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ABSTRACT

This dissertation addresses two major gaps discernible in contemporary
entrepreneurship education (EE) research: firstly, the lack of comparative studies
on different forms of EE, such as traditional and experiential, which would test the
widely accepted assertion that experiential EE is more effective in generating the
desired outcomes in learners; secondly, the lack of evidence of how objective
expressions of entrepreneurial behaviour in self- or paid employment are dependent
upon entrepreneurship-specific competences that can be developed throughout EE.
In bridging these gaps, the dissertation proposes and tests the integrative
framework for evaluating the outcomes of EE that conceptually relies on Bloom’s
taxonomy of educational objectives (Kraiger et al. 1993; Bloom et al. 1964), human
capital theory (Becker 1975), and teaching models in entrepreneurship for higher
education (Béchard and Grégoire 2007, 2005b). The applied framework overcomes
several trending points of concern in the literature on the impact of EE including
the over-reliance on models of entrepreneurial intentions, overlooking, among
others, the details of EE design and delivery in the evaluations performed. This
novel evaluation framework puts forward the triad of cognitive, skill-based and
affective outcomes of EE in the domain of education, and the triumvirate objective
outcomes: employability, intrapreneurship and private early-stage entrepreneurial
activity (EA) in the domain of entrepreneurship. It conceptualises experiential EE
through the prism of demand and competence teaching models, while traditional
EE is viewed as analogous of a supply model (ibid 2007).

This study focuses on two small, open neighbouring post-transition economies:
Estonia and Latvia. The analysis applies a mixed methods embedded design by
combining multiple case study, cross-sectional and comparative designs. Data were
collected from 16 entrepreneurship educators and from 559 final year bachelor
students participating in business-related programmes, and recent graduates from
these programmes taught at 8 local HEIs (4 per country). Purposive expert and
homogeneous sampling were employed, respectively, at the qualitative and
quantitative data collection stages that involved face-to-face semi-structured
interviews and an online survey. The interview data were used to diagnose the
prevailing form of intervention at each HEI. The survey data were used to test the
hypotheses. Content analysis by means of data coding was performed to process
the qualitative data. The structural equation modelling was applied to estimate
cognitive, skill-based and affective outcomes. The analysis of co-variance was used



to determine if statistically significant differences exist between predominantly
traditional and experiential teaching and their learning outcomes. In addition,
various regression models were run to estimate the association between learning
outcomes and objective outcomes as well as between experiential EE and objective
outcomes.

The findings of the study question the common assumptions mentioned earlier,
having brought partial support for the principal hypotheses. Experiential EE was
associated with higher skill-based and affective outcomes than traditional EE, but
only in Estonia. The analysis indicated that the experiential form of intervention
does not necessarily lead to higher levels of learning outcomes — in some cases
even being associated with adverse effects; and that other factors (e.g. prior
entrepreneurial aspirations, attitudes to educators) exhibit a significant influence
on these outcomes. Affective outcomes acted as a consistent predictor of graduate
employability, private early-stage EA as well as increasing the propensity of
graduates to engage into nascent intrapreneurship. However, none of the objective
outcomes showed the hypothesized dependency upon cognitive and skill-based
learning outcomes. As far as the objective expressions of entrepreneurial behaviour
were concerned in the period of the study, it did not matter significantly whether
entrepreneurship was studied traditionally or experientially in Estonia, and the
attendance of more experiential EE even tended to be less beneficial in Latvia.
These results were largely divergent from conventional wisdom within human
capital theory implying that investments in entrepreneurship-related human capital
assets do not quite meet the expectations in the given context.

The discussion of the results advances our understanding of why experiential
EE might not work as expected. The findings are appraised from the viewpoint of
entrepreneurship pedagogy, external factors affecting the development of local EE
as well as other dimensions pertaining to EE design, delivery and the transfer of
learning in the two countries. In particular, | find pertinent the intervention volume,
the pedagogical and entrepreneurial experience of educators, the learning habits of
students, coherence among teaching aims, methods used and outcomes expected as
well as government support, and the availability of EE infrastructure, among other
contextual influences. The dissertation concludes with recommendations for
educators and decision-makers at HEIs, prospective students, policy makers in
charge as well as EE scholars. Overall, this work contributes to topical debates in
EE research with novel theoretical, methodological and empirical results.



THVISTELMA

Tassé véitoskirjassa tartutaan kahteen nykyisen yrittdjyyskoulutustutkimuksen
vahaiselle huomiolle jaé&neeseen teemaan. Ensinndkin on vain vahan vertailevaa
tutkimusta yrittajyyskoulutuksen eri muodoista, esimerkiksi perinteisen ja
kokemuksellisen yrittdjyyskoulutuksen vélisistd eroista, jonka avulla voitaisiin
testata laajalti hyvéksyttyad kasitysta siitd, ettd kokemuksellinen yrittdjyyskoulutus
on tehokkaampi tapa saavuttaa haluttuja tuloksia oppijoissa. Toinen ongelma on
ndyton vahyys siitd, miten yrittdjyyden objektiivinen ilmeneminen itsensd
tyollistdmisend tai palkkatydssa riippuu yrittdjyyskohtaisista kompetensseista, joita
voidaan kehittad yrittdjyyskoulutuksella. Néiden puutteiden korjaamiseksi téssé
vditoskirjassa rakennetaan ja testataan yrittdjyyskoulutuksen tulosten arviointiin
kaytettdvaa integroitua viitekehystd. Se perustuu Kkasitteellisesti Bloomin
osaamisen tason maérittelyyn liittyvaan taksonomiaan (Kraiger et al. 1993; Bloom
et al. 1964), teoriaan inhimillisestd pddomasta (Becker 1975) ja korkea-asteen
yrittdjyyskoulutuksessa kaytettaviin opetusmalleihin (Béchard ja Grégoire 2007,
2005b). Kaytetty viitekehys auttaa korjaamaan useita, talld hetkelld alan
kirjallisuudessa tunnistettuja ajankohtaisia ongelmia, jotka liittyvat esimerkiksi
niihin vaikutuksiin, joita yrittajyyskoulutuksen liiallinen yrittdjyysintentioihin
perustuvien mallien hyddyntaminen aiheuttaa seké siihen, ettd arvioinneissa ei
useinkaan huomioida yrittdjyyskoulutuksen suunnittelun yksityiskohtia ja
toteuttamista.  Yrittdjyyskoulutuksen uudenlaisessa arviointiviitekehyksessé
korostuvat yrittdjyyskoulutuksen kolmen osa-alueen tulokset, eli kognitiiviset,
osaamiseen perustuvat ja affektiiviset tulokset, sek& yritystoiminnan erilaiset
objektiiviset tulokset: tyollistettavyys, sisdinen yrittdjyys ja varhaisen vaiheen
yrittdjyys. Tutkimus kasitteellistdd kokemuksellista yrittajyyskoulutusta kysyntaan
ja patevyyteen liittyvien opetusmallien nékdkulmasta samalla, kun perinteista
yrittdjyyskoulutusta tarkastellaan analogisesti tarjontamallin avulla (ibid. 2007).
Tassé tutkimuksessa keskitytadn kahteen pieneen ja avoimeen siirtymatalouden
jalkeisessd vaiheessa olevaan naapurimaahan: Viroon ja Latviaan. Analysoinnissa
kaytetddn useita menetelmid hyddyntavéa tutkimusmallia, jossa yhdistetdan
tapaustutkimukseen ja  poikkileikkauskyselyaineistoihin ~ perustuvia  seké
vertailevia malleja. Tiedot kerdttiin 16:lta yritt4jyyden opettajalta ja 559:It4
viimeisen vuoden liiketoiminta-alan korkeakouluopiskelijalta sekd saman
koulutusohjelman  suorittaneilta vastavalmistuneilta yhteensda kahdeksassa
paikallisessa korkeakoulussa (4 kummassakin maassa). Tutkimuksessa kéytettiin
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harkintaan perustuvaa asiantuntijaotantaa ja homogeenista otantaa laadullisten ja
madrallisten aineistojen kerda@miseksi teemahaastattelujen sek& verkkokyselyn
avulla. Haastatteluaineiston perusteella maédriteltiin jokaisen korkeakoulun
ensisijainen yrittdjyyden opetusmalli. Tutkimustietoja kéaytettiin hypoteesien
testaamiseen. Laadullinen aineisto analysoitiin  sisdltdanalyysin  avulla.
Rakenneyhtélomallintamista kéytettiin kognitiivisten, osaamiseen perustuvien ja
affektiivisten  tulosten arviointiin.  Kovarianssianalyysia kaytettiin  sen
selvittdmiseen, ilmeneekd ensisijaisesti perinteisen ja kokemuksellisen opetuksen
sekd vastaavien oppimistulosten vélilla mahdollisesti tilastollisesti merkitsevia
eroja. Liséksi kaytettiin erilaisia regressiomalleja oppimistulosten ja objektiivisten
tulosten sekda kokemuksellisen yrittajyyskoulutuksen ja objektiivisten tulosten
valilla vallitsevien yhteyksien selvittamiseen.

Tutkimuksen tulokset kyseenalaistavat aiemmin esiintuotuja yleisié oletuksia ja
tukevat osittain péaasiallisia hypoteeseja. Kokemuksellinen yrittajakoulutus oli
yhteydessé parempiin osaamistuloksiin ja affektiivisiin tuloksiin kuin perinteinen
yrittdjyyskoulutus, mutta tdmé koski vain Viroa. Tietojen analysointi viittasi siihen,
ettd kokemuksellinen toimintatapa ei valttdmétta johda parempiin oppimistuloksiin
— ja joissakin tapauksissa vaikutukset voivat olla jopa pdinvastaisia; ja ettd muut
tekijat (esim. aiemmat yrittajyyteen liittyvat tavoitteet, suhtautuminen opettajiin)
vaikuttavat merkittdvasti ndihin tuloksiin. Affektiiviset tulokset puolestaan
ennustivat johdonmukaisesti valmistuneiden ty6llistyvyyttd, varhaisen vaiheen
yrittajyyttd sekd lisésivat valmistuneiden taipumusta siséiseen yrittdjyyteen.
Mikéa&n objektiivisista tuloksista ei kuitenkaan ollut hypoteesin mukaisesti
riippuvainen kognitiivisista ja osaamiseen perustuvista oppimistuloksista. Virossa
yrittdjyyskoulutuksen perinteisyys tai kokemuksellisuus ei nayttanyt vaikuttavan
merkittavasti yrittajyyden objektiiviseen ilmenemiseen tutkimusajanjakson aikana,
ja kokemuksellisen yrittdjyyskoulutuksen suuremmasta osuudesta ndytti olevan
jopa véhemman hyotyé Latviassa. Tulokset poikkeavat suurelta osin inhimillisen
padoman teorian mukaisesta perinteisestd uskomuksesta, ja viittaavat siihen, etta
investoiminen yrittdjyyteen liittyvaén inhimilliseen p&omaan ei vastaa tdysin
odotuksia tdssd kontekstissa.

Tulosten arviointi lisdd ymmarrystdimme siitd, miksi kokemuksellinen
yrittdjyyskoulutus ei vélttdmatta toimi odotetulla tavalla. Loydoksia arvioidaan
yrittdjyyspedagogiikan ja paikalliseen yrittdjyyskoulutukseen kohdistuvien
ulkoisten vaikutusten nékokulmasta sekd muiden yrittdjyyskoulutuksen
suunnitteluun, toteuttamiseen ja siirtovaikutukseen liittyvien dimensioiden kautta
naissa kahdessa maassa. Olennaisia tekijoita ovat erityisesti toimintatavan laajuus,
opettajien pedagogiikkaan ja yrittdjyyteen liittyvd kokemus, opiskelijoiden
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oppimistavat, opetuksen tavoitteiden yhtendisyys, kéytetyt menetelmat ja odotetut
tulokset sek& wvaltion tuki ja yrittdjyyskoulutukseen liittyvan infrastruktuurin
saatavuus sekd muut asiayhteyteen liittyvét vaikutukset. Vaitoskirjassa annetaan
suosituksia korkeakoulujen opettajille ja paatoksentekijoille, potentiaalisille
opiskelijoille, poliittisille paattajille seka yrittajyyskoulutuksen tutkijoille. Tama
tutkimus antaa oman panoksensa ajankohtaiseen yrittajyyskoulutustutkimukseen
esittelemé&lld uusia teoreettisia, metodologisia ja empiirisia tuloksia.
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KOKKUVOTE

Kéesolev véitekiri tdidab kaht olulist liinka kaasaegses ettevGtlushariduse
uuringute valdkonnas: esiteks, ettevBtlushariduse eri vormide, naiteks,
traditsiooniline ja kogemuspdhine ettevatlusdpe, vordlevate uuringute puudumine,
millega kinnitaks laialt levinud vaidet, et kogemuspdhine ettevdtlusharidus on
soovitud Gpitulemuste saavutamisel tbhusam, ja teiseks, tendite puudumine selle
kohta, kuidas ettevGtluskditumise objektiivsed valjendused ettevGtjate ja
palgattotajate puhul olenevad ettevGtluspadevustest, mida ettevGtlusdpingute
kéigus arendatakse. Nende liinkade téitmiseks vaitekirjas pakutakse valja ja
testitakse ettevOtlusdppe dpivaljundite integreerivat hindamisraamistikku, mis
tugineb Bloomi dppe-eesmarkide taksonoomiale (Kraiger jt 1993; Bloom jt 1964),
inimkapitali teooriale (Becker 1975) ja ettevGtluse Gpetamismudelitele
kdrghariduses (Béchard ja Grégoire 2007, 2005b). Kohaldatav kontseptuaalne
raamistik lahendab mitu ettevdtlushariduse valdkonna kirjanduses vélja toodud
valupunkti, sealhulgas, Ulemé&arane tuginemine ettevotluskavatsuste mudelitele,
mis muuhulgas ei vO6ta hindamisel arvesse ettevotlusbppe kavandamise ja
teostamise  Uksikasju. Uudne hindamisraamistik esitab  ettevotlusdppe
kognitiivsete, oskuspOhiste ja afektiivsete dpivaljundite kolmikmudeli
ettevotlushariduses ning selle objektiivsed tulemused edasises tdoalases
konkurentsivdimes, ettevottesiseses ja isiklikus ettevotlustegevuses. Selles
motestatakse kogemuspdhine ettevotlusharidus 1&bi ndudluse ja padevuse
Opetamise mudelite prisma, traditsioonilist ettevdtlusharidust vaadeldakse aga
pakkumismudeli analoogina (ibid 2007).

Uuring keskendub kahele véikesele tleminekujargsele avatud majandusega
naaberriigile: Eestile ja Latile. Analliiisis kombineeritakse mitme juhtumi uuringu,
labildike- ja vordlusmeetodeid. Andmed koguti kaheksa (nelja Eesti ja nelja Lati)
kohaliku kdrgkooli 16-1t ettevBtluse Oppejoult ja 559-It viimase aasta
bakalaureusetudengilt, kes osalesid &riga seotud Oppekavades, ning nende
Oppekavade hiljutistelt I0petajatelt. Kvalitatiivsete ja kvantitatiivsete andmete
kogumine toimus poolstruktureeritud silmast-silma-vestluste ja veebipdhise
kisitlusena, kasutati vastavalt ettekavatsetud ekspert- ja homogeenset valimit.
Vestlustes kogutud andmete p6hjal tuvastati, millist Gppetd6 meetodit erinevates
korgkoolides peamiselt kasutatakse. Kisitluse andmeid kasutati hipoteeside
testimiseks. Kvalitatiivsed andmed kodeeriti nende sisu analliisimiseks.
Kognitiivsete, oskuspdhiste ja afektiivsete Opivéljundite (omavaheliste) statistiliste
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seoste analuisiks kasutati struktuurse modelleerimise meetodit. Kovariatsioon-
analiilisiga selgitati, kas peamiselt traditsioonilise ja kogemusp6hise dpetamise ja
vastavate Opitulemuste vahel on statistiliselt olulisi erinevusi. Peale selle hinnati
mitmesuguste regressioonimudelite abil traditsioonilise ja kogemuspdhise Gppe
valjundite ning ettevatluskaitumise objektiivsete nditajate vahelisi seoseid.

Uuringu tulemused seavad kahtluse alla eespool osutatud tavapéarased eeldused
ning kinnitavad osaliselt pdhihlpoteese. Kogemuspdhine ettevotlusharidus seostus
traditsioonilisega vorreldes paremate oskuspohiste ja afektiivsete tulemustega,
kuid seda ainult Eestis. Anallilis nditas, et kogemusp6hine Gppimisvorm ei anna
alati paremaid Gpitulemusi ja mdnel juhul seostub see isegi negatiivse mdjuga ning
tulemusi mdjutavad oluliselt ka muud tegurid (nt. eelnevad ettevdtluspiiiidlused,
suhtumine Oppejoududesse). Afektiivsed dpivaljundid ennustavad I8petajate
konkurentsivdimet tooturul, algusjargu isiklikku ning samuti ettevGttesisest
ettevotlust. Ukski ettevotlikkuse objektiivne niitaja ei kinnitanud aga hiipoteesis
oletatud sBltuvust kognitiivsetest ja oskuspdhistest dpitulemustest. Mis puudutab
ettevdtluskditumise objektiivseid valjendusi uuringuperioodil, siis ei olnud Eesti
puhul erilist vahet, kas ettevdtlust dpiti traditsiooniliselt vdi kogemuspdhiselt, ning
Lati puhul osutus kogemusp8hisemas ettevotlushariduses osalemine isegi vahem
kasulikuks. Need tulemused erinevad suurel madral inimkapitali teooria tava-
arusaamast ja néitavad, et ettevotlusega seotud inimkapitali tehtud investeeringud
ei téida kdnealuses kontekstis pariselt ootusi.

Uurimistulemuste arutelu annab parema arusaama sellest, miks kogemuspdhine
ettevdtlusharidus ei pruugi anda oodatud tulemusi. Uurimistulemusi hinnatakse
ettevdtluspedagoogika ning kohaliku ettevatlushariduse arengut mdjutavate véliste
tegurite seisukohast, samuti muude md&dtmete seisukohast, mis on seotud
ettevdtlusdppe kavandamise ja pakkumisega ning dpitu lekandega kahes riigis.
Muude mdjurite seas vdib esile tuua 6pingute mahu, dppejodudude pedagoogilised
ja ettevdtluskogemused, tudengite Opiharjumused, Gppe-eesmarkide sidususe
meetodite ja oodatavate tulemuste vahel, samuti riigipoolse toetuse ning
ettevdtlushariduse infrastruktuuri olemasolu. Véitekirja I16pus antakse soovitused
kdrgkoolide  Oppejoududele ja  otsustajatele, tulevastele (Glidpilastele,
poliitikakujundajatele ja ettevotlushariduse valdkonna uurijatele. Kokkuvdtteks
annab vaitekiri uudsete teoreetiliste, metoodiliste ja empiiriliste tulemuste néol
panuse ettevatlushariduse uurimisvaldkonna aktuaalsete kiisimuste arutelusse.



