how different types of learning trigger meaning 

is important. 

Whilst recognition is growing that entrepreneurship is vital to the well-being of economies and many 

teaching initiatives exist world-wide, there has been inadequate research conducted on the efficacy of 

programs and their effectiveness in instilling entrepreneurial skills and aptitudes and as a consequence 

while educators have preferred approaches, we do not really know what works or why it works (Klapper & 

Neergaard 2012).  Entrepreneurship education does require different approaches to do justice to the 

heterogeneity of entrepreneurship and entrepreneurs but, as Fletcher and Watson (2006) emphasise, 
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entrepreneurship is about processes of creativity and innovation which asks entrepreneurs to conduct their 

work in innovative and sometimes unorthodox ways, which is very different from the way that educators 

traditionally educate students.   

As Fiet (2000) notes, there is a growing shift from tutor-centred to learning to student/learner-centred 

approaches.  Tutor-centred approaches are widely practiced and are referred to as passive or reactive since 

learning is based on acquiring information without empowering learners or enhancing their skills to adopt a 

continuous life-long learning process. Learner-centred approaches, on the other hand, suggest learning 

through methods that provoke thoughts such as projects, presentations, videos and case studies that 

encourage learning about both the ‘subject’ and ‘process’. Dolmans and Schmidt (2000) argued that 

learning should be an active process of constructing knowledge, rather than a passive process of 

memorising information; they also argued that involving learners in the learning process helps them relate 

their knowledge and structure new knowledge over existing one. Students have to get their hands dirty, so 

to speak, they need to ‘work with the autonomy of self-reward’ (Bruner 1971:88). Thus, learning is 

approached as a task of discovery, and students are taught something that touches their lives in some 

fundamental sense (Frick 1987). 

Little is known, however, about which type of innovative pedagogy could enhance students 

‘entrepreneurial action’ and students’ ability to introduce creative solutions to ‘real-world’ problems 

(DeTienne and Chandler 2004). Klapper (see in European Commission 2013) and Klapper & Neergaard 

(2012) have, over a number of years, experimented with the integration of art, music, theatre, collage in 

her course design, aiming to encourage out-of-the box-thinking and bridge the practice/theory divide.  We 

also take inspiration again from Cope (2005) who suggested that entrepreneurs are very action-orientated 

and hence the question of how to learn needs to respond to this need.  More research is, however, 

necessary to establish whether such action-learning approaches are more effective and efficient than 

traditional approaches - and if yes, why.  We suggest that a traditional lecture theatre is not amenable to 

the type of entrepreneurial learning in line with Shotter’s (2006) withness approach and the question is 

what type of classroom will facilitate entrepreneurial learning and whether such learning should be 
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classroom bound at all.  The requirements may well change from class to class hence, from learner to 

learner, from age to age, from context to context, from motivation to motivation.  

Learning as Becoming: Who Learns, Why and When?  

The Who dimension – the Who of the learner, the Who of the entrepreneur, the Who of the educator  

Arguably, the Who dimension of our teaching model incorporates three dimensions:  the who of the 

learner, the who of the educator and the who of the entrepreneur. We argue that both dimensions are 

intimately interrelated when teaching entrepreneurial as well as enterprising thinking and behaviour.  The 

learner, their pre-understanding (Gummesson 2000) and their habitus (Bourdieu 1986) determine who 

they are and what they want to know about the entrepreneur and enterprise and what they want to 

experience in the classroom.  Is the person sitting in front of the educator a fledgling entrepreneur already, 

does he have the innate abilities to become one?  Are they an undergraduate, postgraduate student, with 

or without professional experience?  In terms of the educator, we need to consider this person, in this 

particular context.  Is the educator also a practitioner, i.e. an entrepreneur, a pure academic or an educator 

who has the benefits of both academia and practice?   

The nature of the educator and their background and experience will make a difference to the way that this 

person educates about entrepreneurship and enterprise. In understanding the roles of both learner and 

educator, the notion of their habitus is also useful in relation to practice. Shulman and Shulman (2004) and 

Seikhula-Leino et al. (2009), for instance, focussed on developing new frames for conceptualising teacher 

learning and development within communities and contexts.  Bourdieu’s (1986) work about habitus, which 

he defined as a system of dispositions, i.e. lasting, acquired schemes of perception, thought and action, 

seems to be particularly appropriate in this context.  Bourdieu argued that the individual agent develops 

these dispositions in response to the objective conditions, e.g. through family life and education. Bourdieu 

aimed to relate objective social structures to the subjective, mental experience of agents.  Bourdieu’s 

(1986) ‘habitus’ is, according to Lizardo (2004:375) a “useful and flexible way to conceptualise agency and 

the former’s ability to transform social structure”.  Bourdieu (1989:1) observed that there is a close 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Disposition
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relationship between “social structures and mental structures, between the objective divisions of the social 

world … and the principles of vision and division that agents apply to them” (Bourdieu 1996, read in Lizardo 

2004:376).   

