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ABSTRACT

In this paper, we present results of the quantgaainalysis, which examines a
relationship between learning outcomes of entregareship education (EE) and occupational
status choices of Bachelor business graduatesoipost-transition Baltic countries, Estonia and
Latvia. The underlying conceptual framework retbasthe adapted Bloom’s taxonomy of
educational objectives, human capital theory andehof entrepreneurial careers. From this
taxonomy we examine knowledge, skills and attituatkethe focal learning outcomes of EE. We
compare these outcomes to three choices of emplaystetus: employment entry, nascent
intrapreneurship and private early-stage entrepmégdeactivity. The study also gives due
consideration to the types of EE intervention, nignteaditional and experiential. We drew the
sample of 454 respondents from a population of inemi and recent graduates from Bachelor
degree business programs delivered at Estoniahatmn higher education institutions. We
used cross-sectional design with a matched congragsoup. The findings of the study
challenge common assumptions by suggesting thatlkedge and skills obtained during EE had
no direct effect on occupational status, and ndrikeolearning outcomes was related to
employment entry. Furthermore, graduates who t@wkip predominantly traditional and
predominantly experiential EE had similar chanoelseécome entrepreneurs. Our discussion of
possible reasons behind the unexpected resultsdshewf special interest to entrepreneurship
educators and researchers for designing EE modunbkfurther evaluation studies.
Keywords:

Entrepreneurship education; learning outcomes; mattanal status choice
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Entrepreneurial Learning Outcomes and Occupational Status of Business Graduates

in the Baltics

INTRODUCTION

“The more we study, the more we know. The more m@nk the more we forget. The
more we forget, the less we know. So, why study#$Tronic quote by an anonymous author
unveils two general layers of discussion concertinegrelationship between students and the
education system in general: to what extent doasatbn enable them with competencies
benefiting professional life, and what teachingimes to employ to ensure effective learning
relevant for their professional life? Though applite to all disciplines, these questions do have
special allure in entrepreneurship education (E&garch. Scholarly interest in EE has expanded
exponentially, with an increasing number of moduteligher education institutions (HEIs) and
widespread diffusion into all levels of the educatsystem. Increase in EE is occurring in
conjunction with an ongoing shift towards more exg#ial learning (Kuratko 2005; Katz 2003;
Bruyat & Julien 2000). The question of pay-offsnrthese initiatives, however, remains open.
The higher the rigor of studies devoted to meaguttie EE impact, the less evident it is that EE
produces desired outcomes (Rideout & Gray 2013}lamdnore evident that positive impact is
overestimated (Martin, McNally & Kay 2013).

Impact of EE is commonly assessed using subjente@sures, such as entrepreneurial
self-efficacy and intentions, often referred tgasceived learning outcomes, and/or objective
measures such as nascent entrepreneurship and moingiséablished enterprises manifesting
career choices of graduates (Nabi, Lifidn, FayBltaeger & Walmsley 2016). The empirical
studies of EE based on objective measures tendetidook other crucial outcomes pertaining to

professional life of graduates, for instance, orgational employment entry and status, and
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intrapreneurship. This is a surprising gap as Eiiges students with the opportunities to
develop personal qualities, beliefs, understandiagd transferable skills to enhance their
employability both as an entrepreneur and as arloy@® (Moreland 2006). Recognizing this,
there is growing interest among educators and ypatiakers in the impact of EE beyond
traditional venture creation (QAA 2012; Moreland80Gibb 1996). As of now, the relationship
between the learning outcomes of EE and subsegaeunpational choices of university
graduates beyond the “intentions — start-up” liekains underexplored in EE literature.

Furthermore, in spite of the widespread encouragétogeach entrepreneurship
experientially (e.g. Krueger 2007; Lobler 2006;tF2601), the evidence supporting the
assumption that experiential EE is associated sufferior outcomes if compared to non-
experiential EE is still lacking. To date, a hardfiischolars directly compared the impact of
different pedagogical methods in EE with varyingulés across subjective learning outcomes
(Piperopoulos and Dimov 2014; Moberg 2014). Inrtteantime, the increasing number of EE
modules and programs is shifting towards more e&peed-based pedagogies.

We fill these gaps by analyzing the relationshipneen the type of EE, learning
outcomes and occupational status choices of Bachakiness graduates in two post-transition
Baltic countries, Estonia and Latvia. This papertdbutes to contemporary EE research by
answering the following research questions: 1) Wh#te relationship between learning
outcomes and occupational status choices of theddacbusiness graduates? 2) Does the type
of EE intervention influence graduate occupatiaaices? We analyze occupational choices
through measuring employment entry and status emasatrapreneurship and private early-stage

entrepreneurial activity (EA).



In this paper, we add to the literature also bygssgng an integrated and theoretically
grounded framework based on a revised version @dils taxonomy of educational objectives
(Krathwohl 2002; Kraiger, Ford, & Salas 1993; Bladviasia & Krathwohl 1964). The
framework puts forward a tripartite structure airi@ing outcomes comprising cognitive, skill-
based and affective outcomes, which representsra hatistic view of subjective measures if
compared to models of entrepreneurial intentiosiauispecifically designed for educational
context. Cognitive learning develops knowledge matarstanding of the subject matter; affective
learning improves positive attitudes and willingnés learn and act within that area, and skill-
based learning increases subject-related skillamgd&arners apply knowledge acquired.

In addressing the abovementioned questions, wethgpiae that: 1) Occupational status
choices are positively dependent upon learningarngs, and 2) Graduates who went through
experiential EE are more likely to engage into easmtrapreneurship, private early-stage EA
and are less likely to be unemployed. Nowadaysh&Emuch broader implications than just
impact on classical entrepreneurship. Given chamgthee economy and global workforce,
individuals need to be more flexible, creative, degtelop greater sense of self-reliance as well
as freedom to choose how they can contribute tedbeety (Penaluna & Penaluna 2015).

The analysis is based on a sample of 454 respandestn from a population of last
year students of the Bachelor degree businessarsgand recent graduates from these
programs at eight prominent HEIs of Estonia andibafThe focus on two neighboring countries
that experienced transition from planned to magkeinomy allows us to bring attention to the
context within which EE takes place, providing acterweight to the dominance of EE research
from Anglo-Saxon countries (Blenker, Trolle, Sigiheederiksen, Korsgaard & Wagner 2014).

Estonia and Latvia provided an interesting contexthich to analyze EE as, despite having a



socialist past, both nowadays score higher tharagedn total early-stage entrepreneurial
activity (TEA) in Europe (Krumina & Paalzow 2014)chare among the first 25 countries in
global entrepreneurship development index (AcsrtS&eAutio 2016). In addition, this context
provides a useful setting for assessing the outsarhexperiential EE, because it has a quite
distinct variation between the two types of EE iméations.

We analyzed the data using composite indicatodmg| multinomial probit and binary
logistic regressionslhe findings of the study challenge common asswnptby suggesting that
knowledge and skills obtained during EE had noatlieéfect on occupational status, and none of
the learning outcomes related to employment efythermore, graduates who studied
entrepreneurship predominantly experientially hadlar chances to become entrepreneurs as
those graduates who took part in predominantlyiticatal EE.

The paper is organized in the following way. The&trezction outlines the conceptual
framework underlying the quantitative analysis.&ailed description of the study methodology
follows. We then outline findings of the study tlggtestion the dominant rhetoric, and discuss

them in the final section of the paper.

CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK

Entrepreneurship is a crucial force for economia&a&reation, in particular stimulating
innovation, job creation and economic growth (vazalg & Versloot 2007; van Stel, Caree &
Thurik 2005). The individual competencies (e.g.\wlemge, skills and attitudes), in turn, are
critical elements that enable people to take ergrezurial actions and become entrepreneurs
(Wennekers & Thurik 1999). The EE stakeholdersicyohakers, educators and management of
HEIs, collectively invest into the development afrepreneurial competencies of students with

expectations of future returns from graduate piteml life. If EE is effective, it can be a
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powerful channel for generating long-lasting impgrments in the society. In analyzing the
effectiveness of EE, two main approaches to maeaguitcomes have been taken. First,
measuring subjective learning outcomes, e.g. asgglesarning outcomes through analyzing
changes in students’ intentions towards entreprshgu Second, measuring objective
behavioral outcomes such as starting up a new éssiWe argue that to get a good
understanding of the effectiveness of EE it is Bsagy to explore both learning and behavioral

outcomes and analyze the connections between the tw

L ear ning Outcomes of EE

Up to now, assessing the learning outcomes of BBbaan dominated by measurement
of entrepreneurial intentions and their anteced@itgudes and norms towards
entrepreneurship, perceived behavioral control);etee, for instance, Rauch & Hulsink (2014);
Dickson, Solomon & Weaver (2008); Peterman & Kenyn@D03). Numerous studies, among
them — Lifdn & Chen (2009), lakovleva, Kolvereidiétephan (2011), Tkachev & Kolvereid
(1999) demonstrated validity of the theory of pladfehavior (Ajzen 1991), which originates in
social psychology, to EE in different cultural sggs. However, the intentionality-related
measures mainly reflect affective and conative @sses of the human mind (Kyrd 2008;
Hilgard 1980), and neglect knowledge and skills.

Originating from the pedagogical literature BenjaBioom’s tripartite taxonomy of
educational objectives provides an alternative @@ to assessing the impact of EE. Bloom,
Engelhart, Furst, Hill & Krathwohl (1956) dividedming into three types: cognitive, affective
and psycho-motor. Cognitive learning develops krealge or understanding of the subject
matter; psycho-motor learning increases subjeeted|physical and psychological skills, and

affective learning improves positive attitudes anltingness to learn and act within that area.



Fisher, Graham & Compeau (2008) introduced theauttife framework into EE by eliciting and
categorizing cognitive, skill-based and affectigarhing outcomes specific to entrepreneurship.
The tripartite approach balances recognition oiouer types of learning and the outcomes
associated with them, hence, can be considered motistic than the entrepreneurial
intentionality models alone for understanding theepreneurial competencies, because it pays
attention to knowledge and skills alongside affexglements.

The concept of “competencies” has been surroungesthmolarly debates, because it
crosses several disciplines (education, psychologgnizational behaviognd there are many
views on its components — abilities, knowledgellskiraits, concepts of self, etc. (Bird &
Schjoedt 2009; Man 2006). We follow the triparfri@mework closely and refer to competencies
as the learning outcomes of EE comprising knowlediglls and attitudes (Fisher et al. 2008;
Bloom et al. 1956). From the viewpoint of humanitagheory (Unger, Rauch, Frese &
Rosenbusch 2011; Becker 1975), EE interventiorhisraan capital investment, which may or
may not lead to developed competencies. The comgete in turn, stand for the outcomes of

the human capital investment, or entrepreneursgigied human capital assets.

Occupational Status Choices

Research on the impact of EE has also focused jestoke measures of entrepreneurship
such as nascent behavior, number of start-ups erfidrpance indicators (survivor rate,
turnover, number of employees) (e.g. Charney & ¢ape2000; Brown 1990; Clouse 1990). Yet,
we argue that this focus needs to be broadenebtd averlooking other important expressions
of entrepreneurial behavior in graduate professilieaand wider benefits for graduate
employability, for example, intrapreneurship andaofing higher occupational status,

managerial positions within existing organizatioimsaddition, adopting a broader perspective of



entrepreneurial career, individual entreprenewsmalcan help enter employment and being more
employable in general. While this perspective maaiecomplex forms and dynamics, the
current paper follows a simple definition of careeraning the work one performs expressed
through occupation (Arthur, Hall & Lawrence 1989).

According to Katz (1992:30), occupational statusich is a “vocational decision to enter
an occupation as a wage or salaried employee @f-araployed one”. This decision can be
foreseen and intentional given one’s predispostiod readiness or unexpected but acceptable
due to availability or absence of more desirablgong. Over the course of careers, individuals
may “adopt several occupational identities” andngjeatheir career orientation (Dyer 1994:12).
The model of entrepreneurial careers (ibid 199%g4anto account this dynamic view of
professional progression. Yet, for the purposab@fcurrent study, we take a static perspective
by focusing on the impact of educational varialsigscifically on early occupational status
choices. Dyer’'s model considers a range of indizidsocial and economic antecedents, career
socialization, orientation and a three-phase pssjoa (early-, mid- and late career), where
education precedes career orientation in the spatein process alongside with prior start-up
and work experience. We address Dyer’s (1994)teafurther empirical research into relative
influence of educational antecedents on careercerand broaden the focus of the EE literature
by not only analyzing the impact of EE on nascatrapreneurship, and private early-stage EA,

but also on organizational employment entry antlista

Connecting the L earning Outcomes of EE and Occupational Status Choices
The group of studies devoted to the linkage betvieemand professional life of graduates
is much smaller than the extensive research i@imieg outcomes, particularly pertaining to

entrepreneurial intentionality (Nabi et al. 20T6. the most part, they communicate positive



results: a) significant correlation between EE bath entrepreneurship-related human capital
assets and entrepreneurship outcomes, namely maswestart-up behaviors as well as

financial success (Martin et al. 2013); b) increasgsubjective outcomes accompanied by greater
number of start-ups (Lange, Marram, Jawahar, Yory8rave 2011; Kolvereid & Moen

1997); c) greater likelihood of being involved targ-up activities, own a company and have
higher income among entrepreneurship graduatesii@p& Libecap 2000). However, the
literature on professional outcomes largely remdgtached from the literature on learning
outcomes of EE. Evidence and insights into quaitié connections between the two are lacking
(Rideout & Gray 2013). EE interventions are pupliaice to develop or increase entrepreneurial
competencies, which, in their turn, are supposdéaad to greater achievements in the graduate
professional life or higher occupational statust, Yteese links are yet to be supported by
adequate evidence. To fill this gap, we hypothetiiaé

Hypothesis 1a. Individuals with greater levels wbkledge in entrepreneurship obtained as a
result of EE are less likely to be unemployed andertikely to engage into nascent
intrapreneurship and private early-stage EA

Hypothesis 1b. Individuals with greater levels wirepreneurial skills acquired as a result of EE
are less likely to be unemployed and more likelgrigage into nascent intrapreneurship and
private early-stage EA

Hypothesis 1c. Individuals with greater levels nirepreneurial attitudes gained during EE are
less likely to be unemployed and more likely tcagiegnto nascent intrapreneurship and private

early-stage EA



These hypotheses also follow human capital thecegraling to which competencies acquired
throughout EE should translate into professioriialdf graduates (Martin et al. 2013; Unger et

al. 2011; Baldwin & Ford 1988).