TABLE OF CONTENTS

F N = S I ¥ O SR P USRI 7
THVISTELMA ... oottt ettt sttt s ettt s ettt ettt 9
KOKKUVOTE ...ttt ettt 13
1 INTRODUCTION: ENTREPRENEURSHIP AND EDUCATION........ccovecervrreenne. 21
1.1 Definitional frameWOrK ...........ooiiiieieieeeee e 23

1.2 Emergence and development of entrepreneurship education............c..cccceeveennane. 27
1.2.1 Theoretical basis OF EE..........ccooiiiiiiiieerie et 30

1.3 RESEAICH QAPS ...eviviiieiiie ittt st sttt re e e rs 37

1.4 RESEAIrCH ODJECLIVES .....veviieiccice et re e anas 40

1.5 DesSign Of the STUAY ....cc.eeiieeeeeee e 44

1.6 SEMUCKUIE ...ttt ettt n e nn e 46

PART I: THEORY

2

TEACHING AND LEARNING ENTREPRENEURSHIP........cccoviiiiiireereie e 51
2.1 Learning theories in education and psychology ...........ccoecvreiniineincencecee 51
2.1.1 Behaviourist 1arning..........cocevviiieriiernereeee et 55
2.1.2 CognitiViSt I8ArNING ....cceiveieiieeie et 58
2.1.3 Constructivist I€arNiNG.........cc.ceveveiiiiesiee e 59
2.2 Teaching models in entrepreneurship for higher education ...........ccccccevveevivnnane. 61
2.2.1 SUPPIY MOEL.....cceiiieeiee e 64
2.2.2 Demand MOEL.........ccoovereieieeeietce et 68
2.2.3 ComMPEtENCE MOTEL ......c.civiiieiiiiie s 67
2.3 Experiential nature of entrepreneurial [€arNiNg..........cccveiireiineinenecces 73
2.3.1 Reflection on the best-fit teaching model...........c..ccoovvviiiiiiiicccec 76
OVERVIEW OF ENTREPRENEURSHIP EDUCATION IMPACT STUDIES......... 79
3.1 “The teachability dilemma” of entrepreneurship ...........cccccovvvvieicieiciccese e 80
3.2 A selection and critical review of EE impact studies...........ccccevevevericicieirceennn, 84
3.2.1 QUANLItAtiVE STUAIES ....ovviieieee ettt 85
3.2.2 QUANITALIVE STUIES .....ecvviireie et 98
3.2.3 Systematic reviews and meta-analySes. ... 101
3.3 Impact of activity-based learning in other disCiplines.............ccococvvrvirnccnnnnen, 105

3.4 Is the target anything an intervention happens to hit?..........ccocoooeiiiiiciicnne 107



EVALUATING THE OUTCOMES OF ENTREPRENEURSHIP EDUCATION —

THE INTEGRATIVE FRAMEWORK ..ottt 111
4.1 Entrepreneurial competences as learning outcomes of EE............cccccecevveveeenane. 112
4.1.1 Bloom’s taxonomy, types of learning and competences............cccceevevenene. 113
4.1.2 Human capital theory and COMPELENCES........c.coveveveerviesece e 119
4.2 Objective outcomes of entrepreneurship-related human capital investments...... 121
4.2. 1 EMPIOYADITILY .o.ooveieicee s 122
4.2.2 INEraprenUISNID ......ccvvriereereee et 124
4.2.3 Private early-stage entrepreneurial aCtivity ..........c.cocoveriiniiniiniieine, 126
4.3 Teaching MOTEl ..........coiiiiicie et 128
4.4 Towards the integrative frameWOrK..........cccovevivirieiiiie s 129
4.4.1 StUdY RYPOLNESES ..o 133

PART II: PRACTICE

5

METHODOLOGY ..ottt s 141
5.1 Context: Estonia and Latvia, post-transition COUNtres.........cccceevreerveivninsesinnnnn, 142
5.2 Quantitative and qualitative Study ProjeCctsS .........ccccvvovreiereieneiineeneesecece 147
5.2.1 Types of reSearch design .........covcveiviiiiininiiiiseseese e 148
5.3 Sampling and data collection ProCeaUIeS............coovierieriiere e 154
5.3.1 PUrPOSIVE SAMPIING ..cueieiiiiiiiiie e 155
5.3.2 Semi-structured interviews with entrepreneurship educators...................... 158
5.3.3 Survey of entrepreneurship students and graduates ...........c.cccceeervevereennane. 160
5.3.4 Addressing possible sampling biases in the SUrvey........ccccoceveeeievccennne. 164
5.4 KBY IMBASUIES. ....eteetietieite ettt st ettt sttt st s b et e s be e b e e st s s e e nbesbaenbeeseenbeans 166
5.4.1 INtErVIEW PrOtOCOI .....veviivieiiiict et 166
5.4.2 SUIVEY INSEIUMENT......cviiitiiitieri et e 167
5.5 Methods and tools for the data analysis ... 174
5.5.1 Qualitative StUdY PrOJECL.......ccciviviiiiciceee e 174
5.5.2 Quantitative StudY PrOJECL........cccceieiieieicrceer e 175
QUALITATIVE DATA ANALYSIS AND RESULTS ..ot 179
6.1 Definitions of entrepreneurship........cccccvii i 179
6.2 Findings from the Estonian Sample ..o 180
6.2.1 HEL Az JOhN and Jill .......cooviiiiciiccc s 180
6.2.2 HEI B: Rob and RIiChard............cccooveiiiiniieienese e 187
6.2.3 HEI C: Leo and Hannah ............cooieiiiniie e 192
6.2.4 HEI D: Maria and MattheW............ccceirrirniinienee e 197
6.2.5 Prevailing form of intervention ..o 200
6.3 Findings from the Latvian Sample.........cccoeiiiiicicice e 201
6.3.1 HEI E: Chris and Sarah .........ccccoeoiiiniiiniiniieseseese e 201

6.3.2 HEI F: AQron and AlEX ......cceeiviieiiiiectie ettt sttt ere s 204



6.3.3 HEI G: JaCK N0 DaN.........oocuiiiiiiiii ittt st sre s 208

6.3.4 HEI H: Patricia and SANE ..........ccuriireiniense e 213

6.3.5 Prevailing form of intervention ...........ccceeviii s, 217

6.4 MaIN tAKEAWAYS ... ..veveee ettt ee e sre et sresresbe e saenseeeneeneas 218

7  QUANTITATIVE DATA ANALYSIS AND RESULTS ....ccooiiiiiiiniinieeneeneens 223
7.1 Cross-checking the prevailing form of intervention...........c.ccccoeeveincincencene, 223

7.2 Estimation Of EE OULCOMES ..........ccoviiiiiiiie e 226
7.2.1 Learning OULCOMES ......c.coeiiriuirriiiiriiesrie st sre e sn e nne e nneneas 226

7.2.2 ODJECtIVE OUICOMES ...c.viviiiiieicie ettt sttt ettt 232

7.3 Testing the hypothesized linkages and drawing inferences ............ccccoevevviiennennn. 235
7.3.1 Correlation between the learning outcome types: testing Hla-Hl1c............ 235

7.3.2 Mediation between cognitive and affective outcomes: testing H2.............. 236

7.3.3 Comparison of learning outcomes: testing H3 ........c.ccoovecvvivvvveienerieens 240

7.3.4 Connecting learning outcomes and objective outcomes: testing H4-H6.... 258

7.3.5 Comparison of objective outcomes: testing H7...........ccooeiereieieieiceccnnne. 278

8 CONCLUSIONS AND DISCUSSION ... .cceiiiiririnieieieesiee e 285
8.1 Empirical findings and contributions ............cccoeiiiniiniinc e, 286
8.1.1 Constructs of l1earning OULCOMES ........ccccoveveiieieeceere e 288

8.1.2 Practices of entrepreneurship educators: teaching models in action............ 289

8.1.3 Forms of educational intervention vis-a-vis learner outcomes.................... 293

8.1.4 Associations between learning outcomes and objective outcomes............. 297

8.2 Theoretical and methodological contributions ...........ccccovevvvivvivi v, 300

8.3 Limitations Of the StUY ........cccovviiiieiiiece e 303

8.4 Practical implications and recommendations ...........ccocovvrereiinnensensensenens 307
8.4.1 For educators and decision-makers at HEIs: EE design and delivery......... 308

8.4.2 For other EE Stakeholders ...........ccoviiieineincecescese s 315
REFERENGCES ...ttt ettt et sttt e bbb bt esbebesbenesbenesaeneas 319
ANNEXES ...tttk b bbbt en s 349
Additional information on data COHECtioNn...........cccooiiiieiiiiseeee e, 349
Extra details of statistical analysiS.........cccververeiieiieiinisi e 374
THE AUTHOR’S PUBLICATIONS AND CONFERENCE PRESENTATIONS........... 411

CURRICULUM VITAE OF THE AUTHOR .....ccociiiiiiii s 413



LIST OF FIGURES

Figure 1.
Figure 2.
Figure 3.

Figure 4.
Figure 5.
Figure 6.
Figure 7.
Figure 8.

Figure 9.

Figure 10.

Figure 11.
Figure 12.
Figure 13.
Figure 14.

Manifestations of entrepreneurship........ccccccveieiici s 26
Flow chart of search, selection, and screening journal papers for the review .. 86
The integrative framework for evaluating the outcomes of EE and the study

NYPOLNESES ...t 132
Teaching models at Estonian HEIS by dimension ............ccoccvevviiniincinnnns 200
Teaching models at Latvian HEIS by dimension ..., 218
Correlation between the learning outcome types in Estonia and Latvia......... 236
Testing the mediation relationship between knowledge and affection........... 238
Initial level of knowledge about entrepreneurship and perceived cognitive
OULCOMES OF EE ...ttt 248
Initial level of entrepreneurship experience and perceived skill-based outcomes
OF BB e 249
Initial level of entrepreneurial career aspirations and perceived affective
OULCOMES OF EE ... 250
Comparison of perceived cognitive outcomes by form of intervention.......... 253
Comparison of perceived skill-based outcomes by form of intervention....... 254
Comparison of perceived affective outcomes by form of intervention .......... 255
Quadrants for selecting the basic teaching strategy .........cccccecevererveveeivenennnn, 309



LIST OF TABLES

Table 1.

Table 2.

Table 3.
Table 4.
Table 5a.
Table 5b.

Table 6.
Table 7
Table 8.
Table 9.
Table 10.

Table 11.
Table 12.
Table 13.
Table 14.

Table 15.
Table 16.

Table 17a.
Table 17b.
Table 17c.
Table 17d.
Table 18a.
Table 18b.
Table 18c.
Table 18d.
Table 19a.

Table 19b.

Table 20.
Table 21.

The tasks, research questions (RQ) and study projects (SP) in the

L0010 0T T[] o ISP 45
Paradigms and approaches to learning in education, psychology, and
PRITOSOPNY ... 54
Major paradigms of learning and its features............ccococevvniencincennene, 57
Dimensions of teaching models in EE ..........cccoooiiiiiiniinicceeeee 65
Selected EE iMmpact STUAIES ........cccvveieiiiieieeceee e 87
Overview of EE impact studies by type of research and measures with
AELAIIS ... s 94
Bloom’s taxonomy and its adaptation by Kraiger etal...........c.ccccoevnenne. 115
Fisher et al.’s (2008) theoretical categorisation of EE learning outcomes 118
Specifications of the objective outcomes of EE..............cccccoovioniiieinnenn. 126
Methodological aspects of the StUdY ...........cceveieieriinrie s 149
Main criteria for research quality per type of design employed in the

StUAY PrOJECES (SPS). . vveeeuiieiiiete ettt sttt ettt 153
Descriptive information about the Estonian and Latvian samples of
BAUCALONS ...ttt e ettt ettt enens 161
Descriptive information about the sample of students and graduates........ 163
Main topics addressed in the INtErVIEWS ..........ccccvvevvieriene v 167
The educational outcome items self-assessed by the respondents using a
5-pOINt LIKEIT SCAIE ... 172
Summary of Key Variables ... 173
HENtrepreneurship iS...” o 181
Pedagogical aims set and outcomes expected by John and Jill.................. 182
Pedagogical aims set and outcomes expected by Rob and Richard........... 188
Pedagogical aims set and outcomes expected by Leo and Hannah ........... 192
Pedagogical aims set and outcomes expected by Maria and Matthew ...... 198
Pedagogical aims set and outcomes expected by Chris and Sarah............. 202
Pedagogical aims set and outcomes expected by Aaron and Alex............. 205
Pedagogical aims set and outcomes expected by Jack and Dan ................ 209

Pedagogical aims set and outcomes expected by Sander and Patricia....... 214
Frequencies of exposure to different teaching methods in the Estonian

SAMPIE e 224
Frequencies of exposure to different teaching methods in the Latvian

Y 110] o[- ST 225
Results of the CFA for the learning outcome CONStruCtS .........cccveevvvreenns 227



Tables 22a—c.

Tables 23a—c.
Table 24.
Table 25a.
Table 25b.
Table 26.
Table 27.
Table 28.
Table 29.
Table 30a-h.
Table 31.
Table 32a-h.
Table 33.
Tables 34a-h.
Tables 35a-h.
Tables 36a—h.
Tables 37a-h.
Table 38.
Table 39a-h.

Table 40.

Table 41.
Table 42.
Table 43.
Table 44.
Table 45.

Descriptive and correlation matrixes for the nascent intrapreneurship 11

TEBIMIS L.t ettt eb et b b e 233
Descriptive and correlation tables for the employability items.................. 234
The discriminant validity teSt.........ccccoviviviieicie e 237
The mediating effect of cognitive on affective outcomes in Estonia......... 239
The mediating effect of cognitive on affective outcomes in Latvia .......... 239
Results of testing HL and H2 ..o 240
Significant predictors of the affective outcome components..................... 251
Results of the Kruskal-Wallis test: supporting the learning outcomes...... 256
Results Of teStING H3 ..o s 257
Results of the Kruskal-Wallis test: supporting the objective outcomes .... 259
General descriptive statistics of the regression variables ................c..cc..... 260
Correlation matrixes of the regression variables ..........cccoceveveiviiiiniinnnns 261
Types of paid employment among the Estonian and Latvian graduates ... 263
Effects of the learning outcomes on graduate employability..................... 264
Effects of learning outcomes on nascent intrapreneurship I.........cc.cocvee. 267
Effects of learning outcomes on nascent intrapreneurship I..................... 270
Effects of learning outcomes on private early-stage EA ............ccccevvnne. 275
Results of testing HA—HG6 ..o 277
Number of graduates involved in entrepreneurial and intrapreneurial
ACHIVITIES PEF HEL ..o 278
Descriptive statistics for the dependent variables by type of EE

INTEIVENTION ..ot 279
Effects of intervention type/HEI on graduate employability ..................... 280
Effects of intervention type on nascent intrapreneurship I ..........c.ccceevne. 281
Effects of intervention type on nascent intrapreneurship I.............c........ 282
Effects of intervention type on private early-stage EA.........cc.cocoveiirinne 283

ReSUItS OF teStING H7 ......oviiciieeece e 284



21

1 INTRODUCTION: ENTREPRENEURSHIP AND
EDUCATION

Can entrepreneurship be taught and learnt? This
question is obsolete. Entrepreneurship can be
experienced (Kuratko 2005; Drucker 1985).

Entrepreneurship has been historically relevant for explaining economic growth
through employment generation, increased productivity, innovation and social
welfare (Reynolds et al. 2014; Baumol and Strom 2007). Under conditions of
perpetual economic, social and geopolitical uncertainty, and the growing
complexity of the modern world, entrepreneurship in the XXI century has become
even more topical and forceful as a possible way of tackling on-going challenges.
It objectively pervades our lives and society: everyday consumption, internet and
mobile communication, news and travel agencies, insurance and banking, and
charities and non-government organisations. The vast majority of mundane
activities constituting human life are driven by one’s entrepreneurial spirit to create
new social or material value, compete and cooperate, transform and develop.
Manifested in classical, corporate and more generic behavioural forms (Hytti
2008), entrepreneurship has been recaste as a major social force, and method of
living and learning (Sarasvathy and Venkataraman 2011).

Due to the strong ties between societal development and interest in
entrepreneurship, education is at the forefront as one of the most influential
channels capable of triggering long-term changes in society (Kyrd 2006;
Landstrém 2005). The scholarly interest in entrepreneurship education (hereafter
referred to as “EE”) has expanded exponentially generating increasing numbers of
courses, intertwining the diffusion of entrepreneurship into all levels of the
education system, and supporting the on-going shift towards more experiential
learning for over a decade (Kuratko 2005; Katz 2003; Bruyat and Julien 2000).
Apart from being in vogue, nowadays entrepreneurial competences are becoming
as important as literacy, and universally applicable to any career path (EU 2006).
They are also included among the key critical elements leading to the formation of
start-ups, innovations, new market entries through individual and collective
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entrepreneurial actions (Wennekers and Thurik 1999). The question of whether
entrepreneurship can be taught and learnt is no longer valid (Kuratko 2005) because
it has to be. EE is expected to mould entrepreneurial individuals or prospective
entrepreneurs firstly by building up knowledge and skills for opportunity
recognition and implementation, new product and service development, market
mechanisms; and secondly, by developing, among other competences,
proactiveness and self-esteem, a positive attitude to failure and risk-taking, and
towards entrepreneurialism in general.

What is entrepreneurship and EE in academic terms? Researchers agree on
entrepreneurship itself being a heterogeneous and multi-faceted phenomenon
(Gartner 2001; Low and McMillan 1988). Given the existing diversity of
definitions, and therefore, of research strands, the field is sometimes characterised
by “extensive conceptual confusion and definitional vagueness” (Moberg
2014:22), which, in turn, causes fragmentation of EE research characterised by the
emergence of differing aims and approaches (ibid 2014; Mwasalwiba 2010).
Entrepreneurship and EE research have similar development dynamics. They took
off around the same time and were pioneered by the same scholars: Jerome Katz,
William Gartner, Dale Meyer, David McClelland, among others.

The field of entrepreneurship research with its own boundaries, purposes, and
theoretical base in academia started to form in the second half of the XX century,
shifting from an economics background towards an interdisciplinary background
that also entails psychology, education, sociology, and finally, establishing its own
research domain in the XXI century. While the complete legitimacy of the field
may still be discussed, especially by representatives of other scientific disciplines,
it has arguably become a distinctive area of intellectual enquiry (Shane 2012) with
a recognised scientific community and relatively systematic body of theoretical and
empirical knowledge accumulated to explain and predict phenomena of interest
that other fields do not explain or predict (Shane and VVenkataraman 2000).

EE, in turn, was suggested to have reached the status of an independent
academic discipline at the end of 1980s (Gorman et al. 1997) and became mature
at the beginning of 2000s (Katz 2003). While both statements can be questioned,
EE has apparently become an eligible sub-field of entrepreneurship research. The
status of EE research as a separate field is debatable due to common boundaries
shared with entrepreneurship research. EE may not be considered mature, due to a
lack of a sound theoretical base and sharing the solid part of it with
entrepreneurship research (Fayolle 2013). “A partial legitimacy — yes, maturity —
no” as Kuratko posited (2005:587), whilst not much has changed during the last
ten years with similar challenges currently faced (Fayolle 2013).
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This introductory chapter first of all sheds light on the definitional framework
the dissertation pursues. Subsequently elaborating on the emergence and
development of EE. Being situated at the junction of entrepreneurship and
education research, EE also taps into the science of psychology with respect to
personality development. Alongside the state of the development of EE research,
the chapter addresses its current preoccupations and major research gaps that this
dissertation intends to bridge. Finally, the research objectives and design as well as
the structure of the work are presented.

1.1 Definitional framework

Semantically, the word “entrepreneurship” originates from the XII century French
verb “entreprendre”, literally meaning “to undertake something” (Kyrd 2004). The
very first entrepreneurs were adventurers, who travelled to the “New World”
looking for life opportunities without knowing what to expect. In the course of
further historical development, the understanding of the entrepreneurship
phenomenon evolved around notions of speculation and arbitrage, innovation and
creative destruction, resources and value creation, self-employment and venture
creation, individual traits and behaviours, individual-opportunity nexus and
process (Hortovanyi 2012; Bruyat and Julien 2000; Murphy et al. 2006; Landstrém
2005; Baumol 1990). Transitions in understanding typically occurred during or
following critical changes in economic and societal development, such as the end
of feudalism, industrialisation, the breakthrough of electronics as well as the crises
in the 1930s, 1970s, 2000s, which stimulated or conditioned a search for new ways
to succeed, and better solutions to old and new problems (Kyrd 2006; Landstrom
2005).

To date, two major alternative approaches to defining the notion of
entrepreneurship can be distinguished. The first, established by Shane and
Venkataraman (2000), views entrepreneurship as a process of the identification and
exploitation of lucrative opportunities. The second, established by Gartner (1985),
views entrepreneurship as a process of new firm or venture formation.
Respectively, the first research strand strives to explain why, when and how
opportunities are created or discovered and exploited; it focuses on the individual,
but extends to organisations and general life contexts through the exploitation of
opportunities in a given environment. The second aims to explain and facilitate the
role of new enterprises in furthering economic progress and focuses on a multi-
level research, i.e. industries, organisations, individuals, society.
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Shane and Venkataraman’s (2000) definition crystallised as a consensus
definition for many researchers over the last fifteen years. Other leading scholars
follow the second, more “intrinsic”, approach (e.g. Reynolds 2009; Davidsson
2006) for the reasons that new firm creation is more consistent with the “true”, or
classical, meaning of entrepreneurship and can be objectively measured, while the
individuals-opportunities nexus is too broad being related to all market participants
(Shane 2012). Dimov (2011) also argues against opportunities as the central focus
of entrepreneurship research saying that it is intuitive and hard to capture
empirically.

Nevertheless, the two dominant tenets are unique to the field and, what is more,
can complement each other. Bearing in mind that firm formation is an institutional
arrangement and identification-exploitation of opportunities often happens long
before that, the latter is apparently more pervasive. As Shane (2012) posits,
entrepreneurship can occur through organisational arrangements other than firm
formation, and therefore, studying firm formation alone does not provide an
objective picture of factors associated with the phenomenon. Entrepreneurial
attitude and behaviour can take place in non-organisational settings and be regarded
as a prerequisite for classical entrepreneurship or intrapreneurship though not
necessarily leading to them (Pinchot 1985; Carsrud and Johnson 1989; Schumpeter
1947)%,

Venture creation is typically associated with launching a new enterprise, either
private or within an existing organisation, but a venture itself can also stand for an
individual entrepreneurial project or undertaking carrying personal or social value.
The creation of new enterprises, predominantly small, where ownership and
management functions are combined, has often been viewed as the “true”, or
classical, meaning of entrepreneurship since the 1970s. In light of twin oil crises,
declining growth rates in Western countries, the globalisation of the world
economy, large organisations were no longer considered the main and only source
of job creation and economic growth (Kyr6 2006). This was supported by a study
by David Birch (1979), who concluded, drawing upon longitudinal data (1969—
1976) on 5.6 million US businesses, that the majority of new jobs were created by
small often young and independent companies employing 20 or less people. The
research also emphasised the importance of rapidly growing firms, so called
“gazelles”. Although the results of Birch’s study failed to be replicated by other

1 In some sources, particularly in the UK, the term “enterprising behaviour” is used as more generic and
broad, referring to personal context and collective enterprise spirit, where entrepreneurship can flourish,
while “entrepreneurial” is considered more narrow, referring to business context and setting up a new
venture or firm (Gibb 1993). Due to an evidently thin line between “enterprising” and “entrepreneurial”,
only the latter is exploited in this thesis.
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researchers and came under considerable debate, the findings reinforced the
association of entrepreneurship with small businesses, and since then they
accompany each other along research lines.

In the framework of this dissertation, entrepreneurship is a cumulative notion
defined as a context-dependent social and economic process of discovering or
creating, evaluating and exploiting novel opportunities by individuals as part of
which a new firm or venture can be launched, owned, managed and/or sold, to
contribute new value(s) to society, benefit the economy and an entrepreneur (based
on Baron and Shane 2008; Bruyat and Julien 2000; Shane and Venkataraman 2000;
Gartner 1985). This overarching contemporary view of entrepreneurship entails the
principal ways the phenomenon manifests itself in our lives and society beyond the
classical meaning, and reflects its complexity and multi-dimensionality. It provides
a common ground for synthesising diverse approaches to understanding the
phenomenon co-existing in the field. Figure 1 (elaborated from ibid 2008)
illustrates the definitional framework pursued. It is especially relevant in the
context of EE and assessing its influence because teaching aims are rarely limited
to fostering graduate private venture creation.

A critical mind may argue that, strictly speaking, equating general
entrepreneurial behaviour, small business ownership and intrapreneurship with
entrepreneurship is similar to covering a “hodgepodge” or “potpourri” of concepts
under one phenomenon, which blurs the core phenomenon and is unfavourable for
strengthening the field (Shane and Venkataraman 2000). However, this definitional
framework underlines the research focus of the dissertation on the manifestations
of entrepreneurship that can be enhanced through education. It entails not only
entrepreneurship expressed as private venture creation, small business ownership
and management, but also as intrapreneurship, a way of acting in an organisation
and entrepreneurial behaviour per se (Hytti 2008). Therefore, it can be applicable
to various contexts and a wide array of EE interventions.