 Equally important as the learner and educator identity is the who, that is the identity of the entrepreneur 

with his/her characteristics and traits as presented in seminars/courses etc.  Learning about the 

entrepreneurial nature and what it takes to be enterprising is essential, as pointed out by Rae (2005).  

Hence the nature of the entrepreneurial character is of key interest.  In the literature we find the 

entrepreneurial personality to be a continuing theme and a range of different models have aimed to shed 

light on the entrepreneurial personality such as Kets de Vries (1977)’s psychodynamic model, Gibb & 

Ritchie‘s (1981) social development model and the trait approach which all aim to discover the traits or 

cluster of traits that distinguish the entrepreneur from other groups.  Indeed much research into 

entrepreneurship has endeavoured to discover a single trait or constellation of traits which would 

distinguish the entrepreneur from other groups in society (Gartner 1988), which, to some extent, has been 

a futile attempt not resulting in one single model of the entrepreneur, but a long list of entrepreneurial 

traits and characteristics associated with entrepreneur.  We find, for instance, that much attention has 

focussed on ‘need for achievement (nAch), locus of control, desire for autonomy, deviancy, creativity and 

opportunism, risk-taking ability and intuition (Kirby 2004), with the most commonly applied theories being 

McClelland’s (1961) theory of the need to achieve, and Rotter’s (1966) locus of control (Littunen 2000).  

Shane et al. (2003) identified similar concepts, yet also added tolerance for ambiguity’, self-efficacy, goal 

setting, independence, drive and egoistic passion.   

There are also researchers such as Casson (1982) who included the ability to take risks, innovativeness, and 

knowledge of how the market functions, manufacturing know-how, marketing skills, business management 

skills and the ability to cooperate.  In addition, Caird (1993) put forward aspects such as a good nose for 

business and the ability to identify and grasp business opportunities as well as correct errors effectively.  

Given this vast literature on the entrepreneurial character the important question remains, however, how 

this is translated in our actual teaching practices and to what extent this theory relates to the learner and 
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his existing characteristics/traits but also those he wishes to endeavour.  For us as educators the challenge 

is now to bring the learner’s pre-dispositions for entrepreneurship and enterprise together with what the 

literature suggests an entrepreneur is about, in alignment with actual entrepreneurial practice. 

Why Learn? 

Much research has endeavoured: to establish: i) entrepreneurial intentions of different audiences of 

learners (e.g. Klapper & Jarniou 2006) as intentions are understood as a precursor for entrepreneurial 

action.   In addition, research such as by Hedegaard (1999) and Herzberg (1966, 87) have focused on 

motivation, as motives are generally related to goals and this is no different in the entrepreneurial 

classroom.  Goal-oriented learning assumes, however, that the educator is aware of the student’s goals. 

Whereas the individual traits of the individual learner will play a role in his/her intention to create an 

entrepreneurial venture Frederick Herzberg’s (1966, 1987), motivation theory takes Maslow’s ideas and his 

hierarchy of needs further by identifying the job or work itself as the source of motivation.  Herzberg’s 

motivation belongs to the category of content theory of motivation (Bassett-Jones & Lloyd 2005). 

Herzberg’s theory is based on research that aimed to establish the different factors that lead to greater 

employee satisfaction. Herzberg identified certain characteristics, also called intrinsic factors, such as 

achievement, recognition, work itself and responsibility as consistently associated with job satisfaction and 

extrinsic factors such as supervision, company policy, relationship with supervisor, working conditions, 

salary, relationship with peers, as the source of job dissatisfaction (DeCenzo & Robbins 2008). In addition, 

he distinguished between two classes of factors: hygiene factors which make up a continuum ranging from 

dissatisfaction to no dissatisfaction.  The relevant factors could be pay, interpersonal relations, supervision, 

company policy, working conditions, job security (Fulop & Linstead 2004, based on Herzberg 1966: 71-91).  