Experiential Entrepreneurship Education

Some of the study programs and modules intendctease general awareness about
entrepreneurship and make it a more attractiveecagion, others aim to grow entrepreneurial
individuals who might start new ventures at somiatpaf their lives in the future, and the
remaining ones intend to “produce” entrepreneues@issen & Sgrheim 2006; Béchard &
Grégoire 2007). Clearly, “learning to become entapurial” and “learning to become an
entrepreneur” call for different teaching methdust “learning about entrepreneurship” (Gibb
2005; Hytti, Kuopusjarvi & Entreva team 2004). Tater perspective draws principally from
behaviorist and cognitivist learning paradigmss la formative, teacher-centered approach
associated with traditional methods such as standatures, seminar discussions, case studies
or other typical in-class exercises. Thereby teagprocess aims to explore the nature of
entrepreneurship to students, to provide with pesttice examples, to develop their critical
thinking based on predominantly theoretical un@erding of the phenomenon. The former two
draw from cognitivist, constructivist and socio-stmctivist paradigms, and manifest a more
dynamic and holistic learner-centered approachczssal with personal and real-life
experiences as the primary source of learning @2006; Béchard & Grégoire 2007; Fiet
2001). This approach is associated with teachinpoas modeling entrepreneurship and
working life, e.g. business modeling, real-life jeds with companies, student enterprises,
critical reflections streamed from the branches of work-, project-, fizag problem-based and

other forms of experiential learning (Hynes, Co#tiBirdthistle 2011; Lee, McGuiggan &
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Holland 2010). It is the kind of learning that fescto go outside classroom, experience
entrepreneurship process, and reflect on perceéaledaways and/or failures. In this vein, we
define experiential EE d@ke process of equipping students with entrepréaakcompetences by
the means of teaching methods modeling entreprehguand methods based on working life
(adapted from QAA 2012; Akola & Heinonen 2008).

Unger et al. (2011) argue that acquisition andsi@rprocesses are central to human
capital effects. Acquisition aims to transform lgag experiences into knowledge, but obviously
there is no guarantee that the experience leadsreased competencies (ibid 2011). Transfer,
in turn, is the application of knowledge acquirene situation to another situation; this
application can happen in new ways or with new eon(Schunk 2012; Unger et al. 2011). We
posit that transfer can occur even if a learningeelence led to no changes or to an overall
decrease in one’s competences (e.g. OosterbeelPMag & IJsselstein 2010). The similarity
or familiarity with the situation is more importafior successful transfer that might depend on
deeply personal takeaways from the educationalgsfrhorndike 1906). Reflecting on
entrepreneurship as a career choice, studentperiential modules might have a better
understanding of what is meant by entrepreneumsgpmake more conscious career choices.
Similar refers to other learning situations thatdelovorking life. Therefore, exposure to
experiential EE as compared to non-experientiat&tbe more important for the occupational
status choice and career progress over and abeedfdtt EE makes on the learning outcomes
of graduates. We hypothesize that:

Hypothesis 2a. Graduates who underwent experieBfiaare less likely to be unemployed.
Hypothesis 2b. Graduates who underwent experieBfiahre more likely to engage into nascent

intrapreneurship.
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Hypothesis 2c. Graduates who underwent experieBtiaére more likely to engage into private
early-stage EA.

Figure 1 visualizes and summarizes the framewodkgmpotheses of the study. The
framework subdivides the general employment emgystatus into paid employment, self-
employment and unemployment. Self-employed graduzda become either professionals (with
or without employed staff) or launch new entergiggiven the early phase of occupation and
the age group of the Bachelor business graduatesdérs are expected to act as company
owners and vice versa. This classification is alssed on the assumption that graduates started
companies to become self-employed since other msggog. inheritance and marriage) would
fall outside of the range of EE, except for acdigsior purchase it might trigger. Paid
employment is further divided into four levels frananagement to office clerks. Then, special
cases of paid- and self-employment expressed throagcent intrapreneurship and private

early-stage EA are put forward.

Insert Figure 1 about here

The next section sheds light on methodologicalildeté the study: context, sampling,

measures, and methods of analysis employed.

METHODOLOGY

Context: Post-Transition Countries
Estonia and Latvia are the neighboring countrieatied in the Northeastern part of
Europe. They transited from planned to market eggnonly a decade after regaining

independence in the early 1990s as a result afdhapse of the Soviet Union. Planned
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economies had been dominated by large firms praduew consumer goods; SMEs, a large
part of every market economy, were almost non-extstMcMillan & Woodruff 2003).

As of now, Estonia and Latvia are both classifisdnemovation-driven countries
according to the World Economic Forum Global Contpeiness Index report’s classification
for economic development levels. TEA (that includascent entrepreneurs and new businesses
less than 3.5 years old) was the highest in Euim@013 — 13% in both countries (Krumina &
Paalzow 2014). The share of young people aged 1#®io 35 in TEA accounts for almost 40%
in Latvia and 30% in Estonia; half of it falls 08-25 year-old individuals in Latvia and 10% in
Estonia (Krumina & Paalzow 2015). Moreover, logatrepreneurs are more likely to have
received training in entrepreneurship than nonegméneurs (Arro, Elenurm, Masso, Mets &
GEM Estonia team 2012; Martinez, Levie, Kelley, 9aadsson & Schott 2010). Given these
figures, one could assert that local entreprenkactavity is associated, at least to some extent,
with EE in these post-transition countries, whichkes the chosen empirical setting even more
topical to research. Furthermore, Estonian andidatMEIls had no well-developed ecosystem
that would include infrastructure relevant for e implementation in higher education, e.g.
prototyping and design factories, pre-incubatonsyersity-industry cooperation platforms, etc.
at the time we conducted the survey. These comdiatlowed assessing the outcomes of EE per

se with no support of a specialized institutiongort framework.

Sample

We collected the data from March to November 2Q1&ight Estonian and Latvian HEIs
using purposive homogeneous sampling. This tymawoipling is exactly suitable for achieving a
sample where units (individuals or sites) posse&isidg characteristics or traits (e.qg.

background, age, occupation) targeted by a resela(€Gneswell 2012). The survey sought for
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respondents with business education background stutbed entrepreneurship, were either last
year students of the Bachelor degree businessarsgmwho were about to graduate soon, or
recent graduates from these programs but withiny®ass after obtaining a diploma. This time
frame was chosen to gauge learning outcomes ohHeeishort- and mid-term period while they
were still fresh in memory of the graduates.

We balanced the use of cross-sectional designmptwath a comparison group of non-
entrepreneurship students matched by age, genddy, lsackground and prior entrepreneurial
proclivity, but also with a range of questions siopcompetencies and experience of the
respondents. Contacts established in the selechedls helped distribute over 4000 e-mail
invitations that resulted in 497 complete and vadisbonses. This comprised observations of
both entrepreneurship (N=454) and non-entreprehgu(bl=43) respondents. Non-response
bias did not interfere with results, since we resgisd no statistically significant differences at 1
5% levels between the survey respondents and repomdents (whose questionnaires were
incomplete, N=110) in prior knowledge about entem@urship, entrepreneurial intentions and
nascent entrepreneurship: respectively, {t=-0.488,.618}, {t=-1.708, p<0.088} and {t=-0.025,
p<0.980}.

The baseline EE intervention was worth 6 ECTS [goir¢. a semester or year-long
module run on the second or third year of a thes-yong Bachelor degree program (e.g.
Principles of Entrepreneurship, Entrepreneurshigiddaand Student Enterprises). The
respondents’ admittance to a certain HEI was retctly linked to purposefully selecting either

traditional or experiential EE, which was a compuyspart of the Bachelor degree programs.

Table 1 provides descriptive information aboutgheple of imminent and recent

graduates we used in testing the hypotheses (N=46é)number of the recent graduates
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prevailed (62% versus 38%). Out of 282 recent gatalj 5% graduated in 2013, 49.6% in 2012,
36.9% in 2011, 5% in 2010 and the remaining 3.5&lgated slightly later. Out of 172

imminent graduates, 46.5% expected to graduat®if8 £2-3 months after the survey was
conducted), 47.7% in 2014, 4.7% in 2015, and theameing 1.2% marked later. Out of 454
respondents, 72% were aged from 20 to 25, 16%m #®to 28, 12% — 29 and over. More

responses were received from females than mal@&s-o&er 40% of the total.