It should be noticed that the classification of small business ownership and
management as a form of entrepreneurship (or even vice versa) is still subject to
debate. Comparatively recently, Shane (2012) elaborated upon delivering on the
promise of entrepreneurship as a field of research. This paper suggestively
introduced an even stricter delineation of entrepreneurship from management.
Entrepreneurship examines many outcomes, not only business performance, which
is a focus of management. Entrepreneurship does not require the existence of firms
and can occur before the firms are established in line with the individual-
opportunities nexus perspective. It is concerned with identification of
opportunities, not sustaining competitive advantage in the first place. Shane (2012)
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also suggests that entrepreneurship focuses on individual rather than collective
choices, though this might depend on the base definition pursued. The two fields
still intersect having common roots in economics and still being interconnected in
educational terms at many European business schools and universities (Wilson
2008). Furthermore, management might also be regarded as a function of
entrepreneurship or at least as an inevitable part of entrepreneurship as far as the
process phases that follow founding a company are concerned.

Entrepreneurship and enterprise education

Opportunity identification/creation and exploitation

Classical
entrepreneurship

Entrepreneurial
behaviour

Intrapreneurship

Environment

Creation of Small business Thinking, A way of action
companies ownership and attitudes, in an
management behavioural organisation
disposition of

an individual

Figure 1. Manifestations of entrepreneurship

For EE and analysing its influence on learners, these principal manifestations
of entrepreneurship are crucial in being related to the objectives set and outcomes
expected from teaching. Practices of teaching entrepreneurship (including target
audiences, content design, teaching methods, etc.), in turn, are directly connected
with the nature of the phenomenon, and its understanding in the scientific
community and among practitioners (Lackéus 2013; Mwasalwiba 2010).
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The most frequently used complementary terms denoting educational
interventions in entrepreneurship are “enterprise education” and “entrepreneurship
education”. The Quality Assurance Agency for Higher Education in the United
Kingdom (2012) offers definitions of the two related terms. “...enterprise
education is defined as the process of equipping students (or graduates) with an
enhanced capacity to generate ideas and the skills to make them happen.
‘Entrepreneurship education equips students with the additional knowledge,
attributes and capabilities required to apply these abilities in the context of setting
up a new venture or business.” (corporate context including) (QAA 2012: 2)2,

“Enterprise education” is commonly accepted in the UK as originally associated
with the concept of enterprise developed by Margaret Thatcher in the 1980s that
also meant the attitude towards one’s occupation and life, sense of self-sufficiency
and self-reliance, active citizenship, capability to deal with uncertainty and
positively respond to change, amongst other of its facets (Davies 2002; Heelas and
Morris 1992). “Entrepreneurship education” is commonly accepted in the US,
where it has been historically geared towards, but no longer limited to, venture
creation (e.g. Sarasvathy and Venkataraman 2011; Plaschka and Welsch 1990;
McMullan and Long 1987). In reality, educators may implement enterprise and
entrepreneurship education simultaneously or a declared approach to teaching
might even differ from factual. To avoid a confusion of terms, the use of
“entrepreneurship education” follows throughout the dissertation given the broad
definition of entrepreneurship it pursues.

1.2 Emergence and development of entrepreneurship education

EE has become an increasingly vital area of research, practice and policy over the
last four decades. The growth in the number of entrepreneurship courses and
programmes has been extraordinary as has been the growth in scientific
publications to explore and explain how EE is implemented, what it should be, who
are the target audiences, and what kind of economic and societal aims it should
have. Although the first MBA course in the US related to entrepreneurship
(“Management of New Enterprises™) was held in 1947 at Harvard University, it is
not until the end of the 1960s and beginning of the 1970s that EE officially kicked
off. According to Kuratko (2005), this took place in 1971, with an MBA course in

2 In view of the notions of attributes and qualities, capabilities and skills often being used interchangeably,
this dissertation relies on a systemic competence-based approach drawn from education research, where
competences are divided into three groups: cognitive, skill-based, and affective (Kraiger et al. 1993).
Chapter 4 presents a deeper discussion on this standpoint.
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entrepreneurship launched at the University of Southern Carolina, followed by an
undergraduate course in 1972; that is, at the time of the post-modern transition,
when entrepreneurship was gradually separating from economics (Kyrd 2006).
According to Katz (2003), however, the first contemporary courses in
entrepreneurship were introduced at Stanford and New York Universities in 19672,
Since then, entrepreneurship and small business education has been offered in over
1,600 post-secondary institutions in the US alone (Katz 2003). Sources in Europe
do not supply directly comparable figures, though, according to Varblane and Mets
(2010), entrepreneurship was taught in over 332 institutions across post-Soviet
European countries by the end of the first decade of the 2000s. A bibliometric study
carried out through Scopus, Science Citation Index and the Social Sciences Citation
Index showed a spectacular increase in the number of publications on EE from 3
in 1985 to 124 in 2005, 20% Europe-focused (Rizza and VVarum 2011), whereas in
44 top-tier US academic journals 15 papers were published in the 1980s, 37 in the
1990s and 28 in the 2000s (up to 2005) (Kuratko 2005). Nowadays, according to
Google Scholar data, the number of papers on EE has multiplied, and the most
frequently cited works are published in American and British journals. The
exponential growth in the number of EE offerings has gone hand-in-hand with the
growth in entrepreneurial activity and entrepreneurship research on both sides of
the Atlantic (Katz 2003; Solomon 2007; Wilson 2008; Landstrém 2005).

In the European Framework for Lifelong Learning, starting from 2006,
entrepreneurship is officially regarded as one of the basic life competences (along
with mathematical, linguistic, etc.) and as the foundation for all developments
required for contributing to society and the economy (EU 2006). In such member
states of the EU as the UK, Finland, Sweden, Estonia, and the Netherlands, for
instance, EE received strong support in local education policies (e.g. Riigi Teataja
2013; Ministry of Education and Culture of Finland 2009; Gore and Murray 1991).
Subsequently, attention towards and investments in EE grow not only from the
increasing quantity (number of programmes and courses, educators, projects), but
also from upholding and improving the quality (teaching methods, cooperation
with enterprises, training of educators, new learning platforms, development of
ecosystems). In part, due to this proliferation, the economic contribution of
entrepreneurial activities, and the influence the global start-up culture has on our
lives, a question, whether entrepreneurship is teachable or not, was considered
obsolete (Kuratko 2005). One of the top management scholars, Drucker (1985), did
not believe that entrepreneurship was mysterious, having something to do with

3 McMullan and Long (1987) suggest that launching of the very first course, in applied entrepreneurship,
which was taught in Japan, can be traced back to 1938.
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genes, or suitable only for the “chosen” ones. As any discipline, he posited,
entrepreneurship can be learnt. Indeed, when small and medium-sized enterprises
(SMEs*) produce over half of European GDP (Muller et al. 2014), and HElIs are
“blessed” with the growing popularity of entrepreneurship-related programmes,
and hence, the demand for them, a priori acceptance of the teachability of
entrepreneurship as an educational discipline is both beneficial and convenient.

For an academic field to be distinguishable, several elements are necessary:
systematic theory and an established body of literature, a recognised scientific
community and authoritative communication sanctions (e.g. renowned outlets),
and an occupational career and professional culture (Shane and Venkataraman
2000; Plaschka and Welsch 1990). On top of that, research in any discipline has
certain generic purposes and levels of analysis (Low and McMillan 1988).
Entrepreneurship and EE research are firmly connected around these elements. The
latter tends to reflect and depend upon the processes and preoccupations of the
parent field (Fiet 2000a; Garavan and O’Cinneide 1994a), but adding its unique
characteristics. For example, entrepreneurship research aims to explain and
facilitate the entrepreneurial behaviour of individuals either in private or
organisational settings. It also aims to explain the role of new enterprises in
furthering economic progress, to facilitate and predict the dynamics of new venture
creation. EE research is then concerned with developing the competences required
for entrepreneurial activity, and stimulating the respective behaviour of individuals
who take responsibility for own lives and personal growth and are able to
adequately face uncertainty and manage change in various life situations including
venture creation.

Reflecting the current economic and geopolitical trends, the internationalised
job market is changing. Creativity, vision, innovation, identification of new
opportunities and being able to face the uncertainty inherent in entrepreneurship
are becoming valuable in any career choices (Plaschka and Welsch 1990). Yet,
although entrepreneurship expands within the global education system, one can
rarely find HEI or business schools that provides something called a professional
qualification for an entrepreneur (at least in Europe); the same cannot be said about
a business administrator or manager.

The existing body of literature is even more important and serves as the litmus
test of scientific maturity. Having a systematic theory and authoritative research
outlets is interconnected. Béchard and Grégoire (2005a) attest that EE research for
a long time had no central forums to trace its essence. “The International Journal

4 SMEs are defined as “businesses, which employ less than 250 staff and have an annual turnover of less
than EUR 50 million and/or their balance sheet total is less than EUR 43 million” (Muller et al. 2014:10).
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of Entrepreneurship Education” and “The Academy of Management Learning and
Education” have been launched only recently. Papers on EE were and still are
scattered around entrepreneurship, management and education journals. Some top
quality outlets coverings these disciplines do not even accept papers on EE. While
entrepreneurship and EE research are interconnected, Béchard and Grégoire
(2005a) acknowledge that the educational underpinnings of EE research have been
largely tacit, and suggest that to strengthen the theoretical base, it should be much
more anchored in education sciences than it has been up until now. More recent
work by Fayolle (2013) reiterates the lack of theory-driven research and its
disconnectedness from education and educational psychology.

1.2.1 Theoretical basis of EE

According to Fiet (2000a), educators do not have much to teach students without
proper theory. This idea goes back to Kuhn (1996/1970), who contended theory is
the most practical thing one can teach. Fiet (2000b) also argued that the research
and teaching agendas of EE should be more theory-driven than descriptive, and
educators should integrate research results with theory to make this unity
understandable and applicable by students.

Does EE theory exist? It is natural that the content of EE programmes or courses
relies on existing entrepreneurship theory in the first place, which is the product of
multi-disciplinary efforts and is still being polished (Neck and Greene 2011). The
theoretical side of teaching entrepreneurship is backed up by the developments in
entrepreneurship research (Fiet 2000a). Its evolution also reflects the changing
understanding of entrepreneurs in the scientific community. The pedagogical side
of entrepreneurship theory should be informed by the educational approaches
involved in linking this theory with teaching and learning as well as by the
psychology of learning (Béchard and Grégoire 2005a, 2005b; Fiet 2000b). Hence,
it depends on the developments in EE research. Despite the lack of theory-driven
studies, educational preoccupations are not completely absent. Moreover, there
should be at least practical parallels in EE between the theoretical perspectives
drawn from entrepreneurship and education research (Béchard and Grégoire
2005a). The conceptual grounds of entrepreneurship pedagogy, however, have
been somewhat limited to a few basic frameworks that are also open to further
empirical testing.

What are those theories that determine the content of the EE programmes or
courses, and what is entrepreneurship pedagogy based on at present? Neck and
Greene (2011) contend there are the known worlds of the entrepreneur, process,
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and cognition in EE, and the new frontier of entrepreneurship as a scientific
method. Some of the dominant theories from entrepreneurship research that inform
teaching practices are presented below along the lines of these worlds. The list is
by no means exhaustive. Then, dominant frameworks in entrepreneurship
pedagogy are introduced led primarily by Béchard and Grégoire (2007; 2005a).

The world of the entrepreneur

The first world is the world of entrepreneur-heroes, who possess a set of specific
traits and competences that make those entrepreneurs more fortunate than other
people. This world is backed up by the attribution theory (McClelland 1961) of
social psychology and the human capital theory of labour economics (Becker 1975;
Lewis 1954; Smith 1776). Two other complementary theoretical perspectives
specified by Low and McMillan (1988) are the strategic adaptation perspective,
which suggests that the decisions of individual entrepreneurs are key to
entrepreneurial success, and the population ecology perspective, which suggests
that environment selection procedures are more important than individual goal-
driven behaviour. The strategic adaptation perspective, unlike the human capital
theory, leaves less space for meaningful educational interventions because inborn
talents are more powerful than education. Hence, becoming an entrepreneur is a
largely predetermined scenario irrespective of EE (Ronstadt 1987).

The world of process

The second world, that of process, links back to the fields of economics and
management/business administration. For many years, linear process methods
based on a set of sequentially planned activities (e.g. business, marketing, financial
planning) were a hallmark of management as well as entrepreneurship courses
since they have common roots (Solomon et al. 1994; Plaschka and Welsch 1990).
Led by the logics of causation, prediction, and risk-avoidance, business planning
served as “the academic heart” of education in entrepreneurship during 1980s and
1990s, and which also tended to cover the entire scope of business administration
(Kuratko 2005). Later, the business modelling approach took over (Osterwalder
2010), but the principle of linearity remained active that applies equally well to
teaching strategies based on venture creation stages or to case studies of existing
or previous business models to copy patterns of success or reduce the risk of failure
(Neck and Greene 2011).
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The simultaneous process (occurring over time and dynamic) that has been
accredited as distinctive for entrepreneurship — discovery or creation of
opportunities — is also often presented as linear, consisting of the exploration,
exploitation, and recognition phases (Brush et al. 2003), and serving as the basis
for the general theory of entrepreneurship (Shane 2003). Indeed, the
conceptualisation of entrepreneurship by Shane and Venkataraman (2000) was
rooted in the individual entrepreneurial behaviour from the viewpoint of economics
(e.g. Kirzner 1997, Schumpeter 1934), which required outperforming other market
participants, also by seeing novel, more profitable combinations of resources, and
subsequently, mathematical rules that guided entrepreneurs to optimise within a
given means-ends framework (Shane 2003). The key point of differentiation was
that it allowed the correctness of conjectures to be uncertain and decisions to be
erroneous; it asserted that the process of entrepreneurial discovery was creative and
intelligent, plugging in the risk-ignorance, prior knowledge and experiences of an
individual (ibid 2003). Therefore, the theory also opened options for researching
the non-linearity, uncertainty and irrationality of the entrepreneurship process, and
to no lesser extent, exploring those through the world of cognition ruled by
psychology.

In a similar vein, Honig (2004) came up with a model of contingency-based
business planning that links strategic management and Piaget’s theory of learning
to the preparation of potential entrepreneurs. This work contributed to the
conceptual background of experiential EE ahead of the evolved world of cognition
and of the new world of entrepreneurship as method. Positioned as an antidote to
traditional pedagogy ill-suited to developing entrepreneurial knowledge and skills
that could be applied in a real-life environment, experiential business planning
connects action learning and the resulting sense-making.

The world of cognition

In the world of cognition, the world of thinking and doing, researchers are focused
on the cognitive processes of individuals such as decision-making to engage in
entrepreneurial activity and become more successful entrepreneurs (Neck and
Greene 2011). The theory of planned behaviour and social cognitive theory, among
others, helped predict and explain entrepreneurial behaviour relying on such
psychosocial determinants as attitude towards autonomy and challenges,
entrepreneurial self-efficacy, perseverance, creativity and intentions (van Gelderen
etal. 2008; Krueger et al. 2000). Once orientation towards opportunities is regarded
as “the heart of entrepreneurship” (Krueger 2003:113), researchers attempt to



33

answer the good old question raised by economists, why some people are more
likely to notice and pursue certain lucrative opportunities than others, through the
lenses of cognitive psychology. One of the possible answers is the pattern
recognition perspective offered by Baron (2006), which concentrates on cognitive
frameworks that were constructed as a result of prior knowledge, experience,
background, and that determine how and why individuals “connect the dots” being
alert to particular options.

Krueger (2003) came forward with a systematic work on the cognitive
psychology of entrepreneurship unifying what is already known in the field about
the modelling of intentions, decision-making, perception, and other processes of
the human mind cognitive science is preoccupied with. Although largely focused
on affective and conative aspects of mental activity (Hilgard 1980), Krueger’s
works on entrepreneurial cognition have become increasingly valid over the last
two decades. Researchers often ask, “How do people think entrepreneurially?”
(Neck and Greene 2011), while an alternative question, “How do people feel
entrepreneurially?” might not be less relevant to subsequent behaviour and even
more relevant for unlocking or moulding the entrepreneurial personality.

During the last decade, the linear analytical approaches were challenged by the
power of creativity, imagination, irrationality, emotions, intuition and non-linear
logics, which appear more suitable for entrepreneurship characterised by
uncertainty and ambiguity (ibid 2011; Kirby 2004). Even before the cognition
world grew in popularity, Sexton and Upton (1987) suggested that education
should also engage students in similar conditions to develop their ability to manage
mental processes (including coming up with original thoughts and making
sustainable decisions) under the reality constraint (Solomon et al. 1994). A more
dynamic approach to learning has become particularly relevant with the recognition
of the importance of the mind and its irrational processes; hence, teaching methods
that invoke both thinking and doing, such as simulations, scripting, teamwork and
opportunity identification come into play (Neck and Greene 2011). Within the
pattern recognition perspective, for instance, Baron (2006) suggested
entrepreneurship students should be exposed to studying pertinent factors related
to technology, markets, demographics, and other related fields to track changes in
trends, dynamics, facts and figures, and to derive new senses by learning to see
connections that are not obvious. Information is the key, coupled with exposure to
a broad range of experiences, like prototyping, studying exemplars, and other forms
of doing, according to Baron (2006).

The cognition world presumably developed in response to the traits approach
failure and to the doubts in the universality of the linear process world. Advances
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in scientific knowledge about (successful) entrepreneurs revealed that they indeed
think and work differently than other people (ibid 2000; Baron 1998).
Entrepreneurs are often forced to work in new and unpredictable conditions, under
severe time constraints; they are committed to their own ventures to an extreme
degree, and therefore, are emotionally attached. This makes them rely mostly on
heuristics as well as being likely to be more susceptible to various psychological
biases, such as over-confidence and over-optimism in judgements either about
themselves or the external environment (Baron 1998). Gradually, education has
been given more credit and power to influence people choosing the
entrepreneurship as a career path, to equip them with the required competences,
and to develop from novices into experts (Krueger 2003).

The world of method

The world of entrepreneurship as method fully embraced the possibility of teaching
the discipline to all students from lower to higher levels of the educational system,
because it asserts that anyone can become a successful entrepreneur. Sarasvathy
and Venkataraman (2011) positioned entrepreneurship as a scientific method of the
XXI century as a large social force, similar to democracy in the XVIII and Bacon’s
scientific method in the XVII centuries (similar proposition can be found in Fiet
2000a). The world of method is an antidote to the linear process in the sense that
the latter assumes known inputs and known outputs, it is predictable, consists of
sequential steps, whereas entrepreneurship is unpredictable, full of contingencies,
with a lot of things shaping up *“on the go” (Neck and Greene 2011). Teaching
entrepreneurship as a method requires equipping students with skills and tools to
think and tackle any problems entrepreneurially, or effectually (Sarasvathy 2001).
Effectuation is considered to be a dominant logic in the method world as an
alternative to experimentation in scientific method. Contrary to causation, where
means are given and goals predetermined, effectual decision-making relies only on
some means, where the individual-level means, such as own tastes, abilities,
knowledge corridors, are primary to achieving the imagined ends (ibid 2001). An
effectuator does not know where the path leads, since the result cannot be
predetermined; in other words, the future is uncertain (ibid 2001). Embodying
mechanisms of the entrepreneurship method are a portfolio of techniques to
encourage creation; for example, starting business as part of coursework,
contingency-based business planning, games and simulations, reflections, and
strategies to manage uncertain and ambiguous processes, to control an
unpredictable future (e.g. affordable loss, bricolage, stakeholder involvement,
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continuous iterations) (Neck and Greene 2011; Baker and Nelson 2005; Honig
2004; Sarasvathy 2001).

Pedagogical frameworks for entrepreneurship

Exploring the worlds of entrepreneur, process, cognition, and method underpinned
the theoretical side of teaching entrepreneurship and a few pedagogical aspects of
entrepreneurship theory. While most of the underlying theories were indeed
borrowed from other disciplines and integrated into entrepreneurship reality within
the known facets of it, empirically approved theoretical bases upon which to build
pedagogical models and methods are lacking (Fayolle 2013; Kuratko 2005). As it
has been for a long time with the parent field, there is yet no unifying theory of EE.
Béchard and Grégoire (2005a) examined the main educational preoccupations of
EE research from 1984 to 2001 based on 112 papers, and found that at that time
over 60% were focused on the teaching content with a link to economics and
business administration. Only a few explored the psycho-cognitive processes of
individuals including prior knowledge, experience, learning abilities, and their
socio-cognitive counterpart such as the development and implementation of
authentic learning environments (ibid 2005a). The works of Honig (2004) and
Lobler (2006) are among exemplary contributions in this arena. Nowadays, more
young scholars are working in the niche (e.g. Lackéus, Moberg, Hagg). One stark
and clear way of improving the theoretical completeness of EE is to strengthen its
pedagogical foundations.