Whereas these factors do not promote job satisfaction their absence can create job dissatisfaction.  If these 

factors are present they only eliminate dissatisfaction.  These hygiene factors are also referred to as 

‘context of work’ (Fulop & Linstead 2004: 285).  The second type of factors, the so-called motivation factors, 

which are internally generated drives, can be found on a continuum from no satisfaction to satisfaction.  
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Examples are the job itself being challenging, gaining recognition and scope for achievement, with the 

possibility for growth, advancement and greater responsibility (Fulop & Linstead 2004:85).  For an 

employee to be truly motivated the job itself must be the source of that motivation, i.e. the job content.  

Herzberg recommended emphasising ‘motivators’ that increase job satisfaction as a mentally healthy 

person is a motivation seeker who requires a balance of both motivation and hygiene factors.  One of the 

aspects Herzberg underlined is the idea of developing the job content of motivation seekers and he 

emphasized the need for job enrichment.  This would imply an increase in basic skills such as giving whole 

tasks to individuals requiring more complex skills and greater expertise on the horizontal level (DeCenzo & 

Robbins 2008).  For most entrepreneurship courses in the UK the intrinsic motivation of students is the 

pursuit of a degree, not necessarily in entrepreneurship, very often as a means to becoming an employee.  

There are presently three degree programmes in the UK, one at the University of Huddersfield, one at the 

University of Coventry and a third at the University of Buckinghamshire which are different as they require 

students to create their own business from the first day they join the university.  These degree programmes 

are very demanding as they carry a very strong practical dimension but also require the students to build a 

sound theoretical foundation related to their ventures.  One of the authors was the former head of the BSC 

in Enterprise Development at one of those universities and thus involved in the development and running 

of the programme.  A driving motivator for the students is the intrinsic motivation of being in charge of 

one’s own entrepreneurial venture, gaining financial rewards and external recognition for one’s own 

venture, creating one’s own workplace, and being in charge of one’s own destiny.  

When to Learn? 

Following Wenger (2009) the notion of identity is intimately linked to the idea of the becoming of the 

learner in the context of a community.   Such thinking implies a process of learning, which arguably may be 

different in different stages of the learner’s life cycle. The ‘When’ guiding principle we propose addresses 

the question of age and career stage at which the learning is taking place. For this purpose we draw on 

Super (1957, 1980) and Super et al.’s (1996) research into chronological age and life cycles (the ‘life career 

rainbow’).  Super indicated the parallels between an individual’s chronological age, his/her state of 
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development and his/her career stage.  The stages include: a) childhood growth (up to the age of 14), b) 

search and inquiry (up to the age of 25), establishment (up to the age of 45) and continuity or maintenance 

– up to the age of 56, followed by decline or disengagement for the rest of the life.   

In the life career rainbow, the growth stage (a) deals with becoming concerned about the future, increasing 

control over one’s own life, committing to school and work and acquiring competent work habits and 

attitudes (Super et al. 1996).  During the exploration stage (b) individuals encounter crystallizing, specifying 

and implementing occupational choice.  The establishment phase (c) follows at the beginning of one’s 

career and the associated tasks are stabilizing, consolidating and progressing in one’s chosen professional 

orientation.  The last phase – disengagement (d) –is about phasing out.  In Europe, entrepreneurship 

education generally starts at the university level, but there are also an increasing number of initiatives at 

secondary schools in France (see for instance Byrne and Fayolle 2008).  This begs the question of how early 

students should learn entrepreneurship and be encouraged to think in an enterprising way.  And of course 

what should we teach in different life cycles of the learner?  According to Super (1957/1980), at university 

educators have a unique opportunity to influence the career choices of their students. They are in what he 

calls the ‘search and inquiry phase or exploration stage’ up till the age of 25 and during this period they 

start ‘crystallizing, specifying and implementing their occupational choice (Super et al. 1996). Consequently 

educators as well as Higher and Further education institutions should benefit from this opportunity to 

integrate entrepreneurial and enterprising courses across the different disciplines in their organisations.  

Learning as Belonging: Where and With Whom to Learn? 

Wenger (2009) proposed the fourth dimension of his learning paradigm, i.e. learning as belonging which 

considers in particular the idea of community.  We take this further and argue that we need to consider 

where and with whom an individual learns and for this we need to look at the wider term of context.  The 

consideration of context is relatively recent in entrepreneurship literature (Zahra & Wright 2011, Welter 

2011, Klapper et al. 2012, Klapper 2008). In the learning literature it was in the 1990s that Lave (2009: 201) 

emphasised the importance of context and that “learning is ubiquitous in ongoing activity though often 
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unrecognised as such”.  Lave was particularly concerned with the context of socially situated activity and 

the role of learning as socially situated activity.  The context in which we learn and the social configurations 

of which the learner is part are essential to the way an individual learns, his/her motivation to learn and the 

meaning (s)he gives to learning.  For this purpose, Bourdieu’s notion of habitus is useful, as it represents: 

“the store of cultural and subcultural knowledge that people carry around in their heads and which 

condition their everyday practices” (Morrison 2005: 314).  Habitus is also about with whom people learn, in 

their family, with their friends, in kindergartens, schools, in universities, in their home country.   