Insert Table 1 about here

Measures

We compiled the measures of learning outcomes frigidin & Chen (2009), Fisher et al.
(2008), Gibb (2005) as well as GUESS survey (Sidgaeglistaller & Zellweger 2014).
Formulation of the related questions followed clp$esher et al.’s (2008) approach. We asked
the respondents to evaluate perceived changesinl&dge and skills that occurred as a result
of EE; to agree or disagree with statements regigf¢he level of entrepreneurial attitudes post-
hoc given a 5-point Likert scale. Assessing peextioutcomes of educational interventions is a
well-accepted practice in education research sup@dry several reviews documenting the
validity of self-assessments (Kraiger et al. 1998)en, we constructed composite indicators of
the learning outcomes following the OECD methodyglfidardo, Saisana, Saltelli, Tarantola,
Hoffman & Giovannini 2005). We created three coniigogariablesknowledge composite
skills compositandattitudes compositerhe knowledge and skills composites compriseeethr

components each, the attitudes composite had sipaoents as Table 2 specifies.

Insert Table 2 about here
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Private early-stage EA was a dichotomous variatdated by assigning the value of 1 to
all the observations, when a respondent was sesghloyed professional, trying to start a new
enterprise or owned a young enterprise at the ¢ihtiee survey, and the value of 0, when s/he
was involved in neither of these activities. We @ed the measure from the Global
Entrepreneurship Monitor studies (Bosma, Wenne&ehsnoros 2012), but extended it to self-
employed professionals considering the target @l of young individuals.

Employment was a nominal variable that consistesho€ategories: 0 — unemployed; 1 —
self-employed, 2 — management, 3 — professional¢idil servants, specialists, 5 — office clerks,
interns, where the categories 2-5 stood for thegs®f paid employment following the ILO
classification (2012). 29 individuals working inigtng organizations were also self-employed
(the phenomenon known as “moonlighting”, see Dya94), but we treated them as self-
employed only to avoid the duplication problemhistdependent variable.

The special case of paid employment, nascent irnapirship, was a binary variable of
the current involvement into new venture, subsidiproduct or service creation within an
existing organizatioiBosma et al. 2012). We followed the individualdéperspective on
intrapreneurship that characterizes entrepreneamaloyees, who are able to identify and
exploit lucrative opportunities within a companyHEM 2008).

To diagnose, whether traditional or experientigédinvention prevailed in the surveyed
HEIs, we asked the respondents to specify activitiey took part in during an entrepreneurship
module or program. We offered them a list of 25véas, or methods, to select from. The
methods represented four broader groups: traditrme¢hods, methods based on working life,
methods modeling entrepreneurship and participatiethods (Akola & Heinonen 2008). Based

on this, we classified the Estonian HEI C and thtvian HEIs G and F as the most experiential
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in each country, since the share of respondents finese schools who took part in the methods
modeling entrepreneurship and working life was gneaAppendix A gives more detailed
information on this classification. In a wider pgof where these data originally come from,
gualitative interviews with educators who teachéh&repreneurship modules supported the
diagnostics bringing about the same conclusionstwere the HEIs stand in terms of the type of

EE intervention.

Control Variables

A battery of control variables included the folloygi gender extensively researched for
many years (Rouse et al. 2013; Ljungrren & KolverE996); occupation of parenfsarents-
entrepreneurandparents-managersyhose influence was previously discovered to be
ambivalent (Zellweger, Sieger & Halter 2011; LussieSonfield 2010); as well as a number of
entrepreneurs in personal networks, which are ysunstrumental for the entrepreneurial
success (Johannisson 1988). We also controlleggerand graduation status.

Even more importantly, we controlled for prior cagtgncies of the entrepreneurship
module participants, since a number of studiestpdiout the significance of prior knowledge,
experience and career aspirations (Williams & Lomabr2013; Zellweger et al. 2011; Matlay
2008; Krueger, Reilly & Carsrud 2000), which studgmossessed before enrolling to the HEIs.
We assesprior knowledgeandprior experienceon a scale ranging from 0 to 3, where 0 equals
“I knew nothing”/ “I had no experience”, 2 stands fl knew something”/ “I had some
experience” and 3 equals “I knew a lot"/ “I had wvasperience”Prior proclivity towards

entrepreneurship had a 5-point Likert scale.
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M ethods

To test the study hypotheses, we used multinomaiipregression of employment and
binary logistic regressions of intrapreneurship pridate early-stage EA. The multinomial
probit regression allows for a dependent variabte more than two categories suitable for the
6-category employment variable and fits the taskomhparing coefficients across the
occupational choices. We opted to use binary lmgiegression for the cases of private early-

stage EA and intrapreneurship due to its’ dichotesnmonstruction.

ANALYSISAND RESULTS

This section presents results of the regressiolysegm Before going into details of the
main findings, we highlight comparative results tloe learning outcomes of the survey
respondents, who studied entrepreneurship (N=4%ddo did not study it (N=43). Then we
sequentially outline results of three regression$ employment, nascent intrapreneurship and
private early-stage EA — that we used to test tindyshypotheses.

The non-parametric Kruskal-Wallis test signpostetids post-intervention scores of
knowledgeandskills of the graduates who studied entrepreneurshipnmparison to their
counterparts, who did not study i%?£12.012, df=1, p<0.001},#=5.558, df=1, p<0.018},
respectively. The scores of thtitudes compositerere higher for the graduates who studied
entrepreneurship at a 10% level. Comparison o$tloees for the first sub-component of the
composite that we labeled “entrepreneurial affectghowed that the first group scored higher
at a 5% level: 2=6.322, df=1, p<0.012}. Scores of the other fiub-€omponents were also
higher but not significantly. Hence, the test supgmbthe sampling adequacy and reinforced

knowledge, skills and attitudes as the outcomdstof
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Table 3 shows the descriptive statistics and caticels of the regression variables.

Insert Table 3 about here

Table 4 outlines the results of the multinomiallpteegression which analyses the relationship
between an individual’'s occupational status and e learning outcomes and program type
(experiential or not). The baseline category isnapleyed, to which the other occupational
status are compared. Firstly, none of the learnirtgomes exhibited a statistically significant
relationship with employment entry and status lggehtrary to our expectations. However, if
the graduates patrticipated in an experiential @nogthey were more likely to be managers
(B=0.633) and professionals (B=0.537) than unengdoyVhen we change the baseline
outcome to self-employment (1), we find that indivals were more likely to be managers and
professionals than self-employed if they partictoain experiential EE. However, this effect
faded away when we controlled for country. In aidditbeing a graduate, having a parent-
manager, higher prior aspirations and being oldsiemone more likely to be self-employed than
unemployed as controlling for these variables iathid. The same effects, except for aspirations,

pertained to managerial positions.

Insert Table 4 about here

Tables 5 and 6 show the results of the binary tmgisgression estimations of
intrapreneurship and private early-stage EA. Ineedn perceived knowledge and skills did not
imply higher odds of engaging into nascent intrapteship. The same result held for the
attitudes composite. However, the first sub-compboéthe attitudes composite that
represented high affection towards entrepreneudidigshow a significant positive effect on
both intrapreneurship and private early-stage EA ttmained when we added all the controls as

19



Model 4 and Model 5 of Table 5 show. Undergoingeziemtial EE affected the likelihood of
engaging into nascent intrapreneurship positivayat a 10% level (Model 4), but again the
effect disappeared when we added country as aadt@Model 5). Past intrapreneurship was
consistently significant in all the consecutive ralsdof this regression increasing the odds of
nascent intrapreneurial activity by 7 times in camigon to having no past intrapreneurial

experience.