A solid contribution to developing the pedagogical side of entrepreneurship can
be attributed to Béchard and Grégoire (2007; 2005b), who proposed an analytical
framework of three archetypical teaching models — the supply, demand, and
competence models — in applications to EE. As discussed in the next chapter, these
models are backed up by mainstream learning paradigms — behaviourism,
cognitivism, and constructivism/social constructivism (Kyr¢ 2005) — and coincide
with the three basic modes of EE - education about, through and for
entrepreneurship — often used to categorise educational interventions (Mwasalwiba
2010; OECD 2009; Hytti et al. 2004). This division is widely accepted in EE
research with some variations (Hannula and Pajari-Stylman 2008; Gibb 2005; Hytti
et al. 2004). The supply model (related to education about entrepreneurship)
focuses on transmission of information. The demand model (related to education
through entrepreneurship) focuses on developing entrepreneurial personalities. The
competences model (related to education for entrepreneurship) focuses on training
entrepreneurs.
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Béchard and Grégoire’s (2005b) framework is one of the four prominent
contributions to entrepreneurship pedagogy along with the models by Fayolle and
Gailly (2008), Kyrd (2008), and Alberti et al. (2004). However, applicable
activities that develop one’s mind to become entrepreneurial in line with the
existing frameworks is a topic for further exploration. In this light, Béchard and
Grégoire’s teaching models are more detailed and prescriptive because they come
with a set of compatible aims and outcomes, methods of teaching and assessment
along with an ontological setup. The framework is especially useful for classifying
pedagogical innovations or interventions and in considering contextual factors at
the levels of institutions and education system (Béchard and Grégoire 2007). In
spite of its soundness and research advantages, this framework has not been widely
recognised and applied by other EE scholars. In as much as it makes the theory
base less fragmented and backs up empirical research, this is quite surprising.

Fayolle and Gailly’s (2008) framework is somewhat similar to Béchard and
Grégoire’s in distinguishing between ontological and educational level dimensions
corresponding to the key questions — why? (objectives), what? (contents), how?
(methods), for whom? (target audiences), for which results? (evaluation), what
does EE mean, what does education mean in the context of entrepreneurship, and
what are the roles of educators and students? While there is “no universal
pedagogical recipe for how to teach entrepreneurship”, the choice of EE methods
should rely upon its adequacy for objectives, audiences, content and context
(Fayolle and Gailly 2008: 580). Likewise, the model by Alberti et al. (2004)
comprises six key inter-related components: pedagogies, goals, contents,
assessment, educators and audiences.

The theoretical framework for teaching and learning entrepreneurship
introduced into EE by Kyrd (2008) is based on three parts of the human mind
(Hilgard 1980) and Ruohotie and Koiranen’s (2000) taxonomy of individual
difference constructs. The framework suggests three domains emerging in the
process of interaction between personality and intelligence — affection
(temperament and emotions, including attitudes), conation (volition and
motivation, including self-efficacy) and cognition (declarative and procedural
knowledge, where the first refers to the memorable knowledge of facts, concepts,
figures and the way learners link them together, but the second denotes their
abilities to apply the knowledge acquired, i.e. skills).

The theoretical and pedagogical bases of EE are still in the process of
development, and it is often in the hands of educators to choose how to teach and
engage students, and what theories to apply. Pedagogy is also changing based on
the growing demand for EE. From the theoretical perspective, the extensive focus
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of EE research on the content taught is nowadays becoming better balanced with
pedagogical preoccupations to which the evaluation of the impact of EE belongs.
Béchard and Grégoire (2007:281) advise that the greatest challenge for
entrepreneurship educators is “less one of legitimacy, and more and more one of
quality” of the outcomes of EE. Understanding the educational impact informs the
technology of education (e.g. instructional design, systemic approach to teaching);
it also relates to the psycho-cognitive and socio-cognitive counterparts of learning
(Béchard and Grégoire 2005a). How can entrepreneurship programmes be
designed, delivered and evaluated to improve and maintain the quality of
interventions? What is the impact of prior competences on entrepreneurial
learning? What is the influence of interactions with educators or other EE
stakeholders on student learning? How can we measure the contribution that EE
taught at university level offers our society and economy? These are some of the
questions Béchard and Grégoire (2005a) inspired EE scholars to address.

1.3 Research gaps

As a curricular, and increasingly often compulsory, discipline, entrepreneurship
faces distinct generic and specific challenges.

“The more we study, the more we know. The more we know, the more we forget.
The more we forget, the less we know. So, why study?” This ironic quote by an
anonymous author unveils two general layers of discussions concerning the
relationship between students and the education system: 1) to what extent does
education enable them with competences benefiting and required in working life;
2) what teaching approach should be pursued so as to ensure effective learning
relevant for one’s professional life. Though applicable to all disciplines, these
questions do have special allure in EE research. On the one hand, EE secures policy
and financial support in many European countries (e.g. Finland, United Kingdom,
Estonia, Netherlands, Sweden, and Denmark); multiple educational and human
resources are being channelled towards implementing EE-related pedagogical
innovations. On the other hand, pay-offs from these educational initiatives remain
opaque. The higher the rigour of studies devoted to measuring the EE impact, the
less evident it is that EE produces the desired outcomes (Rideout and Gray 2013)
and the more evident that the positive impact is overestimated (Martin et al. 2013).

The first generic layer of discussion leads to the selection of entrepreneurship-
specific metrics for evaluating the outcomes of EE. According to Blenker et al.
(2014), considering the major bets policy makers, educators and managers of HEIs
place on supporting and expanding EE, it comes as no surprise that the
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measurement of the returns, in other words, the impact or outcomes of EE, is the
largest category of studies in EE research at present. The stakeholders, including
the students and their parents, collectively invest in entrepreneurship-related
human capital development with expectations of future returns. The second layer
of discussion calls for explicit comparisons between different forms of
interventions in entrepreneurship such as traditional and experiential in order to
find a coherent combination of didactic, pedagogical and environmental/contextual
choices. How to teach, to whom, what goals to target and what resources to employ
is an integral task for educators and researchers to solve when designing EE
interventions. More detailed problematisation of these discussion lines follows.

At present, two broad groups of measures dominate the EE impact research: 1)
subjective measures; for example, self-efficacy and attitudes, skills and knowledge,
formed in the education domain and referred to as perceived “learning outcomes”
or “competences”, and 2) objective measures; for example, nascent entrepreneurial
behaviour, number of established enterprises, as well as the related performance
indicators traceable in the entrepreneurship domain. In line with human capital
theory, individuals with higher levels of learning outcomes should achieve better
outcomes in professional life than those with lower levels (Becker 1975). While
this is a generally accepted standpoint behind investments into EE in general and
into experiential EE in particular, most studies focus on either the first or the second
group of measures (Martin et al. 2013; Rideout and Gray 2013). Moreover,
objective outcomes are less frequently examined and often limited to the
aforementioned measures, omitting such crucial objective expressions of
entrepreneurial behaviour as intrapreneurship and employability. The relationship
between the two broad groups of measures in a wider sense also tends to be
underexplored. How individual-level competences acquired through EE relate to
employability, intrapreneurship and private entrepreneurial activity among
graduates remains a hot question. The dependence of objective outcomes on
learning outcomes rests at the level of theoretical assertions in the mainstream
literature, alongside the superiority of the outcomes associated with experiential
EE interventions.

“Entrepreneurship is neither a science nor an art. It’s a practice.” Drucker
contended back in 1985 (p. 30). In view of the discipline’s applied nature and along
with a shift in the dominant learning paradigm towards social constructivism (Kyro
2005), a learner-centred experiential approach to teaching entrepreneurship has
gained major recognition among renowned scholars (e.g. Krueger 2007; Lobler
2006; Fiet 2000b). The uncertainty and ambiguity, action and dynamism inherent
in the essence of the discipline make experience-based pedagogy that is supposed
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to engender the flux of action, reflection and creation among learners, imperative
for EE (Dewey 1998/1938; Kolb 1984). In turn, a teacher-centred traditional
approach equivalent to education about entrepreneurship as opposed to education
through and for entrepreneurship (Gibb 2005; Hytti et al. 2004) is considered less
suitable for developing the discipline-specific competences. An implicit standpoint
behind the growing popularity of experiential EE is its expected potential to
generate superior outcomes, either subjective or objective, in comparison to
traditional EE. However, the outcomes of different forms of EE such as traditional
and experiential have not been widely addressed in recent research. The existing
studies devoted to assessing the impact of EE tend to focus on the outcomes of
entrepreneurship and non-entrepreneurship students and/or to pursue longitudinal
designs irrespective of the form of intervention (e.g. Fayolle and Gailly 2013;
Graevenitz et al. 2010; Charney and Libecap 2000). Despite widespread
recognition of the experiential approach to teaching entrepreneurship as more
appropriate and fertile than the traditional approach, this assertion is not supported
by sufficient empirical evidence.

Working on these major gaps, links directly to Béchard and Grégoire’s (2005a)
questions on the quality of EE outcomes. To acquire new knowledge and skills as
a result of EE courses might not be enough to generate the expected outcomes in
the domain of entrepreneurship. The factors of the quality of the entrepreneurial
competences acquired and their transfer into real life come into play. The objective
outcomes are exemplary in this discussion because they indicate whether business
schools and universities indeed affect the job market significantly; that is, whether
they fulfil their ultimate goals by educating knowledgeable and entrepreneurial
individuals as well as entrepreneurs.

In light of the on-going discussion about how entrepreneurship should be
taught, Fiet (2000b), Lobler (2006), Krueger (2007) and other prominent scholars
affirm that students should be engaged, committed to the learning progress, and
practice and reflect on their practices a lot. This suggests the demand and
competence models, education through and for entrepreneurship, are the most
appropriate. Yet, can students appreciate and benefit from the world of
entrepreneurship as method, if they do not have already developed analytical and
linear thinking skills? Is experiential learning universally the best for all types of
audiences and conditions?

As Blenker et al. (2014:706) point out, the apparent dominance of empirical
material from Anglo-Saxon countries in EE research may have led to an
“unwarranted generalization of findings from these contexts”. To provide a
counterweight to this geographical research gap, it might be useful to focus on
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countries with a different socio-cultural background and economic history. In this
light, the countries that underwent transition from a planned to market economy
provide an interesting context in which to analyse EE.

The present monograph seeks to narrow the identified research gaps by
investigating the relationships between different groups of EE outcomes —
subjective and objective — and by assessing the outcomes of different forms of EE,
namely, traditional and experiential. In doing so, it proposes and applies the novel
integrative framework that conceptually leans on Bloom’s taxonomy of educational
objectives (Krathwohl 2002; Kraiger et al. 1993; Bloom et al. 1964), human capital
theory (Becker 1975), and teaching models in entrepreneurship for higher
education (Béchard and Grégoire 2007, 2005b).

1.4 Research objectives

Located at the crossroads of education, labour economics and entrepreneurship,
this research venture sets forth the following objectives:

e to examine patterns in associations between:

-the learning and objective outcomes of EE,
-experiential and traditional forms of EE and the two types of outcomes
at bachelor level in Estonia and Latvia (post-transition Baltic countries);

o Dbased on the obtained findings, to work out recommendations for the design
and delivery of EE to facilitate enhanced entrepreneurial learning among
bachelor students and graduate entrepreneurship in the researched context.

The monograph strives to contribute to contemporary debates and challenges in EE
research with theoretical, methodological, and empirical novelties by revisiting the
topic of the evaluation of the outcomes of EE that already has several hundreds of
studies in stock. Nevertheless, significant gaps remain to be bridged.

Developing the integrative theoretical framework for evaluating the outcomes
of EE can offer a fruitful way towards a systemic understanding of the operational
specifics of various interventions in entrepreneurship and the outcomes associated
with them (Béchard and Grégoire 2005a,b). In a university or business school
setting, the whole system of dimensions entailing the interaction of didactics (e.g.
teaching aims, content, target groups), pedagogy (e.g. teaching methods and tools),
and context (environment, infrastructure) makes up an educational intervention
(Blenker et al. 2008; Fayolle and Gailly 2008; Béchard and Grégoire 2005b). By
empirically analysing the system’s components in detail, this work adds to the
empirical evidence on how different characteristics and the interaction of the
dimensions converge into the main teaching archetypes in EE: supply, demand and
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competence models (ibid 2007). The analysis also provides new insights into “the
adequacy between methods used and audience specificities, methods and contents,
methods and institutional constraints” (Fayolle 2013:5). The monograph will
particularly focus on how the specifics of EE design and delivery that determine
the prevailing form of intervention relate to the educational and entrepreneurship-
level outcomes. EE design refers to curricular decisions including teaching aims,
content, and composition of study groups; EE delivery refers to teaching and
assessment methods, and the learning environment.

This research endeavour is one of the first to explicitly compare the outcomes
associated with experiential and traditional EE. There certainly are multiple ways
to implement experiential EE given the diversity of the branches of experience-
based pedagogy; for example, work, project, practice or problem-based learning
(Hynes et al. 2011; Lee et al. 2010; Nab et al. 2010). Prior to delving deeper into
the effects of different sub-types of experiential learning, this work argues it is
essential to tackle the identified gap at the level of dichotomy first. It conceptualises
experiential EE through the prism of demand and competence teaching models,
where traditional EE is viewed as an analogue of a supply model (Béchard and
Grégoire 2005h). By gaining empirical insights into these impacts within the
integrative framework, the research addresses the aforementioned questions posed
by Béchard and Grégoire (2005a) to fellow EE scholars.

In addition, the study responds to the call for empirical evidence on “who
entrepreneurship educators are and what they really do in their interventions”
(Fayolle 2013:4). Do the educators have to possess experience in entrepreneurship
to ensure the acquisition of transferrable competences among students, and do they
have it (ibid 2013; Béchard and Grégoire 2005a). Increasing attention has been paid
to developing the competences of entrepreneurship educators in the European
community since 2011, when “The Budapest Agenda: Enabling Teachers for
Entrepreneurship Education” was adopted. Several lifelong training initiatives for
educators were commenced (e.g. CONEEECT, CB Entreint), with the aim of
refocusing their entrepreneurship teaching practices towards a more experiential
approach, facilitation and new forms of assessment; to grow an entrepreneurial
educator (EC 2011; Heder et al. 2011). However, in spite of these initiatives, rather
limited evidence can be found either in the scientific literature or the latest pan-
European studies about current practices among entrepreneurship educators.

In developing the integrative framework, the monograph draws special
attention to the education-level outcomes of EE. Approaches to assessing the
learning outcomes vary but most studies rely on cognitive psychology theories such
as the theory of planned behaviour or social cognitive theory, and related subjective
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measures widely applied in previous research: entrepreneurial attitudes, self-
efficacy and intentions (e.g. Boyd and Vozikis 1994; Krueger and Dickson 1994).
Rather than using measures that already saturate the EE impact research, this study
employs the tripartite competence framework of learning outcomes, which
originates in the science of education (Krathwohl 2002; Kraiger et al. 1993) and
was brought into the EE context by Fisher et al. (2008). The key advantage of this
framework is its holistic consideration of the principal learning domains, namely,
cognitive, skill-based and affective, and the respective outcomes (Krathwohl 2002;
Bloom et al. 1964). The study sheds novel light on the learning outcomes by
refining Fisher et al.’s (2008) measures and revalidating the tripartite framework
using structural equation modelling.

Besides the triad of the learning outcomes, the novel integrative framework puts
forward the triumvirate of the objective outcomes constituting employability,
nascent intrapreneurship and the private early-stage entrepreneurial activity (EA)
of graduates. Thereby, the study attempts to compensate for disproportionally
fewer top-notch papers researching objective outcomes than subjective outcomes
to its immediate importance for economic and societal growth. This is what
typically interests policy makers in the first place and objectively differentiates the
field from other disciplines in higher education. Building upon the basic premise
of human capital theory, the dissertation is among the first to test associations
between the entrepreneurial competences formed in the domain of education and
the objective expressions of entrepreneurial behaviour in the domain of
entrepreneurship. The rich primary data underlying the analysis is expected to serve
as a useful basis for the thought-provoking discussion on the linkages between EE
and entrepreneurship in its broad contemporary meaning.

This study lends itself to two neighbouring, small and open, post-transition
economies located in the Central Baltic region: Estonia and Latvia. Comparing the
outcomes of traditional and experiential teaching is becoming more challenging
over time mainly due to the on-going shift towards experiential EE in Europe
triggered at the policy level (EC 2013). Although changes do not happen
immediately, especially in research-dominated European universities, post-
transition economies like Estonia and Latvia can serve as a reliable albeit
contextual source of data with more distinct variation between the two forms of
intervention. In 2013, total early-stage entrepreneurial activity (TEA, including
nascent entrepreneurs and new businesses less than 3.5 years old) was the highest
in Europe in these countries amounting to 13% (Krumina and Paalzow 2014).
Knowing that the share of young people in TEA accounted for 30-40% and that
local entrepreneurs were more likely to have received training in entrepreneurship
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than non-entrepreneurs (Martinez et al. 2010), one could reasonably assert that
entrepreneurial activity can be at least to some extent attributable to EE in these
post-transition countries. At the same time, the Estonian and Latvian HEIs did not
have a ready infrastructure for EE, including equipped pre-incubators, prototyping
factories, regular access to student start-up funding, and so on, as is the case in the
established international hubs for experiential EE like Twente, Chalmers or Aalto,
for instance. The post-transition context therefore made it possible to assess the
outcomes of experiential learning under the conditions of the lack of a specialised
institutional support framework for EE. This made the chosen empirical setting
even more topical to research.

As far as the choice of level and type of education in the study is concerned, EE
is a more pronounced and regular activity that is easier to capture empirically in
formal higher education — business schools and management faculties of
universities — than informal educational initiatives such as homeschooling, self-
teaching, and courses for lifelong learners or occasional boot camps. Higher
education in general, and not only EE, is a core investment young applicants and/or
their parents make. The bachelor level in this light is crucial since it marks the
beginning of one’s path in higher education. Graduating with a bachelor’s diploma
from an HEI is an important milestone in most cases equal to obtaining permission
to enter working life. Quality EE should increase the odds of young graduates to
become early-stage entrepreneurs either in paid or self-employment, and boost
one’s entrepreneurialism in any life setting. Therefore, the results of this study may
be of interest not only to entrepreneurship educators, researchers, and policy
makers, but also to future students as the main customers of higher education.

Beyond the contribution to academic debates and methodological challenges,
this monograph aims to generate practical recommendations and derive possible
implications that would benefit a number of EE stakeholders. First and foremost,
for the educators and study programme directors in charge of designing and
delivering interventions, since the work touches upon the effectiveness and
efficiency of EE, analyses what worked, what did not and why. Secondly, for policy
makers as the findings can also suggest what kind of support is most beneficial for
EE development and for enhancing its efficiency. Thirdly, the results can help
students, who have strong prior aspirations towards entrepreneurship as a career
path, make more informed choices about their future alma maters. Finally, for EE
scholars to move the research frontiers forward by addressing the identified gaps
in other contexts and ways, and by overcoming the limitations of this study.
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1.5 Design of the study

The present monograph raises the following research questions revolving around
evaluation of the impact of EE as the main focus of this study:

1. What is already known and yet unknown about the outcomes of experiential
EE from previous studies? How does the evidence of the impact of
experiential learning from other disciplines inform our knowledge? What
challenges for educators and researchers does this unveil?

2. What are the present practices among entrepreneurship educators (aims,
methods of teaching and assessment, environment, etc.) in formal EE at the
bachelor level in Estonia and Latvia?

3. What is the relationship between the entrepreneurial competences acquired
as a result of EE (cognitive, skill-based and affective outcomes) and the
objective expressions of entrepreneurial behaviour (employability, nascent
intrapreneurship, private early-stage EA)?

4. How do the teaching practices of educators in the competence and demand-
competence models (i.e. experiential EE) relate to the outcomes of bachelor
graduates if contrasted with the supply model (i.e. traditional EE)?

These questions are accompanied by a number of research tasks and two study
projects as Table 1 below illustrates.

There are two principal lines of testable propositions: a) experiential EE is
associated with higher levels of the learning and objective outcomes of graduates
than traditional EE; b) the objective outcomes of EE are positively dependent on
the learning outcomes.

The analysis applies a mixed methods embedded design by combining multiple
case study, cross-sectional and comparative designs. Data were collected from 16
entrepreneurship educators and from 559 final year bachelor students participating
in business-related programmes, and recent graduates from these programmes
taught at 8 local HEIs (4 per country). A purposive expert and homogeneous
sampling were employed, respectively, at the qualitative and quantitative data
collection stages that involved face-to-face semi-structured interviews and an
online survey. The survey data was used to test the hypotheses. It was ascertained
that a non-response does not interfere with the results. Respondents’ admittance to
a certain HEI was not directly linked to purposefully selecting into either traditional
or experiential EE that was a compulsory part of the bachelor programmes.
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The key measures were extracted from EE literature on the tripartite
competence framework (e.g. Lackéus 2013; Fisher et al. 2008) and from various
sources on entrepreneurship outcomes (e.g. Urbano and Turro 2013; Bosma et al.
2012). The respondents retrospectively assessed perceived changes in the levels of
knowledge and skills attributable to EE using a range of items, and indicated their
level of agreement with statements related to affective outcomes. Intrapreneurship
was measured as nascent involvement in new venture or product creation for an
employer. Private early-stage EA was expressed through nascent and new
enterprise ownership as well as other forms of self-employment. The measure of
employability was an 8-item index specifically constructed for this study.

Content analysis by means of data coding was used to process the qualitative
data and diagnose the prevailing type of EE intervention at each HEI. Structural
equation modelling was used to estimate the cognitive, skill-based and affective
outcomes, and analysis of co-variance to determine if significant differences exist
between the predominantly traditional and experiential teaching and their
educational outcomes. In addition, various regression models were run to estimate
the association of the learning and objective outcomes of EE.

1.6  Structure

The monograph is organised as follows. Besides the current introduction and the
resulting conclusions and discussion, it comprises two parts. The first part is
devoted to the theoretical background of the study and consists of Chapters 2, 3
and 4. The second part is devoted to the practical part and includes Chapters 5, 6
and 7. Every chapter intends to add new theoretical, empirical or methodological
insights in line with the research objectives, questions and tasks outlined above.
Chapter 2 summarises dominant paradigms and theories drawn from the
psychology of learning and education that back up the archetypical teaching models
in EE. It presents an adapted version of Béchard and Grégoire’s (2007, 2005b)
framework for teaching entrepreneurship in higher education, and proposes the
working definition of experiential EE for the purposes of this research project.
Chapter 3 presents a critical review of the academic literature on the EE impact
studies with a special emphasis on experiential interventions. It starts by
elaborating on the debates that concern *“the teachability dilemma” of
entrepreneurship. The overview of the main findings from the top-notch
guantitative and qualitative research follows. Then, insights on the impact of
activity-based learning from other disciplines are discussed. In light of this
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research, the chapter points out specific knowledge gasps and challenges for
entrepreneurship educators and researchers.