The ‘Where’ dimension proposed here as part of our learning paradigm may be understood both from a 

macro and micro dimension.  Macro refers to locality of learning in terms of countries, the North and South 

of a country, cities (small and large as well as rural), as well learning in countries which are not part of the 

learner’s home country, i.e. part of his usual habitus.  The micro dimension of the where is about learning 

in  classrooms,  but also out there in ‘real world’ places such as companies through work-placed learning 

and in unexpected places such as museums, art galleries, sport halls and kitchens.  Gibb (1987) argues that 

it is impossible to impart entrepreneurial, present-oriented, dynamic, ‘real-world’ learning in a static, past-

oriented classroom-teaching context. Thus, in Gibb’s interpretation it is not possible to recreate or enact 

entrepreneurial situations unless students are exposed to real world situations.  Starting their own venture 

may be one situation to acquire such knowledge, but not the only one.  

In the  light of the above discussion that combines Wenger’s learning theory with 7 interrogative words and 

pro-adverbs who, when, why, where, with whom, how and what we propose a learning model that is 

learner focussed, but also represents a multi-perspectival, Gestalt view of learning (Figure 1).  

INSERT FIGURE 1 NEAR HERE 

CONCLUSIONS AND FURTHER WORK  

In this chapter we have developed and justified a Gestalt learning model intended to support educators 

engaged in entrepreneurial and enterprising education development.  The model provides a rationale for a 

holistic approach that is based in the German Gestalt thinking. It aims to achieve a balance between theory 
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and practice, between the learner, the educator and their context. As such it has potential for practical 

applications both in the educational and business practitioner’s habitus, as a conceptual basis for 

developing teaching/training programmes and related research.   

In terms of further research, there is a need to put this model into practice, i.e. to relate the theoretical 

approach to learning to teaching interventions, both in terms of understanding processes and in terms of 

evaluation research focused on assessing appropriateness and effectiveness.  This need has been partially 

fulfilled by Klapper (2014) who investigated the impact of an innovative learning tool, repertory grids from 

George Kelly’s (1955) Personal Construct Theory (PCT), on two postgraduate student audiences, one in 

France and one in Poland. As part of this work, the author investigated some of the model’s aspects as part 

of a cross-national research project.  Given the model’s complexity it is suggested, however, that a more 

comprehensive research programme is necessary to investigate all aspects of the model, an endeavour the 

authors are presently envisaging. Such a comprehensive approach would also take a critical look at the 

contemporary appropriateness of the theories underpinning the model, given that in some cases these may 

be viewed as normatively structural in their epistemology (e.g. Maslow and Super’s approaches). 

We believe that the comprehensive approach that we propose has the potential to support more 

appropriate and effective learning strategies, learners and educators and that this potential is applicable 

across disciplines. For ultimately a Gestalt learning model is a highly specific one that takes close account of 

the learner’s particular situation. While we only briefly allude to the role of digital advances in facilitating 

this style of learning and teaching, there is surely much work to be done in this area. Structured learning 

programmes that allow the learner to proceed at their own pace fit well with the bespoke approach we 

advocate. At the same time, it is ‘real’ experience that students need. There are limits to the role that 

digital learning can play in this regard, but even here, computer-based gaming, role-playing and 

visualisation all have the potential to assist an experiential approach. In many ways, despite the many and 

varied pressures on learners, educators and their institutions in an increasingly globalised and competitive 

educational environment, this is also an interesting time indeed for the educational researcher.  

Furthermore as Rae (2005) has suggested, no theory of entrepreneurial learning presently exists that is 



21 

 

based on social constructionist thinking.  Given that both authors have a research competence in the latter 

there is potential to develop the said theoretical underpinnings.  
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Table 1:  A conceptual framework of different learning styles and associated guiding design principles based 

on Wenger (2009)  

Learning Dimensions Learning as doing Learning as 

experience 

Learning as 

becoming 

Learning as 

belonging 

Design principles What to learn? How to learn? Who learns why 

and when? 

With whom? 

Represented as Practice Meaning Identity Community 

 

 

Figure 1:  
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