Insert Table 5 about here

The final regression revealed strong positive grfice of entrepreneurial attitudes that
increased the odds of engaging into private eddgesEA by 3 times (Model 3 and Model 4 in
Table 6). Intervention type had no effect this tirHewever, increase in the knowledge outcome
had unexpected adverse influence reducing thehik@tl of becoming an early-stage
entrepreneur by 2.65 times among the graduateshedess one knew about entrepreneurship
the more likely s/lhe engaged in the target actiBiynilarly, gender had an adverse effect in case
of a female. Other control variables, namely paspirations and network, were found to bring

consistently positive influence.

Insert Table 6 about here

In descriptive terms, out of 124 cases of involvetmeto private early-stage EA, 35 were
new company owners. The young companies specidlizéiderse areas of operation from
agriculture to arts. They tended to employ lesa thaeople, yet few companies had over 10 but
less than 50 employees. 24 companies reported @icgyorofit within the period of existence.
Half of the new companies had an annual turnovézssf than EUR 20 000; the owners of these
companies also did not have high growth aspiratiending to remain within the manageable
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size. Most importantly, the majority of young emptéses were launched either during Bachelor
studies or after the graduation. Only 4 were seridlepreneurs. In general, the descriptive data
show that many companies survived in the short-nalaidterm. Even if the young companies

fail, they still contribute to the overall entrepgairial activity in the region.

Insert Figure 2 about here

Figure 2 sums up the findings of our study. Amdmgthree types of learning outcomes,
we found that only attitudinal outcomes had sigaifit positive effect on the occupational status
choices, namely, on nascent intrapreneurship amdtprearly-stage EA. H1c can still be
supported partly, because we revealed no effeenguloyment entry and status, and only the
first sub-component of the attitudes composite sigsificant in the case of intrapreneurship.
Also, contrary to expectations, we found no dief@tct from perceived knowledge and skills on
occupational status, i.e. Hla and H1b did not §npport. That said, these outcomes correlated
with entrepreneurial attitudes significantly, while detected through mediation regression
analysis no indirect effect of knowledge and slallsoccupational status (output tables available
upon request). As for H2, the positive effect & dxperiential EE on the employment entry and
status evaporated when the country factor was altedras well as was weak in the case of
nascent intrapreneurship. We suggest the poteatiabn is in the differences in implementation
of experiential EE between the two countries or duather contextual influencers that overtake
the anticipated effect. Given that, we grantediglastipport to H2a and H2b. The type of
intervention did not have a direct effect on theoirement into private early-stage EA, thus H2c

did not find support in our analysis.
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CONCLUSIONS AND DISCUSSION

By examining the relationship between perceivedieg outcomes of EE modules with
occupational status choices of the Bachelor degusaess graduates in Estonia and Latvia, this
study contributed to the current stock of knowledfgeut the impact of EE with a particular
emphasis on experiential interventions. In doingig®combined together the streams of
education impact research with career researctotteat go in parallel (Dyer 1994). The
analysis went beyond typical private venture cogaind extended the intentions-start-up
behavior link by including entrepreneurial knowledand skills into the assessment following an
integrating and theoretically grounded frameworgduhon the adapted Bloom’s taxonomy of
educational objectives (Fisher et al. 2008; Kraggeal. 1993; Bloom et al. 1964). We diversified
the occupational status choices to distinguish eetwemployment entry, status level in paid
employment and self-employment addressing the grgwiterest of entrepreneurship educators
and policy makers in the wider impacts of EE ine&ading individuals who possess the set of
transferrable entrepreneurial skills, applicablewledge of business processes, have greater
sense of initiative and self-reliance, creativibgilience, and other personal qualities and
competencies essential in the job market of to@ayéluna & Penaluna 2015). Furthermore, this
study tested the differences between the effeatxpériential and traditional EE on the
occupational status choices bridging the imporgampirical gap in the EE literature and
touching upon pedagogical reasons for earlier edittory findings (Nabi et al. 2016). Finally,
we focused on two post-transition countries thatthee one hand, contextualize the contribution
but, on the other hand, counterweight the dominah&E research from Anglo-Saxon countries
(Blenker et al. 2014) and, more importantly, pr@wdth a more distinct variation between the

two types of EE interventions.
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The findings of our study are somewhat unexpectedi@conclusion question the
widespread assumptions about EE built upon the isesnof human capital theory, including the
bets commonly placed on experiential EE. We arenantioe first EE researchers to address
these important linkages empirically and to disqusssible reasons behind the unexpected
results. We treat the assumptions challenged snpgdyper from the perspective of the state of EE
desirable by its key stakeholders, while the restitcussed represent the state of affairs
prevailing at present in the post-transition cohtd#xhe Baltic countries.

Most of entrepreneurship modules aim to equip sttedwith relevant knowledge and
skills in addition to inducing positive entrepreniatiattitudes that would benefit their careers.
Our study confirmed the importance of the latteralation to nascent intrapreneurship and
private early-stage EA reiterating earlier messdigas career literature and EE research (e.g.
Douglas & Shepherd 2002; Krueger et al. 2000) tiheirole of knowledge and skills remains
guestionable. Because the analysis revealed nandepey of the occupational status choices on
these competencies, one can reasonably enquiréevieE develops knowledge and skills that
are really demanded in the graduate professidiealdr there exists a mismatch between the
competencies taught and required in the job marikle¢r of self- or paid employment.
Consonant with the gap that exists between acadesgarch and implementation of its results,
is there a gap between EE and real life? Thisriscodarly questionable in light of the broad
array of items employed to measure the learningamés of EE that cover also managerial
aspects of entrepreneurship.

The results also question overall quality of expatial EE or the way it is implemented.
Experiential EE does not necessarily conditionciie into self-employment or even

employment entry and status if country differengeestaken into account, even though it should
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condition the transfer of previous learning expaees to similar situations in professional life
(Schunk 2012; Unger et al. 2011). Strictly speakindid not matter significantly whether to
study entrepreneurship traditionally or experidhtia terms of the graduates’ occupational
status choices. This finding is surprising and guavocative especially for management of
HEIs, educators and policy makers. Yet, what isthwho are initially predisposed towards
entrepreneurship would enter this career path dégss of studying the discipline traditionally or
experientially? In conditions of limited resourcesgching entrepreneurship to undergraduates
could then be subject to sensible austerity instéadntinuing to channel resources towards
more experiential EE. Why would HEIs and governraerged to invest into the stream of
experiential learning projects involving lean stapthackathons, 24-hour entrepreneurship
camps and alike on a massive scale, or there ihan@resumably more reasonable and fruitful
option to make these investments targeted for pyevated, more experienced and mature
students? However, this stance prevents numeradsrgs from getting a better sense of what
entrepreneurship really is by making this availaiié to a small “elite” group of individuals.
Either austerity or bluing is extreme at this pahbur knowledge development about the
impact of experiential EE. Prior to stimulatingther shift towards more experiential learning or
cutting the expenditures abruptly, it is necessamgveal what potential drawbacks of the
current implementation of these educations arthdsducators’ qualification and experience
adequate to deliver experiential EE? Are studesddy to learn experientially? Is the study
infrastructure suitable for these purposes? Whete©ptimum intervention volume to generate
guantifiable changes?