Chapter 4 is a culmination of the theoretical part of the monograph. It
synthesises and develops principal standpoints from the previous chapters in
devising the integrative framework for evaluating the outcomes of EE, and
formulating the study hypotheses.

Chapter 5 presents the research methodology explaining and justifying the
choice of the research strategy, types of design and sampling, operationalisation of
variables, methods and tools of data analysis.

Chapters 6 and 7 are fully devoted to the empirical findings of the study.
Chapter 6 presents, summarises and compares expert interview insights of how
entrepreneurship is taught in the Estonian and Latvian HEIs. Chapter 7
quantitatively estimates the outcomes of EE, tests the hypothesized linkages in the
two countries and draws respective inferences.

Chapter 8 concludes on the obtained results, critically discusses and attempts to
explain the outputs of the study. It emphasises the empirical, theoretical and
methodological contributions to EE research as well as providing a critical account
of the study’s limitations. Further, this chapter generates practical
recommendations for EE design and delivery for entrepreneurship educators and
decision-makers at HEIs in the post-transition context. It discusses possible
practical implications for policy makers, prospective students as well as outlines
potential directions of further research for EE scholars.









PART I:
THEORY
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2 TEACHING AND LEARNING
ENTREPRENEURSHIP

The evolution of the scientific understanding of teaching and learning processes
finds comparable reflections in the science of education, the psychology of learning
as well as philosophy. Having undergone a number of paradigm shifts, this
understanding now impacts EE and shapes contemporary teaching practices at
universities and business schools (Kyrd 2005). The aim of this chapter is to explore
the EE teaching models of Béchard and Grégoire (2007; 2005b) by establishing
closer conceptual connections between EE and the field of education. The
dimensions of the models presented here feed into the integrative framework that
guides the research project. This background is logically crucial for the analysis
and interpretation of the empirical material from SP1. The chapter initially
identifies the difference between teaching and learning in a wider sense, and looks
at the theories that form the current prevailing learning paradigms. Secondly, it
explores the established teaching models in EE consistent with the learning
paradigms and their application to teaching entrepreneurship, and defines
experiential EE. Thirdly, it elaborates on the experiential nature of entrepreneurial
learning and the teaching model considered the most appropriate for EE in
mainstream literature.

2.1 Learning theories in education and psychology

Teaching and learning are inherent processes in our lives that bring the
achievements and failures shaping our personalities. Humans are being taught and
start learning in early childhood through guidance from their elders and their own
experiences alike. Learning is a complex lifelong process of acquiring new or
reinforcing existing knowledge, skills, attitudes, behaviours, values or preferences
(Hoy et al. 2013; Schacter et al. 2009). Teaching, in turn, is an intentional activity
aimed at bringing about learning by imparting those competences, behaviours,
values, etc. from a teacher to a learner. It can take the form of standard instruction,
training, coaching or consultancy, facilitation or mentoring depending on the
epistemological position implicitly or explicitly accepted as a basis (Mdiller and
Diensberg 2011; Kyrd 2005; Hirst 1971).
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Training is a service that addresses personality, character, and related personal
competences, above standard teaching or lecturing that aims to impart information.
Coaching is a highly individualised service, which in addition to training also
provides selected guidance and advice, for instance, when starting new companies
— about resources, decision-making, problem solving, goal achievement and
performance enhancement. Consultancy is a process that above all addresses the
material and decisional aspects of an activity (e.g. starting up a company) (Mdiller
and Diensberg 2011). Facilitation is used to help groups of learners develop
processes that are effective in order to accomplish desired outcomes. Mentoring is
an informal one-to-one style or form of teaching based on rapport, whereby
mentors act as senior co-participants and hold personal interest in the learning
process (Wild et al. 1999).

Education (either formal or informal) in that system of notions represents a
unifying process encompassing both teaching and learning as well as studying that
mediates the two (Pitkdniemi 2009; Uljens 1997). While learning may occur with
or without teaching, the latter becomes meaningful only if it ties into the former as
far as the nature of the relationship between the two phenomena is concerned
(Pitkaniemi 2009). For this reason, dissertations or research papers touching upon
education quite often deal with learning theories primarily and then discuss
teaching approaches consistent with them (e.g. Hoy et al. 2013; Mueller 2012;
Izquierdo 2008; Sackney and Mergel 2007). Depending on the teaching approach
pursued and the degree of self-regulation of learning that students are capable of,
the relationship between teaching and learning can be either congruent or
incongruent, constructive or destructive (Vermunt and Verloop 1999).

There are three main perspectives on learning, or paradigms, that are commonly
distinguished in the literature — behaviourism, cognitivism, and constructivism (at
a later stage, social constructivism) — encompassing various minor theories
developed from the beginning of industrialisation in the XVIII century to the post-
modern period in the XX century (see, for example, Kyrd 2005). Theories are a
systematic body of knowledge that make it possible to explain and predict
processes or phenomena. Models are simplified representations of reality. A
framework is a broader concept entailing theories, models, concepts and methods.
A paradigm is a fundamental aggregation of trusted frameworks, accepted patterns
in scientific knowledge as well as agreed philosophical bases (Sackney and Mergel
2007; Kyro 2006, based on Kuhn 1996; Choi 1993). They form as a result of the
development of scientific understanding, intensive discourse into the dynamics of
the phenomenon, and the appearance of differing and justified theories that precede
this formation. Each paradigm constitutes certain kinds of ontological, axiological
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and epistemological positions; that is, ideas of how reality is constructed, what is
considered valuable in this reality, and how knowledge about it can be acquired
(Kyrd 2008). While each paradigm is unique and different from others, they are at
the same time complementary reflecting the evolution of scientific thought, where
the more novel attempts to bridge gaps in its predecessor.

Behaviourism maintains that learning occurs as a result of a change in behaviour
achieved through repetition, where “good” or correct actions are praised and “bad”
or erroneous actions are discouraged (Woolfolk and Hoy 2013). This paradigm
emphasises Aristotelian and Darwinist truth, accepting that any behaviour can be
observed, measured, and changed (Kyrdé 2005). Behaviourists believe that
responses to environmental stimuli shape behaviours; hence, internal cognitive
processes are of little or no concern (Woolfolk and Hoy 2013; Sackney and Mergel
2007).

Cognitivism stands on the power of human cognition and rationalism, positing
that behaviour is a consequence of the thought process (ibid 2007; Kyrd 2005).
Therefore, unlike behaviourists, followers of this paradigm view learning as a
process dependent on rules and algorithms of mental function. This process is
located inside a person and consists of a constant relation of new information to
previously acquired (Woolfolk and Hoy 2013). “Cogito ergo sum” — the famous
philosophical expression of Descartes — accords well with the standpoints of this
paradigm.

Constructivism is a relatively modern learning paradigm based on the premise
that individuals construct their own reality, deriving sense and meaning from
events and activities through individual experience (ibid 2013; Sackney and Mergel
2007). Learning is a process, where individuals always have to be active and take
responsibility for their own development and progress. To a large extent, this
process is shaped by prior knowledge, mental structures and the beliefs of the
learners (Woolfolk and Hoy 2013). Social constructivism is a logical continuation
of the constructivist paradigm applied in social settings, where knowledge is
constructed by groups of learners for one another, and learning comes as a result
of the interaction of an individual with groups. It stands on the centrality of social
and cultural contexts in learning (Hoy et al. 2013).

The philosophy of education, in its turn, concentrates on two basic approaches
— objectivist and constructivist — to thinking and learning as well as to instructional
design (Cronjé 2006; Jonassen 1991). Obijectivism supposedly matches the
behaviourist and part of the cognitivist paradigm. It asserts that reality exists
objectively and independently of individuals perceiving it, knowing and learning
are processes for representing and mirroring reality (Jonassen 1991). Hence, logical
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reasoning is a way to understand this reality; objective knowledge and truth are
possible (Carson 2005). Constructivism, on the other hand, matches the
constructivist and social constructivist as well as, partly, the cognitivist paradigm
and assumes that knowing and learning are processes for interpreting and
constructing individual knowledge representations (Carson 2005; Jonassen 1991).
Therefore, logical reasoning is not the only means of understanding reality —
musical, spiritual, spatial, inter-/intra-personal and other ways of knowing also play
their part; knowledge and truth are subjective and relative to an individual or
community (Carson 2005; Cronjé 2006; Jonassen 1991). For the purposes of this
dissertation, the author is not delving deeper into such branches of educational
philosophy as idealism, realism, scholasticism, and others, rather sticking to the
two basic approaches rooted in the consecutively formed philosophies.

Table 2. Paradigms and approaches to learning in education, psychology, and
philosophy

Philosophy of education

Psychology of learning

Paradigms of learning

Objectivist approach

Behaviourism

Behaviourist paradigm

Constructivist approach
- Cognitive focus
- Cultural/social

focus

Cognitivism

Cognitivist paradigm

Self-regulated learning

Constructivist paradigm

Social constructivist
paradigm

The psychology of learning as a theoretical science maintains three basic
approaches consistent with the objectivist and constructivist approaches in
philosophy — behaviourism, cognitivism, and self-regulated learning.
Behaviourism encompasses theories of operant conditioning, classical conditioning
and neo-behaviourism. Cognitivism entails gestalt theory, social learning theory
and cognitive development theory (Skinner 1953). Self-regulated learning is based
on the premise of control and responsibility over one’s own learning, comprising
activity theory, praxeology and humanism, among others (Skinner 1953; Mueller
2012). Therefore, it falls under the constructivist approach in the philosophy of
education as well as constructivist and social constructivist learning paradigms. De
facto, the learning theories that transformed into these paradigms originated from
psychology (though can be traced back to Greek philosophers), and reflect a major
shift in explaining learning from the behavioural towards the cognitive angle,
where cognition is a keystone of both cognitivism and constructivism (Jonassen
1991). To avoid a confusion of terms from psychology, education and philosophy,
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the approaches, traditions, and paradigms in question are mapped relative to one
another in Table 2.

Having briefly described what key learning paradigms exist and how they are
reflected in/coincide with the approaches dominant in the philosophy of education
and psychology of learning, the sub-chapter proceeds with a more detailed
overview of the key theories upon which the three paradigms are built so as to
discuss their application and implications for teaching entrepreneurship. Table 3
based on Woolfolk and Hoy (2013), Mueller (2012), Kyrd (2008), Sackney and
Mergel (2007), and Kyrd (2005) serves as the guiding map.

2.1.1 Behaviourist learning

Stimulus-response principles are at the core of the behaviourist learning paradigm
grounded in empiricism, an epistemological position stating that knowledge and
truth are deducted from experience, observation, and experiment (Kyrd 2005). The
origins of the paradigm can be traced back to Aristotle (384-322 B.C.E.) and the
concept of the mind as a “tabula rasa” filled with experiences that the British
empiricists (e.g. John Locke, David Hume) adapted (Mueller 2012; Sackney and
Mergel 2007). Spanning the beginning of industrialisation in the XVIII century, the
modern formation of the paradigm started with Charles Darwin’s theory of
evolution that triggered the observation of and research into overt animal behaviour
(Bouton 2007; Kyré 2005).

The theory of classical conditioning (or stimulus substitution) pioneered by the
Russian physiologist Ivan Pavlov, whose name might “ring a bell” not only for dog
owners, laid the foundations for traditional learning theory, whereby behaviour is
considered as a reflex to stimuli and hence can be conditioned, observed, measured,
and changed (Mueller 2012; Sackney and Mergel 2007; Pavlov 1927). The famous
experiment involved Pavlov conditioning the salivation of a dog (a reflex),
whenever a bell (a neutral stimulus) rung, by associating the sound of the bell with
food (Pavlov 1927). Watson (1913) performed a similar experiment with a boy,
Arthur, and a white rat, conditioning a feeling of fear of the rat in the boy using a
sudden loud noise, where the boy was initially unafraid of the rat. Although
Watson’s approach looks rather questionable today, his work made a known
contribution to the role of conditioning in the formation of emotional responses to
stimuli (Mueller 2012; Sackney and Mergel 2007; Watson 1913). Thorndike
(1932), like Pavlov, started his research with animals, but studied the learning of
cats, prior to researching humans. In either case, people do not differ from animals
in behaviourist terms. Thorndike came up with connectionist theory that stipulated
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learning is the formation of a connection between a stimulus and a response, where
for the connection to become stronger it has to be practiced, or reinforced (Sackney
and Mergel 2007, Thorndike 1932). He also suggested that learning was an
outcome of trial and error, and emphasised the opportunity to benefit the learning
process using positive behavioural reinforcements (Mueller 2012). Thorndike’s
research is sometimes classified under operant conditioning.

The theory of operant conditioning developed by Skinner (1950) differs from
classical conditioning in focusing on voluntary behaviours operating upon the
environment, where a learner receives a reward. One deals with respondent
behaviour, the other deals with operant behaviour. As a result, a bond between an
operation (behaviour) and the reward stimulus is established (Sackney and Mergel
2007). The associated experiment involved Skinner teaching pigeons to play a form
of ping-pong by rewarding (with food) successive steps of the subjects in moving
a lever (ibid 2007; Skinner 1953). The food represented both a consequence and
reinforcer of a pigeon’s behaviour. Similar to Thorndike, Skinner considered
reinforcements most crucial for the learning process.

Around the 1920s, researchers started to understand the limitations of
behaviourism in explaining learning processes (Sackney and Mergel 2007).
Behaviourists could not explain certain expressions of social behaviour, for
instance, why children do not copy all behaviour that was reinforced, or why
sometimes behavioural imitations occur a long time after an initial observation and
without any reinforcement. In response, Tolman (1922) surmised that other,
unobservable, events or mechanisms exist that explain behaviour. He suggested
that learning is not only the reaction of an organism to certain stimuli, and learning
theory should also take due account of the inner motivation as well as emotions,
desires or instincts of an individual (Mueller 2012; Tolman 1922). Tolman
attempted to understand learning as a problem-solving process and stated that any
learning starts with a problem, which the individual wants or has to solve (ibid
1922). With Tolman’s input a wave of neo-behaviourism was born that eventually
led to the formulation of the social cognitive and gestalt theories, and the cognitivist
learning paradigm (Bandura 1986).
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2.1.2 Cognitivist learning

If in the behaviourist paradigm mental processes were identified in terms of
behaviours to which they lead, these processes including thinking, decision-
making, problem solving are at the core of the cognitivist paradigm (Hoy et al.
2013). Technological progress in the XX century influenced the idea of human
learning. In the world of order and technology, the human brain had been
synonymous to a computer programme regarded as part of a larger system (Kyro
2005). Cognitivism is epistemologically grounded in rationalism, which defines
learning as information processing that is beyond the stimulus-response principle
and excludes sensory perception as a source of knowledge (Mueller 2012; Kyro
2005). Learners are isolated rational thinkers producing changes in the information
structure. This epistemological position considers that knowledge exists “a priori”,
and that it can be discovered through rational reasoning or intellectual intuition
(Kyrd 2005).

The first cognitivist theory that emerged from neo-behaviourism is Albert
Bandura’s social learning theory focusing on observational learning, imitation and
modelling; in other words, how people learn from one another. The theory views
learning as a social and self-directed process, which is also dependent on the socio-
cultural context and personality disposition (Bandura 2001). By observing the
social or role models of parents, teachers, doctors or politicians, learners internalise
knowledge, values or principles transmitted and make it an internal standard of
self-praise or self-criticism in the self-regulation process (Bandura 1977). More
experienced learners become more self-regulated and less influenced by social
models. The key concept introduced by Bandura is the concept of self-efficacy
defined as the learners’ belief in an individual ability to perform a particular task
(ibid 1977). Higher self-efficacy is associated with higher results, tolerance to
failure, and the ability to deal with challenges (Bandura 1997). Social learning
theory bridges behaviourism and cognitivism by encompassing attention, memory,
and motivation.

A Swiss developmental psychologist Jean Piaget posited that learning is a
process of adapting to the environment, where adaptation occurs through the
interplay of assimilation and accommodation. While cognitivist learning is about
the acquisition and reorganisation of cognitive structures (Sackney and Mergel
2007), assimilation is the incorporation of new information into existing structures
without their modification, but accommodation is the incorporation of the new
information that is different or conflicting, and hence, requires the modification of
the cognitive structures of a learner (Piaget 1929). The theory is called the theory
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of cognitive development also referred to as cognitive stage theory, because Piaget
identified certain stages of the development of the cognitive structures in relation
to a learner’s age spanning from birth to around 20 years old. The key criticism of
the theory lies in the fact that it relates mental processes with biological age, but
disregards the connection between the learners and the external world. Vygotsky
(1978), Russian developmental psychologist, argued that consciousness and
cognition are formed in the process of socialisation; therefore, social interaction
always precedes cognitive development — a view consonant with Bandura’s social
learning. Furthermore, as noticed by one of the followers of Piaget, the cognitive
structures of humans continue developing also in (late) adulthood (Erikson 1959).

Gestalt theory founded by Austro-Hungarian psychologist Wertheimer (along
with Kohler and Koffka) posits that the human mind organises and structures
knowledge by adding something to the learning experience to create a “meaningful
whole”, or “gestalt”, which represents a learner’s natural quest for holism
(Wertheimer 1922). Kéhler’s famous quote “the whole is other than the sum of its
parts” reflects the basic idea of gestalt psychology. The nature of the human mind,
according to gestaltists, demands each component of learning to be considered as
part of a holistic system of dynamic relationships (ibid 1922). Learning is always
needs-based and happens in relation to the existing context. Similar to Tolman
(neo-behaviourist views), gestalt educators would confront learners with an
ambiguous problem to trigger their curiosity and initiate the problem-solving
process (Mueller 2012).

2.1.3 Constructivist learning

The construction of one’s own reality and knowledge based on previous
experiences, cognitive structures, and beliefs as opposed to internalising
knowledge from the external environment is a hallmark of the constructivist
learning paradigm (Sackney and Mergel 2007). Hence, ontologically, learning fully
depends on an individual. This paradigm started to rise in the 1970s, during the
post-modern transition. The information society brought a new change to the idea
of the human being as a unique social actor with its own feelings, character and
experiences.

Two forms of constructivism can be distinguished — one with a cognitive focus
and the other with a socio-cultural focus (Hoy et al. 2013). The first is derived from
Piaget, engaging learners in sense-making activities that are shaped by prior
knowledge (Piaget 1976). It is also referred to as radical constructivism because it
still understands a human as a functionally closed cognitive system developing
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internal structures without external input (Mueller 2012). The latter acknowledges
the centrality of social and cultural contexts in learning concerning diversity, multi-
cultural, and interdisciplinary education, social justice, and is often called social
constructivism because it posits cognitive structures that are created socially (Hoy
et al. 2013). If Descartes’ famous expression “I think, therefore | am” still applies
to the cognitive form of constructivism, “I communicate, therefore I am” fits social
constructivism emphasising the novel aspect of learning (Mueller 2012).

There are three major theories that can be elicited to form the constructivist and
social constructivist paradigms — Lev Vygotsky’s activity theory, Carl Rogers’
humanism, and Malcolm Knowles’ andragogy, as well as two adjacent movements
that are classified as part of constructivism — praxeology (Ludvig von Mises) and
pragmatism (e.g. John Dewey).

Activity theory was developed in the 1920s and 1930s by representatives of the
Russian school of psychology, Leontyev and Rubinshtein, based on the work of
Vygotsky devoted to human development (Bedny and Meister 1997). In line with
the theory, human activity determines consciousness, not vice versa. This activity
starts with subjects (participants of a social system), who act upon objects
(representing goals that the subjects pursue), using mediating tools (technologies,
processes or authority) to achieve the desired goals or valuable outcomes (Park et
al. 2013; Vygotsky 1978). The learning that occurs during the activity is called
internalisation, while the end result or outcome, is externalisation (or artefact
creation) (Sackney and Mergel 2007). Therefore, learning happens through
purposeful behaviour and is tools-mediated spanning beyond reflexology.
Furthermore, this process always features the assistance of a more experienced and
knowledgeable individual; transference of knowledge can take place only when
connected to prior knowledge (ibid 2007). In a way, for the learning to progress
according to activity theory both behavioural and cognitive processes have to
combine in a constructivist setting, since it is always dynamic and socially situated,
involving change and development.

Praxeology, the study of human action founded by the Austrian economist von
Mises (1949), is conceptually close to activity theory. Human action is defined as
purposeful behaviour that is perceived as part of a mental structure. Praxis is also
an ego’s meaningful response to stimuli from an external environment — with an
aim to reach a goal or satisfy desires (Lackéus 2013). Praxeology, however, is not
concerned with motivations for actions and the meanings of one’s choices.

Another philosophical tradition consonant with the principles of constructivism
is pragmatism, which began in the US in the late 19th century. One of the prominent
names associated with the movement is John Dewey (1933; 1938), a philosopher,
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psychologist and educator who stood at the forefront of the progressive educational
thought that gradually developed into experiential learning theory (Kolb 1984) and
a range of related branches such as action-based learning (Rasmussen and Sgrheim
2006), problem and project-based learning, practice and work-based learning
(Hynes et al. 2011; Lee et al. 2010; Park et al. 2013), authentic competence-based
learning (Nab et al. 2010) and others. For that matter, Dewey is also sometimes
associated with the “learning-by-doing” concept in education, though, according to
Lackéus (2013), this widespread labelling was applied by later interpreters of
Dewey’s work. In the early 20th century, pragmatism challenged educational
practices that were widely accepted at the time; that is, neo-behaviourism and
cognitivism, in pre-supposing that education should mirror the complexities of life
and be linked to personal experiences, thereby being not a preparation for life, but
life itself (Sackney and Mergel 2007).