The experiential methods entrepreneurship educatoptoy are quite similar across

many universities, but the environment expressesltih the educational infrastructure and the
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system of networks among stakeholders, usually dding considerable investment of financial
and temporal resources, differ a lot in countriéf well-developed economies, such as the UK,
Netherlands and Finland. To build and sustain Jpredbation facilities, design and prototyping
factories, university-industry cooperation platfe;riEls would need extra funds that such
countries as Estonia and Latvia do not possesstridtively, it is an open question whether and
to what extent infrastructural support mattershie implementation of experiential EE.

Next, the learning patterns and preparedness désts to benefit from experiential EE
could be the most compelling arguments in thisudison. Experiential learning that the
cognitivist and social constructivist paradigms gav(Lobler 2006) is more suitable for
individuals that have a substantial luggage ofrpekperience to capitalize upon, who are
experienced and motivated enough to take respditysiior own learning and to construct their
own reality (as the humanistic theory of learning andragogy suggest) (Penaluna & Penaluna
2015). The research subjects in this study werd@&ac-level graduates in their twenties. Even
though they were not complete novices in entrepnesiigp, possessing some prior competencies,
they were still relatively young and more usedr&alitional learning (that most likely dominated
in other study modules) to fully benefit from theperiential interventions. A brief investigation
of the secondary educational context that estasisihe basic learning standards and habits of
young applicants returns a rather traditional pestbut with a substantially increased amount of
group work and discussions over the past two dec&teferences of local students towards
either experiential or traditional learning diféividing the subjects into proponents and
opponents of the educational innovations. It isiakdy not the initial perception of the teaching
approach among students, but their ability to lednen this approach is enacted, on the one

hand, and the teachers’ ability to implement tipigraach, on the other hand, that matter.
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Learning as a function of changes in the cognitskd|-based and affective states has a
central role in training effectiveness (Kraigeakt1993). Acquisition that transforms learning
experiences into knowledge, skills and attitudes, r@tention of the acquired competencies are
known to bridge the intervention characteristicg.(audiences, design, organization, and
environment) with generalization of learned matearal maintenance of trained skills or
behaviors (in other words, competencies) on th€biger et al. 2011; Baldwin & Ford 1988).
In this process, the amount of learning obtainexhigmportant precursor to transfer (Goldstein
1991). Acknowledging that the researched subjeutiewent on average only a 6 ECTS points
worth intervention, its effect could have been nraalized. At the same time, in the hands of a
talented or well-trained educator even a shorrwetation can become life-changing for students.

It has to be also acknowledged that the outcompsoiessional life of graduates can
take more time to mature. In the studied time frastetistically immeasurable, subtle results
might spring later, since the sense-making frommieg is not always an immediate process. As
the regression of employment entry and status evalved, being older did make one more
likely to become self-employed than unemployed mode likely to be employed in managerial,
professional or other positions.

To sum up, possible reasons behind the unexpeesedts can relate to the
implementation of experiential EE, limited interti@n volume of EE in general, infrastructural
constraints as well as learners’ characteristlusiftearning habits, prior competencies, etc.).
We acknowledge the time frame of the survey, tleeaisross-sectional design and
retrospective assessment of learning outcomeseasaim limitations of this research. The
number of observations per HEI and the fact thaseweced the sample from different business

programs adds heterogeneity to the analysis. Howgixeen that the conceptual premises are
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robust empirically, they should remain salient @ieénogeneous samples (lakovleva et al. 2011).
Regarding the choice of design, there are severdies that are based on post-intervention
measurements (with control groups) as well asiveligtshort EE modules (e.g. Piperopoulos &
Dimov 2014; Charney & Libecap 2000; Lange et all2Kolvereid & Moen 1997) that
strengthens the methodological reasoning of thidystThat said, it does not consider unique
features of the contributing HEIs and deeper irtsigito the delivery of experiential EE that
could potentially provide more exhaustive explamagiof why certain teaching methods did not
work as expected. For this reason, more comparstivies using both qualitative and
guantitative research methods are called for. iftisides comparing not only the forms of
interventions but also business and non-businesgn@ers, designers, psychologists, etc.)
graduates in this regard, because EE could make diféerence to the latter group when it
comes to combining creative and design specialtypaiencies with entrepreneurial

competencies in professional life.
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FIGURE 1 Framework and hypotheses of the study
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FIGURE 2 Findings of the study
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TABLE 1 Descriptiveinformation about the sample

. Did you complete your HEI share
_HEI_ an_d Bachelor completio Bachelor degree? Total Respons in the
institution share crosstab rate (est
Yes No sample
A N 38 11 69
o 25.0% 15.2%
%o 55.1% 44.9% 100.0%
B N 7 10 17
. 0 12.0% 3.7%
Estonia % 41.2% 58.8% 100.0%
C N 16 14 30
o 6.6% 6.6%
% 53.3% 46.7% 100.0%
D N 25 7 32
o 10.7% 7.1%
Yo 78.1% 21.9% 100.0%
E N 46 14 60
o 10.3% 13.2%
/o 76.7% 23.3% 100.0%
F N 71 52 123
o 12.2% 27.1%
) % 57.7% 42.3% 100.0%
Latvia
G N 73 15 88
o 27.5% 19.4%
% 83.0% 17.0% 100.0%
H N 6 29 35
o 18.1% 7.7%
%o 17.1% 82.9% 100.0%
N 282 172 454 100.0%
Total o 15.3%
%o 62.1% 37.9%  100.0%
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TABLE 2 Measures of the lear ning outcomes

KNOWLEDGE composite

“During your entrepreneurship course or programMeayou learnt new information that you did not kreiw
the beginning of the course about the followingdsp’ [5-point scale: Learned nothing new/Was expose|

d to
new

topic/Learned some basic facts about it/Learnedoalemate amount of new info/Gained extensive
knowledge of the topic]

Legal aspects of establishing a new enterprise 60.68

Development of new products and services 0.655

Opportunity recognition 0.769

Attraction of financing 0.702

Project management 0.50p

Lean start-ups 0.700Q

Evaluation of business opportunities 0.642

General principles of financial reporting 0.617
Theories of entrepreneurship 0.71b
Entrepreneurship process 0.706
Business plans and its constituents 0.663
Business modeling 0.736)
Integrated marketing communications 0.721
Business communication 0.668
Team management 0.655
Positioning and branding of products and services 0.651
The role of entrepreneurs in our society and 0.493
economy

Cronbach’s alpha 0.871 0.792] 0.811

SKILLS composite

“Can you do things now that you could not do at theginning of the course?[5-point scale: Ng

ial

improvement/Made one or two minor improvements/Mageme improvements/Made substan
improvements/Can now perform very well]

Write a business plan. 0.731
Work out a marketing plan. 0.535
Identify and analyze risk. 0.715
Conduct a market research. 0.54p
Evaluate pros and cons of business ideas. 0.497
Prepare a cash flow for a firm. 0.734
Manage business risks. 0.653
Resolve conflicts. 0.677

Be a valuable team-member. 0.834

Work across teams and functions. 0.889

Work with others who are different from me. 0.800

Lead a team. 0.766

D_eal ywth uncertainty, adapt to new and uncerIa{f708

situations.

Set priorities and focus on realistic goals. 0.548

Organize and control ongoing projects. 0.562

Keep good interpersonal relations. 0.715

Negotiate deals with other businesses. 0.5f71
Solve creative business problems. 0.653
Develop new products and services. 0.746
Build up professional networks. 0.677
Identify unmet needs of people. 0.568
Develop innovative working environment. 0.640
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Attract potential investors to my endeavors. 0.747
Devise profitable business models. 0.729
Cronbach’s alpha 0.927 | 0.918 | 0.870

ATTITUDES composite

“Please indicate the extent to which you agree with following statements..[5-point scale: Strongly

Disagree/Disagree/Neither Agree nor Dlsagree/A@tmehgly Agree]

| want to start a (one more) new enterprise.

182

Among various options, | would rather be
entrepreneur.

aB.849

To be an entrepreneur and have own company i$

true passion.

§'%73

A career as an entrepreneur suits me well — itsg
more freedom and autonomy.

VG 852

| am confident in my ability to start a new

enterprise.

0.686

My professional goal is to be an entrepreneur.

D.§

I will make every effort to start a new enterpris

when aspired.

%.686

| always try to find innovative solutions to arigior
existing challenges.

0.645

| openly question how things can be improved.

D.5

| perceive myself as a creative person.

0.7

4

| am enthusiastic about generating new ideas
recognizing new opportunities.

and

0.685

| am always trying to be alert to new ideas &
opportunities that come to my mind.

and

0.654

| always make my best effort to convince otk
people in my ideas.

ner

0.546

I am sure | can be (I am) a good leader of a team.

0.401

Usually | set ambitious goals to myself.

0.65

| want to achieve more than most other people.

849.

It is vital for me to grow and develop constantly.

0.724

I like taking business risks — it excites me!

6438

| tend to take my chances, even if | might fail.

0.779

For me, failure is a valuable outcome of the prsg
of doing.

es

0.651

| feel self-confident when talk to successful

entrepreneurs.

0.449

I can rely on myself in any uncertain situation.

0.814

| can rely on myself in any demanding situation.

0.801

| am keen on new learning.

0.804

| appreciate professional guidance from mpre

experienced people.

0.801

Cronbach’s alpha

0.923

0.795

0.758

0.71

3

0.746

0.62
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TABLE 3 Descriptive statistics of theregression variables

Variable Mean SD N 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 1( 11 12 18 14 15 16 17 18 19
Employment| 2.205| 1.661| 454 1
Intrapreneur-

) 376 | .485| 311 -133| 1
ship

Private EA .295 457|454 -147 .057 1

Knowledge .030 480 454  -.031 .061 .014 1

Skills 047 | .510| 454 003 127 .060 | .613 1

Attitude 032 | .462| 454 -082 .1%g .324" | .247" | 319" 1

Prior 1681| .804| 454 -029 .048 173 .037 | -027| .153| 1

knowledge

Priorent. | goq | gog | 454 -049 074 209 -026 | -044| 151 | 481 | 1
experience

P”g;"’)vork 1.207| .966| 454 004 .116 .197' | .058 | -016| .114| 206" | 437 | 1

Prior ent. 364

o 3.504 | 1.223| 454 -087 .10(Q 189" | 187" | 513 | 214" | 167 | .106 1
asplratlons

:;L?:a?gr?s 3.786 | 1.004| 454 -049 148 140" | 061 | .084| 347 | 188 | .081 | .090| .427| 1
G;"t";ﬂzte 621 | .486| 454 .159| -065| .018| .104| .076 | -035| -090| -053 -058 -057 -041 1
Age 1.414| .703| 454 .03d 065  .098 .044 | -.026| -.009| .168| .315" | .488" | .026 | -.031| .034 1
Gender 599 491 454 074 -091 -7190 .076 | .063| -171(-113 | -120 | -.048 | -174 |-094 | .028 .009 1
enﬁg{ﬁgﬁeur 355 | 479 | 454/ -105| -060 | .045| -018| .004] .121| 088 | .080| -064] .082] .048 000 -194 -079 | 1
rﬁ;‘;ggte 474 | 500| 454 013 034 044 -020 -015 116.092 | .077| -002| .1io| .181" |-023| -188 | -043 | 405 | 1
r'fe”t\tlzifl'( 2568 | 1.208| 454 -079 .09 .223 169" | .067 | .240 | .283" | 257" | 209" | .173" | .079 | .018| .161 | .009 | .181 | .094 1
Past intrap. 311 464 347 -J14.406° | 1317 | 066 | .055| .206 | .131 | .247" | 214" | 074 | .026| .008| .174 | -116 | -.020 | -028| .153* 1
ingszn‘:ifon 1.531| .500| 454 .026| .092 .04 -003 154.133" | -.066 | .037| -059| .096| .188" | .094 | -225" | -121 | .070 | .114 | -058 | .003 1
Country 1.674 469 454 072 .06 .028 005 “1[15.045 | -.025| -126|-211" | .099 | 255" | .057 | -.286 | -061 | .015| .151 |-.233*|-12Z2| 457"

Notes: *. Correlation is significant at the 0.05de(2-tailed). **. Correlation is significant ate 0.01 level (2-tailed).
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TABLE 4 Results of the multinomial probit regression of employment

Dependent variable: Employme

1 2 3 4 5

Independent variable B coef B coef B coef B coef B coef
Parer-entreprenel -0.666* -0471+ -0.287 -0.587* -0.725*
Paren-manage 0.659’ 0.771* 0.176 0.492* 0.618*
Age 0.525* 0.768*** 0.018 0.480* 0.237
Gende -0.260 0.046 -0.166 -0.045 0.480+
Graduate stat 1.072%* | 0.751*** 0.998*** 0.832*** 0.525*
Prior knowledg 0.221 0.056 0.136 0.108 0.063
Prior ent. aspiratiol 0.340** -0.056 -0.203+ 0.052 0.121
Prior mng. aspiratiol -0.050 0.026 0.076 -0.070 -0.034
Prior work experienc 0.094 0.156 0.059 0.009 0.102
Prior ent. experien 0.269 0.057 0.191 -0.045 -0.046
Knowledge composi 0.Co8 -0.024 -0.464 -0.271 -0.172
Skills composit 0.023 -0.159 0.305 0.173 0.168
Attitudes composit 0.367 0.072 0.04¢ 0.266 -0.406
Intervention typ 0.111 0.633** 0.537* 0.221 -0.025

(Constant | -3.€31 -3.166 -1.461 -1.701 -2.044

N 454
Wald Ch-squari | 155.4(
degrees of freeda 7C
p-level | 0.00(

Notes: +p<0.10; *p<0.05; **p<0.01; ***p<0.001

0 — Unemployed (baseline outcome — all coefficieméesgiven in respect to difference between thellvescategory
and the other categories); 1 — Self-employed, 2anddement, 3 — Professional, 4 — Civil servanesigfists, 5 —

Office clerks, interns, etc.
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TABLE 5 Results of the binary logistic regression of nascent intrapreneurship