The humanist theory of learning developed by psychologists Carl Rogers and
Abraham Maslow defines learning as a process of self-actualisation and personal
growth meaningful for learners (Mueller 2012; Rogers 1969). Humanist pedagogy
educates autonomous learners assuming that people are proactive, determined and
responsible beings. This idea goes together well with the theory of adult learning —
andragogy, the development of which is credited to Knowles (1985). The theory
views learning as an entirely self-directed process happening in the social context,
where all responsibility for the outcomes rests with the learners. Andragogy and
humanism are both based on the idea that adults learn differently from children
(Hoy et al. 2013). More specifically, this idea builds on one of the epistemological
standpoints of constructivism that individual learning depends on intrinsic
motivation. Therefore, the degree of student maturity theoretically conditions their
learning in a constructivist pedagogy setting.

2.2 Teaching models in entrepreneurship for higher education

The archetypical supply, demand and competence teaching models in
entrepreneurship for higher education entered active discourse in the 2000s
(Béchard and Grégoire 2005b). The framework put forward operational and
ontological levels of teaching. The operational dimensions include teaching
objectives, knowledge emphasised, pedagogical methods and means as well as
forms of assessment. Philosophical paradigms, theoretical bases, educators’
conceptions about teaching, themselves, students, and about the knowledge taught
are the dimensions situated at the ontological level in the initial version of the
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framework. Different characteristics of the operational and ontological dimensions
represent didactical and pedagogical choices and actions of educators, which
converge into three teaching model archetypes that, in turn, find an expression in
EE (ibid 2005b). These archetypes were for the first time mentioned in Reboul’s
(1999/1980) work on the philosophy of education.

Béchard and Grégoire (2005b) conceived that the methods used to deliver
entrepreneurship content in higher education are the principal but not the only
criterion that allows drawing distinctions between different teaching models. In a
university or business school setting, the whole system of dimensions entailing the
interaction of didactics (e.g. teaching aims, content, target groups), pedagogy (e.g.
teaching methods and tools) and context (environment, infrastructure) should be
examined at the operational level (Blenker et al. 2008; Fayolle and Gailly 2008;
Béchard and Grégoire 2007). The practical interplay of methods with other
dimensions has not been researched extensively yet. Béchard and Grégoire (2007)
were the first to empirically illustrate the importing of the framework into EE by
exploring pedagogical innovations in four HEIs in North America and Europe.
Overall, in previous literature, “little evidence is provided regarding the adequacy
between methods used and audience specificities, methods and contents, methods
and institutional constraints” as fairly noticed by Fayolle (2013:5). However, as
we know from educational science, learning is likely to become a result of teaching,
when methods, plans, content, and other components of a study programme are
selected appropriately (Biggs 1999; Prosser and Trigwell 1999). Respective
teaching approaches become appropriate under certain starting conditions
pertaining to the study matter, aims, type of audience and expected outcomes.

Didactics concern educational design and are embedded in the curriculum
delivered, where teaching aims should be aligned with the outcomes expected,
content and type of knowledge emphasised (abstract or contextualised to a person,
situation or actions), and the composition of student groups (based on age, gender,
background discipline/specialisation or other criteria) exposed to a teaching
process. Didactics subsequently form the rationale for the delivery of study
programmes: implementing particular pedagogical methods and means, using
certain tools and technologies, and choosing the type of educational intervention
given the resources and options available. Depending on how well developed the
local EE ecosystem is, students can experience business model and prototype
testing, joint projects with companies, and other forms of outside classroom
learning. The teaching aims and the methods used to reach them demand the
evaluation of the attainment of the aims set or outcomes achieved. Methods of
assessment may vary from formal end-of-course examinations to feedback
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provision through mentoring, assessment of student performance in authentic
situations and reflections meant to serve the learning purpose. Didactics and
pedagogy clearly belong to the operational level of teaching (Béchard and Grégoire
2005b).

Contextual anchoring of pedagogical interventions embodied in the support
infrastructure comprises two related foci, according to Béchard and Grégoire
(2007): arrangements that support an intervention at the institutional and education
system levels. These include the degree of academic autonomy and the mission of
an HEI, the coordination mechanisms and practices of allocating resources, on the
one hand; and degree of autonomy from governments and of centralisation of the
higher education system and national policies towards innovation and
entrepreneurship, on the other hand. In this vein, the newer version of the teaching
models framework as of 2007 accounted for external influencers on pedagogical
innovations in EE not directly dependent upon educators. In terms of the EE design
and delivery articulated in this thesis, state or internal regulations and financing,
including education policy support, institutionalised support of student
entrepreneurship established within a particular school, the level of university-
industry cooperation and the EE infrastructure development, the educators’
recruitment criteria can play a significant role in pedagogical choices and condition
the creation of the respective learning environment (Fayolle 2013; Blenker et al.
2008). The learning environment itself features both physical and social aspects,
for instance, the classroom’s equipment, prototyping spaces, incubation facilities,
and attitude to learning, pro-activity and engagement of students, respectively.

The ontological level of teaching is known to manifest itself at the operational
level (Béchard and Grégoire 2005b). Hence, in order to draw conclusions about the
ontological preoccupations of educators, it is justifiable to focus primarily on the
operational dimensions and then extrapolate the obtained results to the higher order
ontological perspective. The operational level is also more viable to study
empirically as it directly concerns the everyday problems and needs of educators.
Yet, in terms of the ontological dimensions, the philosophical paradigm as
stipulated in the initial version of the teaching models framework as of 2005 can
be replaced with the learning paradigm. The learning paradigm acts as a mediator
between philosophical bases for teaching/learning (ontology, epistemology and
axiology) and actual methods and theories (Kyrd 2005). This accordingly pre-
supposes basic theories of learning that correspond to the teaching models. In
addition to the other ontological dimensions proposed originally, the general
approach to teaching, either content or process-driven, could be specified.
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Consideration of these dimensions is useful for the sake of building closer
connections between EE and the field of education.

The combined and adapted version of Béchard and Grégoire’s (2007, 2005b)
teaching models framework for EE pursued in this research project comprises six
operational dimensions: curriculum, methodology, assessment, environment,
regulations and financing. ‘Curriculum’ include teaching aims, group formation
and teaching content. ‘Methodology’ refers to methodological focus, methods and
means. ‘Assessment’ focuses on methods of assessment and measurement of EE
outcomes. ‘Regulations’ cover EE policy, support structures, and training of
educators. ‘Financing’ deals with budget allocations and EE-related income
generation. ‘Environment’ includes the social and physical settings and EE
ecosystem development. Therefore, the underpinnings of teaching and learning are
taken in combination with contextual anchoring as operational specificities and the
external dimensions more directed towards EE in comparison to the original
framework (ibid 2007). Then, the ontological level features another six dimensions:
dominant learning paradigm (behaviourism, cognitivism or constructivism) and
educational theory as a base (a set of respective learning theories), approach
(content or process-driven), and the educator’s and student’s conceptual roles in
the educational process. Please see Table 4, which describes every dimension
according to the teaching model.

How do the different characteristics and interaction of the dimensions express
the teaching models, and how does this link to the dominant learning paradigms?
What implications does this suggest for teaching entrepreneurship?

2.2.1 Supply model

The supply model can be related to the education “about” entrepreneurship teaching
mode, or, in Braun’s (2011) terms, represents the “container knowledge” approach
to EE, combining elements of the behaviourist and cognitivist learning paradigms.
It suggests a theoretical study of entrepreneurship rather than entrepreneurial
training, and is entirely teaching-centred; therefore, often boring for students (Fiet
2000b). The teaching process aims to explore the nature of entrepreneurship for
students, to provide them with best practice examples, to develop their critical
thinking based on a theoretical understanding of the phenomenon.



65

*(*018 ‘syJ0MIBU TUWINE ‘SB110}IRY UBISAP ‘Syded 8ouUaIas ‘si0jeqnaul
-a1d ‘Anisnpur pue sinauaidanjua yim uoiesadood) uoddns wesAsods 33 JuswadueApe
-9} ‘Uo11ed1uNLIWOd JUSPNIS-101eINPA JO 3sed ‘ANonuayiny 018 ‘sdwed diysinauaidanua
‘sge] BulAl] ‘SBUIBS WO0ISSE|I-40-1N0 10 PJepURIS Ul SUOISSSS Buluresl/sasse|d aAldeIail|

"WiaIsAs028 33 [ed0]
padojanapiapun ‘jrenald sprepuels
pue  Aujewio4  saseayiydure
8INJ03] pue SWOO0ISSB[D pJIepuElS

Wa1sAs02a
‘[eroos  ‘rearsAyd
“JUsWUOAIAUT

"WiaISAS
JUsWaINSeaW SaW0IN0 33 "salenpeld Jo
Bujoen wis-Huo Juswssesse Jaad pue

‘(Aanuns
Moeqpaa) 9sinod "B'8) SISIxe uswiainsesw
SBWooIN0  Jo wldoy awos (Buriojusw

"1SIX3 10U ABLU JUSLWIAINSLAWL

J|9S "SUOIIeNIIS JNUAYINE Ul 3dUBWIONad ybnolyy 'B'8) BaAIRWIO) puUBR BAIRWIWNG  SAWO0JINQ "BAITRLILINS $)S8] ‘slex] JUBUSSASSY
*019 ‘diysiojusw "SaNSIIB1oRIRYD SIUBPNIS *019 ‘S|eNnSIA
‘Burjjapow ssauisnq ‘suoie|NWIS U0 paseq uononnsul  aloyaq padojeasp  -oipne  Buluaisiy pue  Buiydrem
‘saluedwoo-lulL  [eal U0 [eNMIA  3q PInoys 018 ‘saurelp Buiuies) ‘sdiysutaul  ‘Buiuueld  ssauisng  ‘suoissnasip
‘sdwed Y-z ‘uoiregnaul ‘suoniiedwod pue ‘Buiuueld  sseuisng  ‘sayoud  Jojeas|a  ‘ydom  dnoub  ssejo-ul  ‘salpnis
sge] diysinauaidaua ‘Swies) UOIRAOUUI ‘S31egap Oljewayl ‘Salpnls ased ‘suoljewlue ased ‘sesloloxa BUIAjOS ‘SY0001xal
‘saluedwiod  yum  spoafoud  ay-fesy  ‘suonepnuils ‘sdul plald ‘sreurwss ‘sainiosT  Buipesal ‘SIeuIwas ‘sain1oa
*Bulutes) paseq-wsajqoid ‘10afoid Yiom :Abobepad paseq-aousiiadx3
“JUBWIUOJIAUS Buluies] [eidads JO UOIEaID "JUSLLUOIIAUS [RUISIUI PUR [BUIIXS JO UOIIR[3I
pue wea)] e ul Juswdojanap-49s Jo/pue sjeoh jusniBuod-4jas 0 JuswaAalyde Hunioddns ‘leanaloay} ‘BuuIy}
‘(shem  1eonuo  Buidojansp  ‘uononpoidal
‘uononpodd Mmau Ul sallosly) pjo jo uonesidde ‘'69) pue  uoissiwsuesr  abpajmouy sueaw
pue Burjiomau ‘uoiredIUNWWOd  uoneluswadxa ‘uonelojdxs Buisiseydws ‘spoyiawl :snooy
Buisiseydwa  ‘moy-mouy  Buidolanag  ‘ebpsimouy  Buiuedwi Agq  Buluayibusns :ABojopoyis|N
‘Pan|os "Spaau ,SIUBPNIS AQ pPaulyap JUBU0D "yoseasal
aq 01 swiajgoud aj1j-Jeal Ag pauljap 1UsIU0D ‘Allfeuosiad [einauaidanui<- Apejoyss Agq paulsp  usuod
‘pappaquia si Areun|diasipisiu] "9o119e4d U0y saniunuioddo apiaoad pue ‘syuapnis Jo sdno.b snousbowoH
"Inauaidanui<- wsljelnauaidanua JenpiAlpul dojensp o1 ‘Allfeuosiad ajqeabpajmoudi<- uoIeW.Io}

‘18109 Bulures| [enualiadxa ayl ol
pajelbiaqul — Bunossal pue Buiop ‘Bunjuiyy
‘Buimousy] suonae 10} abpajmouy Bunsixe
asiuefioal 10 8Jeald pue alenjeAs 0]

‘sinaualdaljus awW02ag 0} SJUSPNIS dJeAIOW
pue alidsul o] ‘asA[eue pue puelsispun
‘diysinauaidanua Jo aonoeid pue Aloayl
1noge abpajmouy asiuebio ‘Buiuesw anlb o]

"Sysel
a1dwis ui [eualew [eanalosyy Ajdde
pue Jaqwiawai 0] ‘diysinauaidanua
JO aimeu a8y aloidxe ol

dnoJb ‘qusiuod
‘SaW0aINo/swWie
Buiyoea) |eiausb
:wnpnaLLUNg

19A8] [euonesadQ

33 Ul sjapow Buiyoes) Jo suolsuswIq ‘v 9|qe.L




66

*3]qIsuodsal pue juapuadapul
‘abpajmouy JO U0NLaId-00 ‘dAlredidnled
"diysinauaidanus ur adusLIadxa

AAISUAIXe  Buiney  ‘lsules]  mojj9)
‘4oe0d  ‘JUENSUOD  ‘lojusw  ‘I0JelIjIoed

‘pasuad-wes] "ssadoid
e se diysinauaidanus  Bulousuadxe

AQ 1X8lU0d [euonen)S B Ul SJUSPNIS
10 8s1uadxa dojansp 0 "UBALIP-SS890.d
AbBobeipuy

wisiuewnH

A10ay) Bulules| jenusiiadxs ‘wsiewbeld
ABojoaxeld

K10ay) AuAndy

WSIANONASUOD [RI00S

(£T02) "1e 10 BSUIjZOY Ul pasn ApJed {(q5002) 84106919 pue preydag wol) pardepe :821n0S

"9PIM ‘aA1RIaURB ‘BANOY
‘diysinauaidanus

ABobepad ul paoualladxe
Jauresy  pue  Jojonasul
‘pasjuad-autesa ‘yred
[enaualdanua ajqissod 1oy uoneridoidde-
pue A1aA03s1p-113s Jo ssa204d ay1 ybnoayy ob
suapnis djay 0 "uaALIp-ssa204d pue Juslu0)
Aloay) Bulules| jenusiiadx3

ABojoaxeid

wisiuewnH

1Je1s96 ‘Alosy Juswdojanap aaniubo)
A103y1 aAnIuboo |e1oos

pue
* Japesjisayo,,

WISIAIIONIISUOD pue WSIAIIUB0D
"diysinauaidanua

Jlwapede ‘sino- pue syo-uids ‘sigysueny ABojouydssy pue abpswmouy 33 ybnoayl
uoneJauab awoau| Aljiqeureisns pue Alljigeeds Bulinsus $821n0saJ JO UOIRIIPaP ‘.. PlIOM
aJl],, [eunauaidanus JO uone NS d1rewslsAs — juswdojdAsp 33 Joy Moddns [eutsiu]

"Abobepad pue pjaly ays ul paouaLiadxe

S10]edNpa  JO  JusWIINIdSY  "SI0YRONpa
Joj  sswuweiboid  Buluren  Jenbay
"S9IUAY  ‘SIleyd  ‘SUOISIAIp  AJOSIApe
pue uoddns  onewsasAs  -ssnuoud

Ad1jod uoneonpa dol sy Jo suo SI 33

"eLI1LID
juswiInIoal 8yl Jo auo sI ABobepad pue
pIa1 8y ul adualiadxs ‘si01eanpa Jo Bulures]
|ea1Bobepad "swuapnis 10} sainonas uoddns
10 s8dIAIes Auosinpe 1sije1oads “sanuond
S,WwalsAs uoneonpa 8yl JOo auo SI 33

‘palwI| Jayred ‘anndaoal ‘aAlssed
‘diysinauaidanus

ur  aousiadxa  eondeld  aAey
jou Aew 10j10NASuUl pue Jajuasald
QETIUER]

-Jayoea] -uouswouayd 2JIWou0d’s
[eaisse[d e se diysinauaidanua
urejdxa ol "UBALIP-1USIUOD
A1oay) Juswidolansp aaniubo)
A10ay1 anniuboa [e1oos
WSLINOIARYSQG-03N

Buruonipuod elsdo

Buluonipuos [eaisse|d

wsIANIUBOI pue WsLINoIAeYag

‘uoljeJauab awodul Jo suesw
© PaJapISu0d 10U SI pue $321N0Sal J0
uo1edo|[e sy} ui Aiord e jou st 33

"ausinbaiaid
e jou sI diys-e ul dusuadxe
‘s10122NpPa 10} sawweiboud Buluren
1s1jeads oN |I3H ue 1o Agijod
uoleanpa ayl Jo Ajlionid e iou st 33

3104 S,1UapNIS

9]0J S,101e3Np3

yoeouddy

aseq
A1oay} uorreanpg
(s)wbipered
Buluies)
weulwog

uolresauah awooul
‘uonedole 18bpng
:Buroueuly

s107e0NpPa
Jo Buluren
‘saInjonns
1oddns
‘Aorjod 33
:suone|nbay

[9A3] [e2160]01UO



67

The methodological focus is put on knowledge transmission, appraisal and
reproduction (Braun 2011; Lébler 2006). The methods applied are mainly lectures
and seminars, where students solve exercises and use knowledge about
entrepreneurship to solve case study problems. The model features summative
assessment — through exams and tests — comparing results with some standard
benchmark (Béchard and Grégoire 2005b). The system of measuring factual
outcomes after graduation does not exist.

The supply model can often be traced in traditional universities. It features no
considerable financial or regulatory support from management or targeted EE
policy. Teaching takes place in a standard classroom or lecture amphitheatre and
in a homogeneous group of students; for example, all doing a bachelor’s degree in
“International Business”. The educators usually do not possess experience in
entrepreneurship. They may act as presenters and ordinary instructors. They tend
to be dominant (but necessarily have to) and determine or decide what and how to
learn. The role of students changes from passive and perceptive to analytical and
critical. They mostly listen, read, process large amounts of information, memorise,
and correct mistakes based upon formal assessments. The course content is pre-
defined by scholarly research and existing theory, but the ontological approach to
teaching is content-driven.

The behaviourist paradigm in the supply model is visible in formal instruction
and purposeful conditioning of a certain way of thinking and understanding the
reality. In Skinnerian consequences-based behaviour, teachers obligatorily set the
objectives of the desirable behaviour to be achieved and reinforced by learners.
Thorndike’s idea of the external stimuli that determine behaviour implies that
learning can be manipulated through the positive control meaning, where satisfying
behaviour strengthens learning and should be reinforced, while unsatisfying
behaviour including mistakes should be avoided (Mueller 2012). Punishments in
the form of lowered grades, if this takes place, condition failure-avoidance reflexes.
The behaviourist features of the supply model are compatible with the strategic
adaptation perspective in the world of the entrepreneur where right or wrong
individual decisions lead to successes or failures. However, it does not fit well with
entrepreneurial reality for obvious reasons.

Some features of classical conditioning are always present in the learning
process, either in a positive or negative manner. For instance, if an educator is
particularly keen on her subject and inspires students to learn, whenever they
encounter the subject in the future, they will associate it with the feeling of
enthusiasm and inspiration, and sense those feelings. If a teacher, on the contrary,
is authoritarian and relies mainly on the punishment-reward principles, students
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might associate the subject with a sense of rigidity and obligation. Therefore, one
who teaches entrepreneurship is expected to be passionate about the subject to
attain better outcomes for learners other conditions being equal. In a similar vein,
from the cognitivist perspective, social models are more likely to become sources
of learning, when the learners associate certain status, power, competence or other
distinctive features with them (meaningful effects) (Sackney and Mergel 2007).
Therefore, an entrepreneurship educator can act as a role model in entrepreneurial
learning. This is even more important to consider in the demand model.

Cognitivism in the supply model questions what happens inside learners’ heads.
It shifts the focus from the stimulus-response principle, which does not always
result in learning, to a surface or deeper cognitive understanding of the subject
matter that gets stored in the short- or long-term memory (Mueller 2012; Sackney
and Mergel 2007). The most common applications of the cognitivist theories teach
students how to remember, organise and process information, elaborate upon as
well as apply it (Hoy et al. 2013). The level of entrepreneurial knowledge resulting
from EE obviously depends on how respective teaching methods are enacted. For
instance, business planning can be a formal assignment where students familiarise
themselves with the notions of the vision and mission of an organisation, cash flow,
balance sheet, etc. and submit individual plans based on that. Alternatively, it can
be a group work based on a particular case or a new idea that stimulates more
discussion and thought processes making it compatible with the world of cognition,
its linear phase specifically. Within this teaching model, the practical application
of theory is, however, limited to in-class settings.

All in all, the supply model that features elements of behaviourism and
cognitivism can be useful for learning to understand entrepreneurship followed by
further levels — learning to become entrepreneurial and learning to become an
entrepreneur (Hytti et al. 2004; Gorman et al. 1997).

2.2.2 Demand model

The demand model stands on the principles of late cognitivism and constructivism.
Students are in the centre of this model as prospective or acting founders/team
members of a company within their biography and social setting (Mdller and
Diensberg 2011). The model embraces the worlds of (non-linear) cognition and
process, and runs in the education through entrepreneurship mode. Educators make
and let students experience elements of the entrepreneurial process both inside and
outside the classroom. Teaching is conceived in terms of developing and
supporting the environment that enables the appropriation of knowledge, while the
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curricular focus rests with entrepreneurial personality development, facilitation of
self-discovery and self-appropriation in students. The approach to teaching is both
content and process-driven.

Teaching within the model aims to increase motivation in choosing
entrepreneurship as a possible career path, to develop the sense of initiative and
entrepreneurial attitude, knowledge, and the skills of students applicable in various
settings (Béchard and Grégoire 2005b). It strives to make the learning experience
meaningful by organising knowledge about theory and the practice of
entrepreneurship, letting students understand, analyse and reflect upon their own
learning, forming a holistic picture (or an entrepreneurial gestalt) (Fiet 2000b;
Piaget 1929; Wertheimer 1922). It focuses on individual and group behaviour, life
plans, and value creation calling for active knowledge construction combining the
elements of the theory of cognitive development and gestalt (late cognitivism),
praxeology, humanism and experiential learning theory (constructivism).
Respectively, methods applied within this model are meant to encourage
exploration, discussion and experimentation: field trips, simulations, thematic
debates at roundtables, elevator pitches, role plays, internships, reflections, to
mention a few. Business planning and case studies are also applicable as long as
they are delivered in a constructivist spirit. Teaching in the demand model takes
the form of training and facilitation. Assessment is not only summative, but also
formative. Formative assessment is feedback-driven and aims to help students
realise their own strengths and weaknesses, provide personalised solutions to the
learning challenges. Concept maps, reflections and any work submitted for
intermediary feedback are the examples of formative assessment methods.

Authentically, learning content and methods should be selected beforehand
based on student demands to ensure accommodation of new information into the
cognitive structures of the learners in this teaching model (Sackney and Mergel
2007; Béchard and Grégoire 2005b). The theory calls for the adaptation of teaching
materials to the developmental stage of the learners in order for them to
accommodate the new information thereby supporting the transfer and interference
effects (Sackney and Mergel 2007). Piaget’s theory coupled with gestaltists” views
underlines the idea of cognitivism that the cognitive processes are, in principle,
controlled by the learners. The modification of the cognitive structures and the
organisation of knowledge into a gestalt also means that learning involves the
active construction of knowledge (Mueller 2012; Piaget 1929; Wertheimer 1922).
However, knowledge construction is conceived as an individual task although often
enacted in group settings as the respective teaching methods foresee.
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Within this model, higher demands are set for educators. They are expected to
possess practical experience in entrepreneurship and its pedagogy to bring real-life
examples into the classroom and share their expertise, to have a professional
network of entrepreneurs to involve in EE. The educators are not only instructors
as in the supply model, but mainly trainers and facilitators. The demand model is a
step forward towards the wide, active and generative role of students, where they
are acting, thinking, knowing and reflecting on their learning experience.

In terms of the external dimensions, EE programmes and courses that fall under
the demand model are well-integrated into the entrepreneurship support systems
within HEIs; for example, specialist advisory services, clubs and societies, as well
as within the EE ecosystem (e.g. alumni networks, cooperation with industry and
entrepreneurs). The school management dedicates resources for EE development
systematically that also secures regulatory support at the government level. EE is
one of the education system’s priorities. Entrepreneurship educators have
opportunities to build on their expertise by attending specialist pedagogical
training.

2.2.3 Competence model

Finally, the competence model is concerned with developing entrepreneurial
competences for venture creation and is concordant with the social constructivist
paradigm. The education for entrepreneurship teaching mode and the world of
method come into play here. Teaching takes the forms of coaching, training and
mentoring (Muller and Diensberg 2011; Lobler 2006), ensuring self-directed and
experiential learning for students with the aim of making them apply knowledge
that is given when needed, and change or create new knowledge (Heinonen and
Poikkijoki 2006) that is socially or team-embedded. Knowledge acquired by the
learners, based on situational needs during this process, is much more valuable than
that readily prepared and transmitted during standard lectures because it is applied
instantly and stays in the long-term memory (Mueller 2012).

Within the interactive and authentic learning environment, the model foresees
experiencing the entrepreneurial process, interdisciplinary teamwork and
university-industry cooperation, including novel platforms such as innovation
factories, venture and living labs, science and technology parks among others
(Lobler 2006). Given that deep and meaningful learning usually occurs during
periods of confusion, through reflection upon and resolution of cognitive conflict,
either the created environment or the tasks and projects learners complete are
supposed to confront them with a novel situation pushing them out of comfort
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zones thereby extending the boundaries (Sackney and Mergel 2007). Constructivist
learning involves a great amount of teamwork, encourages questioning,
experimentation, reflection, process-based feedback, and revolves around solving
real-life problems (Park et al. 2013). Some of the typical teaching methods in this
model are the creation of student enterprises, 24hr entrepreneurship camps, and
real-live projects with companies, mentorship, and others. Unlike in the supply
model, the students are allowed to make mistakes and are encouraged to celebrate
them as the reality is always uncertainty-led, and mistakes are to be learnt from
(Lobler 2006). Activities exploring and being based on contradictions, change, and
dynamism are often called entrepreneurial, but they also make up the axiological
standpoints of the constructivist paradigm (Murphy et al. 2006; Kyré 2005).

Assessment practices in this model emphasise performance in authentic
situations. Self and peer assessment is used commonly, and the long-term tracking
of student results is habitual. That said, as opposed to the supply model which
entitles teachers to exercise full control over student learning, in constructivism
teachers cannot access the learners’ minds, and therefore, the outcomes are
essentially subjective. Yet, social constructivism still accounts for the value of the
written or verbal reflections of the learners (Mueller 2012). This adds the flavour
of subtleness to the evaluation of the outcomes in the competence model as well as
the demand model, to an extent.

Along with the demand model, it is characterised by the ease of communication
between educators and students, internal managerial support for EE development
and systematic stimulation of entrepreneurial “life world” (Gibb 2005). HEIls
dedicate resources to EE development to ensure income generation through
entrepreneurial activity — knowledge and technology transfers, spin-out companies
and/or academic entrepreneurship. The model is driven by the process perspective
of entrepreneurship, and the programme content is defined by real-life problems
and needs. Educators see themselves as facilitators, coaches, mentors and/or fellow
learners. They are supposed to establish an atmosphere of mutual trust and respect,
become equally accepted members among self-directed learners who take on a
participative role in the co-creation of knowledge (Rogers 1969).

The implementation of the competence model features strong regulatory and
ecosystem support. Similar to the demand model, here EE is prioritised in the state
education policy. Within an HEI, EE is institutionalised in the respective chairs,
divisions and support centres. Effective implementation of teaching methods
outside the classroom logically depends on the strength of the university-industry
cooperation. The availability of EE infrastructure (e.g. design factories, science
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parks, incubators) through which educators can leverage experiential learning
methods, is another characteristic of the model.

It should be fairly acknowledged that hybrid models that feature elements of
adjacent models are more likely to be encountered in practice, namely, the supply-
demand and demand-competence models alongside learning paradigms
overlapping each other. What is more, in the existing diversity of EE programmes,
a supply-competence hybrid is also possible as Béchard and Grégoire (2007)
demonstrate. The distinction between “hybrid” and “pure” models is sometimes a
matter of expository convenience (ibid 2005b), but, to a varying degree, all three
models and paradigms can be present in entrepreneurship teaching practice. A
simple illustration of the presence of the behaviourist paradigm in the competence
model is the application of operant conditioning, whereby a positive attitude to
failure is reinforced through allowing students to fail multiple times successfully
thus conditioning the will to learn from and through challenging situations.

Alignment of dimensional characteristics to comply with a particular model is
considered crucial for effective interventions, as education research suggests
(Ramsden 2003, in Béchard and Grégoire 2005b; Biggs 1999). Béchard and
Grégoire (2007) demonstrate that pedagogical innovations tend to gravitate
towards discrete configurations of these characteristics by identifying the dominant
teaching models used in four programmes in North America and Europe. Drawing
upon this work, the authors distinguish several types of coherence: between the
ontological and operational elements (within the model), between the arrangements
at the institutional and education system levels, and between the teaching model
and the two types of arrangements that support it. However, if the notion of multi-
level coherence translates into the quality of intervention as measured by student
outcomes, it is still open to empirical tests of whether coherence or even
incoherence could ultimately work better and what types. To take a step further in
applying Béchard and Grégoire’s framework, this research evaluates the outcomes
associated with traditional and experiential EE.

Owing to the solid educational basis, the teaching models framework can be a
fruitful way of classifying EE programmes and courses. Despite its usefulness for
designing and evaluating educational interventions, it has been somewhat
neglected in the EE literature. In the meantime, the framework is a reliable basis
for mapping EE interventions in different countries and regions, and for empirically
validating hypotheses about the outcomes associated with different forms of EE.
Taking the dichotomy of experiential and traditional EE that is essentially easier to
work with, it has straightforward parallels with the teaching models. Experiential
EE as such denotes the application of experience-based pedagogy, which is an
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umbrella term that encompasses the existing and evolving variety of branches:
work, project, practice, problem-based and other forms of experiential learning
(Hynes et al. 2011; Lee et al. 2010; Nab et al. 2010); methods modelling
entrepreneurship and working life, participative methods streamed from these
branches (Akola and Heinonen 2008). On the continuum of theoretically and
practically-oriented courses (e.g. Piperopoulos and Dimov 2014), the supply model
strives towards a traditional end, the demand and competence teaching models
strive towards an experiential end. Therefore, experiential EE can be defined as a
process of equipping students with entrepreneurial competences in line with
demand, demand-competence or competence teaching models (Béchard and
Grégoire 2005b; QAA 2012). Traditional EE, in turn, falls under supply and
supply-demand models. This working definition is followed throughout the thesis.

Pursuit of a certain approach, teaching model or hybrid that dominates in one’s
practice is empirically diagnosable. The pedagogical choices of educators made
either consciously or by chance are expected to be associated with factual outcomes
for learners. As has been pointed out, experiential learning approach is advocated
to be the most appropriate for EE. The main reason is quite obvious and pragmatic
— deriving better or higher level outcomes — entrepreneurial competences that are
required for setting up a new private venture or for identifying/creating and
exploiting opportunities in other contexts (e.g. employment, private life). Demand-
competence models accord well with the nature of entrepreneurial learning in the
world of entrepreneurship as a method, but is it universally applicable? This
question is elaborated upon in the following sub-chapter.

2.3 Experiential nature of entrepreneurial learning

“Entrepreneurship is neither a science nor an art. It’s a practice.” The quote by
Drucker (1985:30) does a good job in pointing out that entrepreneurship differs
from other social disciplines. This is not to claim that scientific method is irrelevant
for the field, but to underline that entrepreneurship primarily favours applied
research and is experience-driven. Drawing upon Fisher (2012), Sarasvathy and
Venkataraman (2011), Heinonen et al. (2011), Fillis and Rentschler (2010), Bennis
and O’Toole (2005), Bhave (1994), and Ronstadt (1987), general entrepreneurship
practice is always process-related and can be characterised by the following
features:

e creation of new values and/or needs;

e strong personality and human factors;
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o complexity and non-linearity of decisions;

o randomness, uncertainty and ambiguity embedded in the wider social and

business contexts, high risk-factor;

o heuristics and dynamism, environment with changing conditions and “rules

of the game”;

¢ unexpected changes of perceptions and priorities of individuals;

¢ high dependence on personal networks;

e on-going competition or collaboration for customers/market share;

o feedback-driven and iterative;

e suits motivated and determined individuals.

In a similar fashion, one can hardly grasp how to confront these features
constructively from a theoretical viewpoint, having not experienced them or having
not worked under the respective conditions. Tackling the heuristic environment
with no evident and logically deductible solutions obviously requires special
competences, idiosyncratic cognition and behaviour (Holcomb et al. 2009; Baron
2004; Baron 2000). Due to the limited understanding of how to teach
entrepreneurship, scholars often turn to acting entrepreneurs in search of patterns
of learning (e.g. Cope 2011; Man 2006; Cope and Watts 2000). That is why
“entrepreneurial learning” carries a double meaning: how entrepreneurs learn
outside the education system and how students learn entrepreneurship at any
educational level (Lackéus 2013). Nevertheless, the mainstream EE literature sees
entrepreneurial learning as a social learning process based on experience (e.g.
Holcomb et al. 2009; Krueger 2007; Rae 2006; Minniti and Bygrave 2001). This
conditions and challenges best pedagogical practices to match known cognitive
phenomena and beyond (Krueger 2007).

New theories (at the time) that formed the world of entrepreneurship as method,
including effectuation and bricolage (e.g. Fisher 2012; Baker and Nelson 2005),
entered entrepreneurship research because they provided better qualitative
explanations of the cognition and behaviour of entrepreneurs. Entrepreneurship is
socio-constructivist by definition, hence, the traditional causation-only approach to
education can be regarded as either insufficient or unsuitable (Bruyat and Julien
2000). Until now, the dominant advocacy of experiential learning in EE research
comes as no surprise. Simultaneously, experience-based learning is relevant for
psychology, law, linguistics and other social sciences equally well, not to mention
some exact sciences, such as medicine or chemistry. However, the share of
experiential learning in the exact sciences is likely to be considerably smaller due
to the vast amount of theory one has to acquire. That being said, learning for
potential entrepreneurs still differs insofar as it demands practice in the absence of
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fundamental theory or ready prescriptions of success because every experience is
unique and non-replicable, including failures.

It is recognised that entrepreneurs think and act differently than other people
(Baron 2000; Baron 1998). At the dawn of the growth in the field, Gartner (1988)
established that behaviour is the key — instead of looking at personality traits (i.e.
trying to answer who an entrepreneur is), researchers should ask how entrepreneurs
behave and what they do. This created a major shift in the literature from the world
of the entrepreneur to the worlds of process and cognition. While some differences
in personality traits may well hold — the need for achievement, risk- and
responsibility-acceptance, and tolerance of ambiguity (Rotter 1966; McClelland
1961) — the main cognitive, affective, and consequently, behavioural differences
come from entrepreneurs acting in an uncertain, penurious and demanding
environment (Baron 2008; Krueger 2007; Baron 2004). Entrepreneurs are more
likely to be exposed to a range of psychological biases, including over-confidence,
counterfactual thinking, planning fallacies, illusions of control and self-
justifications (Baron 2004; Baron 1998). However, they might also be more
resistant to them (Baron 2000). Only by realising these biases and learning to deal
with them as part of daily life, and to derive useful senses, can novices progress
into experts (Krueger 2007; Cope and Watts 2000). Only through learning-by-
doing or direct observations can one understand how to become entrepreneurial
(Minniti and Bygrave 2001). During critical developmental experiences analogous
to those that acting entrepreneurs confront, can learners in education “resolve
discrepancies and contradictions in their constructed knowledge base” (Krueger
2007:125) and transform and grow into entrepreneurial individuals (Minniti and
Bygrave 2001). This way, they understand the changes that are happening during
the learning process and the changes required to become more expert.

One can study business modelling or planning and the principles of pitching
business ideas, listen for success stories from acting entrepreneurs, read and
critically discuss iconic academic papers in entrepreneurship, and so on. Yet, in
line with the dominant logic, activities of this kind (i.e. falling under the “about”
teaching mode, supply and supply-demand teaching models) trigger only surface
learning, the direct outcomes of which get forgotten easily like higher maths unless
practiced regularly. The demand-competence and competence models, on the
contrary, ensure learning environments that mirror reality by breaking down
borders between educational, social and professional life, and therefore,
conditioning a deeper level of learning, which stays in the long-term memory.
Naturally, the more one practices, the more expert one becomes, as in any applied
discipline. However, meaningful evolution and transference of entrepreneurial
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competences, including cognitive structures and deep beliefs, which determine
behaviour, is rendered possible in a constructivist setting that is quite challenging
to provide within the formal education system, presumably, not least of all due to
the influence of external dimensions, such as state education policy and funding
for EE.

2.3.1 Reflection on the best-fit teaching model

In light of the experiential nature of entrepreneurial learning, the appropriateness
of the demand, demand-competence and competence models for EE is almost
straightforward. At the same time, there seem to be no evident theoretical reasons
to disregard other models as excessive under certain conditions. The main
discussion point of the prevailing contemporary interpretation and positioning of
the (socio-) constructivist principles as the one and only in EE is a somewhat
insufficient consideration of the premises embedded in the underlying theories and
the preparedness of learners for certain forms of intervention.

As follows from the discussed theories and paradigms drawn from the
psychology of learning and education, the constructivist and social constructivist
paradigms are implicitly focused on experienced individuals, not complete novices
in any study field (Hoy et al. 2013). In order to be able to take responsibility for
one’s own learning, become a self-directed learner in EE, one should be motivated
and determined, predisposed towards entrepreneurship, and have prior
competences to capitalise upon. Alternatively, one should be prepared for this type
of learning as part of the educational process. Therefore, the competence model
alone might not be universally efficient and effective for different socio-
demographic groups of learners and conditions. Its appropriateness can be
particularly questionable in the case of undergraduate students or secondary school
pupils, especially if they were not exposed to experiential learning before and/or
are not familiar with the subject matter. The principles of self-directedness, new
knowledge construction based on previous experiences, cognitive structures, and
beliefs link back to the theories of adult learning. Hence, regardless of its
compatibility with the nature of entrepreneurial learning, following the demand-
competence or competence model as the one and only might not yield the expected
results. Expressing this idea figuratively, to master thinking outside the box, it is
necessary to be able to think inside the box. A similar concern was conveyed by
Fayolle and Gailly (2008:579), who noticed that learning-by-doing is often praised
by entrepreneurship educators, but caution is urged in configuring EE interventions
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because active methods might be “well suited to some pedagogical situations’ and
“particularly inappropriate in the others”.

The entrepreneurial learning architecture from scratch is complex, comprising
experiential, vicarious as well as theoretical learning (Holcomb et al. 2009). Such
factors as the intervention volume, available resources, and educational level and
background of learners (e.g. entrepreneurship-related or not), should influence
educators’ choice of teaching model or the right balance of traditional and
experiential methods. The less one knows and the further one’s background is from
entrepreneurship, the more of the supply-demand and demand model interventions
s/he might need, which would develop declarative knowledge and evoke a positive
attitude towards entrepreneurship. Mature and experienced learners with prior
knowledge about the subject should benefit more from demand-competence and
competence model interventions that put stronger emphasis on developing
entrepreneurial skills, or procedural knowledge. Although the intervention volume
imposes known limitations on novices, and they are very likely to forget the
material learnt within the traditional approach, subtle outcomes are attained
(Vermunt 1996). This allows the learners entering the further developmental
process to engage in more meaningful experiential learning. A direct analogue
would be an outcome from a higher education degree in a specialist field, where
one does not work. Most of the learning material is forgotten, but a subtle value
that benefited the personality is produced, not counting the diploma as a tangible
output. Above all, traditional learning targets general intellectual development.
Learning within the cognitivist paradigm is also diverse and can be either surface
or deep. It can unfold one’s creativity, wittiness, develop thinking skills to deduct,
induct, and create one’s own intellectual realities... “What matters is never a
technique per se but rather the spirit in which the technique is used” (Frankl
1988:29).

This chapter established closer conceptual connections betweem the teaching
models in entrepreneurship for higher education with the dominant learning
paradigms thus strengthening the pedagogical side of EE. It introduced the adapted
version of Béchard and Grégoire’s framework and presented the dimensional
characteristics of each model. This directly informs the wider integrative
framework for evaluating the outcomes of EE (Chapter 4) and serves as a guide for
classifying the EE courses analysed empirically in the thesis (Chapter 6). The
operational and ontological dimensions of the teaching models, types of coherence
within the models and between the dimensions ground the discussion about
educators’ practices and learners’ outcomes associated with traditional and
experiential EE (Chapter 8).
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3 OVERVIEW OF ENTREPRENEURSHIP
EDUCATION IMPACT STUDIES

The importance of evaluating educational outcomes is, on the one hand, generic
and applies to every discipline from physics to arts. A responsible and curious
educator finds out whether her educational practice impacts students as planned
and desired. Study programme leaders make the relevant adjustments in curricula
and methodology. Admission offices often rely on impact figures when marketing
programmes. On the other hand, the assessment of the outcomes of EE has become
increasingly important since entrepreneurship as a discipline in business schools
and universities started spreading at an exponential rate in mid-1990s (Katz 2003;
Solomon 2007; Wilson 2008). In Europe, entrepreneurship and education are
among the fundamental elements of the long-term regional development strategy
for inclusive growth (EC 2010a). Education is the primary pillar in the
“Entrepreneurship 2020 Action Plan” for reigniting entrepreneurial spirit. In view
of this growth, the evaluation of the outcomes of EE is both topical and practical.
To date, a multitude of studies on the impact or outcomes of EE exist. The terms
“impact” and “outcomes” tend to be used interchangeably in the literature as well
as in this work although they may have different connotations; for example, not
every outcome is an impact. The very first approaches to evaluation in EE were
somewhat formal and driven by accepted quality standards; for example, ranking
study programmes based on certain criteria, such as leadership (administrator
commitment), strategic and operational planning (how programmes set
development directions and planning requirements), as well as school performance
and student focus, among others (Vesper and Gartner 1997). As the field of
entrepreneurship was starting to gain legitimacy in 1990s, psychology-driven
models of EE outcomes or impact measurement entered the literature. Such
measures as entrepreneurial self-efficacy, attitudes and intentions became very
common (e.g. Bandura 1994; Boyd and Vozikis 1994). Later, a competence-based
approach derived from educational sciences appeared, putting forward
entrepreneurial knowledge, skills and attitudes as the main measures (e.g. Fisher et
al. 2008; Kraiger et al. 1993). In the meantime, the number of start-ups or self-
employed individuals served as a universally accepted measure (Mwasalwiba
2010). Concurrently, discussions about “the teachability dilemma of
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entrepreneurship” (Haase and Lautenschlager 2011:175) continued, ranging from
research in quantitative genetics to studies among active entrepreneurs (e.g.
Teigland et al. 2011; Wadhwa et al. 2009). Despite the fact that this research niche
is already rather crowded, the results of the studies on EE outcomes vary.
Furthermore, there are still several gaps this doctoral thesis aims to bridge.

This chapter is organised along the following lines. First, it elaborates upon the
teachability of entrepreneurship as a discipline. Then, it critically reviews selected
studies on the impact of EE and their findings to build a discussion background.
The selection covers mainstream groups of measures in EE research, and is geared
towards experiential interventions, and includes qualitative studies. The discussion
extends to insights into the outcomes of activity-based learning from other
disciplines. Finally, the chapter emphasises the key gaps and challenges in the
evaluation of outcomes for entrepreneurship educators and researchers.