Dependent variable: Nascent intrapreneurs
Model 1 | Model z | Model = | Model £ Model £
Independent variable Exp(B) Exp(B) Exp(B) Exp(B) Exp(B) 95% C.|
Parer-entreprenel 0.682 0.67¢ 0.63¢ 0.62¢ 0.647 [0.345; 1.211
Paren-manage 1.30¢ 1.36¢ 1.46: 1.41( 1.31¢ [0.738; 2.357
Graduate stat: 0.76¢ 0.75¢ 0.71¢ 0.66: 0.65¢ [0.367; 1.17¢
Prior work experienc 1.112 1.13¢ 1.15] 1.19: [0.881; 1.61€
Prior ent. experien 0.84: 0.83¢ 0.801 0.82: [0.574; 1.181
Prior ent. aspiratiol 1.16: 0.93¢ 0.93( 0.90¢ [0.679; 1.202
Past intrapreneurst 6.724** | 6.687** | 6.944* | 7.102** [3.934; 12.82:
Knowledge composi 0.771 0.811 0.81¢ [0.403; 1.651
Skills composit 1.64¢ 1.50¢ 1.51¢ [0.777; 2.95E
Ent. affectiol 1.443° 1.439° 1.473*  [1.055; 2.057
Intervention typ 1.609- 1.35¢ [0.743; 2.487
Country 1.56¢ [0.782; 2.13C
(Constant | 0.71¢ 0.21¢ 0.447 0.37¢ 0.31¢
Events/ | 117/31: | 117/31: | 117/31: 117/31: | 117/31:
Chi-square?) | 3.51¢ 57.57¢ 65.78: 68.72: 70.34:
degrees f freedon 3 7 1C 11 12
p-level | 0.31¢ 0.00c¢ 0.00c 0.00c¢ 0.00c
Cox & SnellF | 0.011 0.16¢ 0.191 0.19¢ 0.20z
Nagelkerke F | 0.01¢ 0.23( 0.26( 0.27( 0.27¢
PAC | 52.4% 73.3% 72.7% 72.3% 73.6%
Sensitivity 0% 53.8% 49.6% 51.3% 51.3%
Specificity |  100% 851% 86.6% 85.1% 87.1%
PPV - 68.5% 69.0% 67.4% 70.6%
NPV | 62.4% 75.3% 74.0% 74.3% 74.8%

Notes: +p<0.10; *p<0.05; ***p<0.001; PAC — % acceyan classification, sensitivity — % of cases thad the
observed characteristic, specificity — % of cadest did not have the observed characteristic, PPhbsitive
predicted value (% of correctly predicted case$ Wit observed characteristic), NPV — negativeipted value (%
of correctly predicted cases without the obserletacteristic).
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TABLE 6 Results of the binary logistic regression of private early-stage entrepreneurial

activity
Dependent variable: Private ea-stage E/
Model 1 Model Z Model : Model 4
Independent variable Exp(B) Exp(B) Exp(B) Exp(B) 95% C.I
Gende 0.378*** 0.410*** 0.440** 0.427** [0.253; 0.721
Paren-entreprenet 1.17¢ 0.84: 0.75¢ 0.77( [0.449; 1.31¢
Graduate stati 0.96 1.037 1.07¢ 1.07¢ [0.635; 1.817
Prior ent. experien 1.3274 1.3364 1.370A [0.982; 1.911
Prior work experienc 1.22: 1.211 1.25:2 [0.931; 1.685]
Prior ent. aspiratiol 2.629*** 2.376*** | 2.338*** [1.745; 3.132
Ent. networl 1.508** 1.551%* | 1.602** [1.263; 2.03¢
Knowledge composi 0.390** 0.377** [0.185; 0.76¢
Skills composit 1.56: 1.601 [0.835; 3.071
Attitudes composit 2.899** 3.090** [1.527; 6.254
Intervention typ 0.69: [0.390; 1.231
Country 1.68¢ [0.891; 3.201
(Constant 0.631 0.00z 0.00¢ 0.00:
Events/I 124/32( 124/32( 124/32( 124/32(
Chi-square ?) 21.62¢ 132.42! 148.42! 151.49(
degrees of freeda 3 7 10 12
p-level 0.00(¢ 0.00( 0.00( 0.00(
Cox & Snell FF 0.04¢ 0.25¢ 0.28¢ 0.25¢
Nagelkerke F 0.06¢ 0.37: 0.40¢ 0.41¢
PAC 72.1% 77.9% 79.5% 79.1%
Sensitivity 0% 45.2% 47.5% 46.8%
Specificity 100% 90.6% 91.9% 91.6%
PPV - 65.1% 69.4% 68.2%
NPV 72% 81.0% 81.9% 81.6%

Notes: +p<0.10; **p<0.01; **p<0.001; ten cases lwgtudentized residual values greater than 2.5 exsiided
from this regression.

39



APPENDI X A Teaching methods/educational activities specified by respondents

Methods/HEI | A(N=69) | B (N=17) | C (N=30)* | D (N=32) | E (N=60) | F n=123* | G (N=88)* H (N=35)
I. Traditional methods

lectures 96.8% 92.0% 97.1% 98.7% 85.7% 86.1% 96.6% 90.0%
discussions 62.7% 52.0% 65.7% 47.4% 71.4% 62.0% 70.8% 60.0%
case studies** 64.2% 60.0% 77.1% 40.8% 40.0% 51.8% 73.0% 27.5%
business planning** 49.3% 32.0% 71.4% 46.1% 54.3% 41.6% 61.8% 20.0%
Il. Methods based on working life

real-life problem solving 31.3% 16.0% 42.9% 18.4% 22.9% 42.3% 64.0% 22.5%
internships (practice at work) 43.3% 32.0% 42.9% 69.7% 57.1% 47.4% 34.8% 12.5%
real-life projects with companies 16.4% 16.0% 28.6% 5.3% 5.7% 22.6% 55.1% 5.0%
working with mentors 3.0% 0.0% 22.9% 3.9% 2.9% 5.8% 18.0% 5.0%
guest lectures by practitioners 52.2% 40.0% 42.9% 10.5% 38.6% 34.3% 75.3% 25.0%
job shadowing 1.5% 8.0% 5.7% 0.0% 11.4% 5.1% 25.8% 2.5%
I1l. Methods modeling entrepreneurship

24-h camps 27%  4.0% 0.0% 0.0% 1.4% 3.6% 1.1% 0.0%
mini-companies 1.4% 8.0% 16.2% 1.3% 7.1% 4.4% 50.6% 7.5%
virtual mini-companies 1.4% 8.0% 10.8% 0.0% 10.0% 19.7% 3.4% 15.0%
pre-incubation & incubation 0.0% 0.0% 37.1% 1.3% 5.7% 7.3% 10.1% 0.0%
simulations 7.5% 28.0% 28.6% 10.5% 20.0% 34.3% 29.2% 20.0%
business games 11.9% 28.0% 54.3% 39.5% 35.7% 53.3% 23.6% 45.0%
business modeling 13.4% 16.0% 25.7% 7.9% 31.4% 22.6% 37.1% 10.0%
business competitions 1.4% 8.0% 8.1% 1.3% 8.6% 14.6% 34.8% 0.0%
entrepreneurship labs 0.0% 0.0% 5.4% 0.0% 2.9% 2.2% 18.0% 2.5%
inter-disciplinary teamwork 4.5% 4.0% 11.4% 7.9% 14.3% 11.7% 21.3% 10.0%
pitching business ideas 31.3% 60.0% 62.9% 22.4% 22.9% 26.3% 38.2% 17.5%
IV. Participative methods

international exchange programs 1.5% 8.0% 5.7% 1.3% 15.7% 10.2% 11.2% 10.0%
creativity exercises 16.4% 24.0% 31.4% 25.0% 30.0% 40.1% 36.0% 37.5%
fishbowls 17.9% 16.0% 28.6% 15.8% 7.1% 8.8% 1.1% 7.5%
scientific discussions 10.4% 4.0% 11.4% 5.3% 14.3% 10.9% 5.6% 7.5%

Notes: Highest share per country shown in bold. iHBat implement more experiential EE. *Whilsettreatment of business planning as a traditiorsthod might be disputable, it is
commonly delivered in a traditional way in the IbetEls. Most often, it is an individual or pair &gsment requiring submission of a 10-15 page docuroemprising mission statement,
product or service description, market and SWOTyaig and cash flow forecast, amongst other stahdamponents. Depending on the way case studéeisnplemented, they can also
be classified as participative or based on workifiegf accompanied by company visits, yet theydéa be more formal in Estonia and Latvia.
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