3.1 “The teachability dilemma” of entrepreneurship

The question “Is entrepreneurship teachable?” was admitted obsolete over a decade
ago (Kuratko 2005). Nevertheless, researchers, educators, students and other
stakeholders continue to debate whether entrepreneurs are born or made and
whether it is nature or nurture that determines one’s ability to build a (successful)
career in entrepreneurship (e.g. Haase and Lautenschlager 2011; Henry et al. 2005;
Jack and Anderson 1999). The very first influence that nature has on humans is the
fact of birth from a certain pair of parents. With this, an individual receives a
combination of genes and the conditions under which he or she is raised. Therefore,
studies that explore the association of genetic factors with entrepreneurial
behaviour are indicative. Further, education and work history for acting and/or
well-established entrepreneurs and self-employed individuals and their career paths
can be informative and can shed more light on “the born or made dilemma”.
Studies in the field of quantitative genetics have arguably reached the forefront
of entrepreneurship research rather quickly with the ambitious aim of discovering
the entrepreneurship gene (Nicolaou et al. 2011; Van der Loos et al. 2011). While
scientists in the related newly established branch of quantitative genetics called
“gentreprenomics” are still working on this task, genetic influence on self-
employment has already been detected. Nicolaou et al. (2008) compared the
entrepreneurial activity of 870 pairs of monozygotic (identical, share 100% of their
genes) and 857 pairs of same-sex dizygotic (each shared 50% with the other) twins
from the UK, who grew up in similar environments. The study examined the most
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common operationalisations of entrepreneurship, such as self-employment, starting
a new business, being an owner-operator of a company and engaging in the start-
up process. No significant differences between the two groups of twins on the
measures were found, but the self-employment prediction showed that genetic
factors explain 48% of the variance in the propensity to become self-employed (i.e.
this tendency is heritable). Fifty-two per cent (52%) were explained by non-shared
environmental factors (for instance, education and practical experience),
suggesting that family environment or upbringing has no significant influence
(Nicolaou et al. 2008).

A subsequent study by Nicolaou et al. (2011) analysed the association between
five dopamine receptor genes (linked to novelty/sensation seeking) and four
attention deficit hyperactivity disorder genes with the tendency to be an
entrepreneur among 1,335 individuals from the UK (the same used in the earlier
twins study). The analysis resulted in the very first evidence of a specific gene,
namely, a single nucleotide polymorphism of the dopamine receptor D3 gene,
significantly associated with entrepreneurship. However, a replication study urged
for by the authors questioned the finding profoundly. An attempt by van der Loos
et al. (2011) to replicate the significant association between a genetic variant in the
dopamine receptor D3 gene and the tendency to engage into entrepreneurial activity
in a much larger sample of Dutch individuals from three cohorts of the Rotterdam
Study (N1=5374, N2=2066, N3=1925) failed. The group of scientists thus
suspected that Nicolaou’s et al. (2011) reported association is a false positive.

The non-shared environmental factors that significantly contribute to
explaining the propensity to become self-employed or engage in entrepreneurial
activities detected by Nicolaou et al. (2008) is certainly a piece of good news for
entrepreneurship educators. Even if an entrepreneurship gene is finally found, it
does not make teaching the discipline to those not biologically “born” as
entrepreneurs irrelevant, but will open opportunities for more targeted pedagogical
interventions. Although genetic factors partly explain the tendency to become an
entrepreneur, they cannot be regarded as the unique determinant. Although “innate
hard writing” takes place, learning is the only way to become an expert (Krueger
2007). Furthermore, in fewer cases study programmes aim “to produce
entrepreneurs” upon graduation. What remains unclear is whether only those
individuals who possess the gene become de facto entrepreneurs and are also able
to maintain the status. If you are not genetically predetermined to be self-employed,
how does EE benefit you — can you become more entrepreneurial, proactive,
confident in your own success, or more successful on the job market?
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Some studies have focused on acting entrepreneurs and their life paths to find
out indicative information on educational background and career, and to draw
respective parallels. Research results published by organisations are informative,
albeit in descriptive terms, in this respect. For instance, Wadhwa et al. (2009) from
the Kauffman Foundation surveyed 549 successful American entrepreneurs
working in a diverse set of industries ranging from aerospace and biotechnology to
electronics and healthcare. Over 75% of them had a significant industry experience
as employees before starting their own companies. The entrepreneurs tended to be
on average 40 years old, when starting the first enterprise, and well-educated — over
95% held bachelor’s degrees or higher. A solid majority ranked their own
undergraduate-level performance among the top 30% of their class; 50% of them
did not even think about entrepreneurship and had little interest in it while at school,
only 25% had entrepreneurial aspirations while at college (Wadhwa et al. 2009).
Finally, over a half were the first in families to start an enterprise, while 39% and
7% had an entrepreneurial father and mother (respectively) (ibid 2009). Based on
the latter, the authors concluded that entrepreneurship is not hereditary contrary to
Nicolaou’s et al. (2008) findings.

Another pertinent study was conducted by Ernst & Young Global Limited
covering a wider geographical area: Europe, Asia-Pacific, Middle East, and Africa
(the US and Canada omitted) (Teigland et al. 2011). At first, 685 entrepreneurs
from over 30 countries were surveyed. This time the focus was on large companies
that have over USD 10 million in annual revenues (e.g. Stifel Financial Corp.
(brokerage and investment banking), International SOS (healthcare), Starbucks
(coffee houses), DCS Europe (health and beauty brands), V. Hukkanen QY (fish
delicacies)) (ibid 2011). The second part of this research consisted of in-depth
expert interviews with nine leading entrepreneurs, winners of the Ernst & Young
annual award. Although many leaders started at a young age (20-29), 45% of the
surveyed entrepreneurs did not set up a company until they turned 30 years old;
around 60% chose entrepreneurship as a career path having transitioned from
employment; 30% of the respondents credited higher education for key career
learning, 33% — previous employment, 26% — mentors, and 21% — family. The
authors concluded that entrepreneurial leaders are made, not born, supporting the
“nurture over nature” stance.

Descriptive statistics are certainly not as convincing as statistical inferences
drawn from the application of quantitative methods. Two papers by Block et al.
(2011) and Robinson and Sexton (1994) counter-balance this deficiency in the life-
path group of studies discussed, and communicate a similar message about the
significance of education. To overcome a common problem of endogeneity that
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occurs when attempting to establish the effect of education, Block et al. (2011)
employed an instrumental variables (IV) approach in the analysis of 10,397
observations of either paid- or self-employed respondents from 27 European
countries and the US. Comparison of the results obtained using a standard probit
and a IV probit regression model revealed that education has a highly significant
positive effect on a decision to become self-employed in both models. However,
this effect is underestimated in the standard probit regression ($=0.014 vs.
=0.137). According to Block et al. (2011), this econometric detail explains why
van der Sluis et al. (2008) found no significant impact of formal education on
selection into entrepreneurship, using ordinary least squares regressions in their
meta-analysis of almost a hundred studies. Interestingly enough that the latter study
also suggests that the effect of education on earnings is smaller for entrepreneurs
than for employees in Europe, but larger in the US.

Robinson and Sexton (1994), in turn, examined the effect of education on the
probability to become self-employed and the related performance (measured as
profit/earnings). Drawing upon a sample of 21,352 self-employed individuals and
159,804 individuals in paid employment from the US census data (1979), the
authors used the multiple linear and probit regressions and concluded that one
additional year of education increases the likelihood of becoming self-employed by
approximately 1% (5=0.008). It is also expected to result in a USD 1,207.63 and
USD 825.99 increase in self-employment earnings and paid employment earnings,
respectively. Therefore, the study confirmed the significant positive influence of
general education on both groups of subjects. Furthermore, it confirmed a strong
positive relationship between work experience after graduation and self-
employment, which is consonant with Teigland et al. (2011) and Wadhwa et al.
(2009). Irrespective of the fact that the estimated parameters in this study can be
biased due to omitted variables, reverse causality or other measurement
imperfections (Block et al. 2011), it also supports the overall conclusions reached
in the aforementioned papers published by Kauffman Foundation and Ernst &
Young.

To sum up, clear evidence can be found that education in general is a significant
predictor of one’s choice to pursue a career in entrepreneurship; the higher the
level of education the greater the likelihood of becoming self-employed. Although
genetic factors explain almost half the variance in the propensity to become self-
employed, even individuals genetically predetermined for self-employment are
likely to need education including in entrepreneurship (not counting those, who are
able to pave their paths without formal education, which should be rather regarded
as an exception). These findings, however, do not provide a compelling answer on
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whether entrepreneurship is teachable. While they hint in certain terms that
entrepreneurship can be nurtured through education, this brings the discussion
forward by questioning whether education in entrepreneurship specifically affects
individuals to become entrepreneurs or entrepreneurial and how.

3.2 A selection and critical review of EE impact studies

Papers for this critical overview were selected using Harzing’s Publish or Perish
software. The software is fully based on Google Scholar and provides wider and
faster coverage of academic sources than I1SI Web of Knowledge when it comes to
the social sciences (Harzing 2007). The software itself facilitates the selection
process by accompanying search results with key metrics and data about papers,
such as the number of citations, journal (or other source), publication database, year
and author(s) in a compact table.

Figure 2 below outlines the five steps of the search, screening and selection of
papers for this overview. The process started with two queries (A and B) containing
the phrases “impact of entrepreneurship education” and “impact of experiential
entrepreneurship education” (this yielded much more results including but not
limited to those returned with the term “outcomes™). A total of 2,000 papers, 1,000
per query, from diverse sources spanned over 24 and 39-year periods and featured
10,922 and 30,045 citations, respectively. By excluding papers with less than ten
citations, published prior to 1990 and from journals not listed in the Academic
Journal Quality Guide (Harvey et al. 2010), 156 and 350 papers were initially
selected. Following the first screening procedure based on titles and abstracts, 31
and 6 papers met the requirements of being focused on the student population and
measuring the outcomes of EE in higher education. The second screening based on
the introduction and methodology sections returned 14 and 2 papers matching the
following criteria:

a) empirical papers, quantitative or qualitative;

b) systematic literature reviews and meta-analyses;

c) quantitative studies should demonstrate statistical rigour, solidness of
research design (pre- and post-test measurements, experimental and quasi-
experimental or post-tests with controls);

d) the studies should include comparative aspects, e.g. entrepreneurship and
non-entrepreneurship, business and non-business students; experiential and
traditional interventions;

e) full-texts should be available (i.e. exclusion of IngentaConnect,
InderScience and similar databases).
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As a result, 16 papers were selected. The list was added to with five references
of references. The studies published in the Edward Elgar books are also
acknowledged, but not included in the overview due to either small samples or
duplication of messages conveyed in the journal papers by the same authors.
Therefore, the total number of papers reached 21. Table 5a presents a list of the
selected studies consisting of quantitative and qualitative papers as well as
systematic and meta-analytical reviews. Quantitative papers can be further divided
into three major groups by the type of measures employed: 1) subjective measures,
which are psychology- and education-driven, such as self-reported knowledge,
skills, attitudes, self-efficacy, and intentions; 2) objective measures expressing
more tangible outcomes, such as nascent entrepreneurial behaviour, start-ups
founded, employment and income generated; 3) mixed, where both subjective and
objective measures are used. Table 5b summarises the ensuing overview. It
provides details about subjects, sample sizes, methods, instruments, educational
interventions, and the results of the assorted studies. Table 6b does not display the
details of the systematic and meta-analytical reviews, although they make a
valuable contribution to the discussion.

3.2.1 Quantitative studies
Subjective measures: entrepreneurial self-efficacy, intentions, competences

In a wide variety of studies devoted to measuring the outcomes or impact of EE,
those relying on subjective measures are the most widely encountered. This might
be the case due to the relative ease of using this type of outcome, including access
to and speed of collecting data. The existence of well-established theoretical
foundations for both intentionality (e.g. Bandura 1994; Boyd and Vozikis 1994;
Krueger and Brazeal 1994) and competence models (e.g. Heder et al. 2011;
Kennedy et al. 2006; Kraiger et al. 1993) is another advantage of these measures.
The former, however, is more popular, though it focuses on the affective and
conative aspects of evaluation (Hilgard 1980), where self-efficacy, attitudes, and
intentions act as antecedents of behaviour (Krueger et al. 2000; Boyd and Vozikis
1994). According to Ajzen (1987), attitudes explain around 50% of variance in
intentions, but intentions explain around 30% of the variance in any planned
behaviour (see also Armitage and Conner 2001). In addition, Zhao et al. (2005)
showed that self-efficacy fully mediates the perceived learning effect from EE on
entrepreneurial intentions. Yet, even if a positive effect is reported, it does not
necessarily lead to subjects becoming entrepreneurs de facto or, what is more,
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successful entrepreneurs. Vice versa, if the negative effect is reported, it does not
mean that one fails to become an entrepreneur in the future.

1. Search of papers using Harzing’s Publish or Perish software, Google Scholar based

Query A “Impact of entrepreneurship education’ (N,=1000)
Query B “Impact of experiential entrepreneurship education (N,=1000)

I1. Selection of papers published from 1990 onwards in 1-star journals and higher, and
having over 10 citations (N,=156, N,=350)

I11. First screening based on titles and abstracts (N,=31, N,=6, excluding repetitions
from A and B queries)

-university and professional higher education level programmes
-student population

IV. Second screening based on the introduction and methodology sections (N;=14,
N,=2)
-empirical papers
-robustness of approach, solidness of research design

-comparative aspects
-full-text accessibility

V. Streaming into “Relevant” (N=16) and “References of references” (N=5)

Figure 2. Flow chart of search, selection, and screening journal papers for the review

The study by Oosterbeek et al. (2010) featuring a quasi-experimental design is
one of the two most frequently cited and robust examples of an educational
intervention that did not bring a desired effect on students. The students were
involved in the creation of mini-companies within the Junior Achievement Young
Enterprise programme aimed at the general population; that is, participants did not
self-select into either EE or experiential EE. The programme objective was to teach
putting entrepreneurship theory into practice, to develop self-confidence,
motivation, creativity and proactiveness in students. Two groups of students
attending the “Business and Accountancy”, “Management and Law”, “Human
Resource Management”, and “Small Business and Retail Management” study
programmes at AVANS Hogeschool at different geographical locations in the
Netherlands were compared. The students in one group (N=104) created mini-
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companies (on a compulsory basis), while the students in the other (N=146) did
not. Having conducted pre- and post-surveys in both groups, by employing the IV
approach in a difference-in-differences framework, Oosterbeek et al. (2010) found
that the effect on entrepreneurial intentions had been significantly negative, while
the effect of the programme on entrepreneurial skills (e.g. market awareness,
creativity, flexibility) and traits (e.g. self-efficacy, need for achievement,
autonomy, power, etc.) was insignificant. Yet, the study did not control for prior
entrepreneurial attitudes in the respondents.

Table 5a. Selected EE impact studies

Type of study Author, year

Quantitative (N=12) Piperopoulos and Dimov (2014), Rauch and Hulsink (2014),
Fayolle and Gailly (2013), Lange et al. (2011), Sanchez
(2011), Graevenitz et al. (2010), Oosterbeek et al. (2010),
Souitaris et al. (2007), Kolvereid and Moen (1997), Brown
(1990), Clouse (1990), Charney and Libecap (2000)

Qualitative (N=4) Giinzel-Jensen and Robinson (2014), Lackéus (2014), Mason
and Arshed (2013), Matlay (2008)

Systematic and meta- | Rideout and Gray (2013), Martin et al. (2013), Pittaway and
analytical reviews Cope (2007), Dickson et al. (2008), Henry et al. (2005)
(N=5)

Graevenitz et al. (2010) came up with similar results after a compulsory
business planning course at the Munich School of Management (Ludwig-
Maximilians-Universitat) using pre- and post-intervention measurements and
multiple regression analysis. The course aimed at developing knowledge and skills
for crafting a business plan, increasing awareness of entrepreneurship as a career
option, and exposing students to the practical experience of interacting with acting
entrepreneurs. Eventually, the entrepreneurial intentions of students declined, but
the effect on self-assessed start-up skills and general confidence was significantly
positive. The survey design also made it possible to conclude that the students’ self-
evaluation was not a result of the poor quality of the course, given the overall
positive feedback. Unlike Oosterbeek et al. (2010), this study did not include a
control group.

Sanchez (2011) reported a major improvement in entrepreneurial competences
expressed as self-efficacy, proactiveness, risk-taking and intentions towards self-
employment among 403 treatment group students. The intervention was an elective
programme that comprised entrepreneurship-related courses (e.g. marketing,
finance), a course on personality traits and attitudes, business planning and a
practice component (talks from practitioners and networking events). The study
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was based on a quasi-experimental design and employed regression analysis, one-
way ANOVA, and General Linear Modelling. The sample totalled 863 mixed
social sciences background (business science and economics, humanities, law,
health, education, etc.) students from Spain (Castilla and Leén community). The
non-matched control group of 460 students showed no change in pre-post
responses, while there was a significant relationship between the treatment versus
control groups and differences in the pre-post scores for all variables. These results
would have been more convincing if supported with the following information:
details about the sample, such as non-response rates of both before and after
measurements for each group (not only overall 95%), the differences in pre-
intervention scores showing that no self-selection bias was involved (especially
relevant with the free elective intervention), and more descriptive and comparative
data for the sub-group make-up (with respect to the variety of educational
backgrounds).

Rauch and Hulsink (2014) performed a pre-test (N1=96, N»>=57), post-test
(N1=88, N2=54) and follow-up (N1=62, N»=12) comparison of attitudes, perceived
behavioural control (self-efficacy), intentions as well as behaviour (active steps
related to starting up a new enterprise) between entrepreneurship and supply chain
management (logistics) master-level students at the Rotterdam School of
Management (Erasmus University). The entrepreneurship programme was aimed
at preparing students to establish their own businesses and built upon the principles
of effectuation and experimentation. Participants took part in field projects, studied
careers of famous entrepreneurs, analysed case studies and trained entrepreneurial
decision-making in relation to particular firms, analysed existing ventures, and so
on. The logistics programme, on the contrary, was more theoretical, causation and
planning logic based. Measurements were performed at the start of the programme,
then on week nine (after the theoretical part), and eighteen months after the
programmes. As a result, entrepreneurship students showed significantly higher
attitudes and perceived behavioural control, higher intentions and behaviour scores
than their counterparts. This can also be deemed natural — just like if a student
specialises in maths, she supposedly knows maths in more depth than one who
specialises in chemistry, for example. A similar effect, but in favour of the supply
chain management students, could be reached if logistics competences were
assessed and compared in both groups. Therefore, the study does show the link
between EE and the TBP informed measures of the outcomes, but is not revealing
enough with respect to the effect of experiential EE regardless of the social
constructivist nature of the intervention.
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One more study featuring a similar design though without a control group, was
performed by Fayolle and Gailly (2013) among 158 French management students
at master level. An intense 3-day long educational intervention was the awareness-
raising programme with learning-by-doing workshops. This showed a significant
positive impact on attitudes and perceived behavioural control in the follow-up
measurement (6 months after the course) but not immediately after the programme.
An even more revealing finding pertained to the influence of prior exposure to
entrepreneurship and belongingness in a family of entrepreneurs, which appeared
to result in a counter-effect in the students. The impact on intentions negatively
correlated with its initial level measured before the programme started. It turns out
to be crucial to consider the prior competences of EE participants, when measuring
the impact, as well as, supposedly, their age, since these factors can partly explain
why in some cases intentions decline as a result (Oosterbeek et al. 2010; Graevenitz
et al. 2010). One and the same programme can affect different students in various
ways.

The study by Souitaris et al. (2007) is the only albeit quite robust study in the
selection that was conducted among non-business, namely, science and
engineering, students. Two groups were surveyed — participants of similar “best
practice” entrepreneurship programmes (N=124) and those students, who did not
participate in the programmes (N=126), at two major European universities
(London and Grenoble). The educational interventions of interest were focused
around four components — formal teaching, business planning, interaction with
practice, university support — and lasted 5-6 months. Variables examined included
subjective norms (what important people in the respondents’ life think about certain
behaviour), perceived behavioural control (self-efficacy), attitudes towards self-
employment — put another way, predictors of intentions in line with Ajzen’s theory.
A quasi-experimental design was employed. Its strength was supported with the
confirmed absence of a non-response bias, controlling for elective or mandatory
participation in the programmes, prior attitudes and intentions, and other variables.
Results showed that subjective norms and self-employment intentions increased in
the treatment group significantly. It was also found that inspiration but not learning
per se or resource utilisation served as the key driver for this increase. At the same
time, intentions were unrelated to nascent entrepreneurial behaviour expressed in
terms of business planning, financing the new firm and interaction with the external
environment (e.g. registration, licensing). Some limitations could still be noticed
such as significant differences between elective and compulsory attainment
pertaining to perceived behavioural control, and the construction of the sample
from two different locations.
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Piperopoulos and Dimov (2014) compared the entrepreneurial self-efficacy and
intentions of students following two traditionally and two practically-oriented
elective entrepreneurship courses at a major British university. The practically-
oriented courses were focused around creating and running a real-life business with
an emphasis on self-directed learning. Supported by mentors and consultants,
students acquired all the key topics of the entrepreneurship process, including idea
generation, creativity, innovation, team building, pitching to real investors, and
selling in practice. The theoretically-oriented courses run in a “stand-and-deliver”
mode were aimed at developing the analytical skills of students focused around the
managerial and organisational aspects of entrepreneurship. The ordinary least
squares regression estimation of entrepreneurial intentions controlling for basic
demographics, entrepreneurial background of family, and work experience
revealed a positive relationship between self-efficacy and intentions in the
practically-oriented courses and a negative relationship in the theoretically-
oriented courses. The total number of respondents amounted to 114, of which 93
were undergraduates and 21 postgraduates. However, the exact number of students
taking the theoretically- and practically-oriented courses was not specified in the
study. This may well be a confounding aspect given the 12 independent variables
in the regression models and relatively small sample. Moreover, the respondents
from the practically-oriented courses had significantly higher self-efficacy,
enthusiasm for entrepreneurship and perceived business skills but lower grades
than their counterparts already prior to the courses. This source of self-selection
bias was explicitly controlled for by the authors along with the undergraduate or
postgraduate level of respondents. The courses were equivalent in focus and
content, but no precise information about their length was provided. It might only
follow from the general description of the method that they lasted for 1 academic
year. Finally, th