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Introduction

During the past few decades, the interest in entrepreneurship education has increased not only in Finland but globally (Katz, 2003; Kuratko, 2005). At the same time entrepreneurship education research has been growing with special tracks assigned to it at national and international conferences, new thematic entrepreneurship education conferences being launched together with special issues in entrepreneurship education, and dedicated journals, academic books and dissertations. However, scholars should not be content with the current status of entrepreneurship education research. Research cannot remain static and repetitive but must continuously ask new questions. Counterintuitive approaches and research designs can advance the entrepreneurship research field in general (Zahra, 2007), and in our view the field of entrepreneurship education is no exception.

In order to see forward it is necessary to take stock of what has been accomplished so far. In this article, we provide a heuristic meta-analysis of entrepreneurship education dissertations completed in Finland before the end of 2012. We hope that this will mark the boundaries of current research and pave the way for Finnish entrepreneurship education research for years to come. The interest in meta-analyses and meta-syntheses is growing in many fields of study (Sandelowski & al., 1997, Eisend, 2009, Tranfield et al., 2003, Hoon, 2013), and they target an accumulation of knowledge based on existing studies. The major problem yet to be resolved is developing systematic approaches in order to accumulate knowledge in ways that maintain the integrity of individual studies. Keeping in mind both of these needs, we apply a still rare heuristic meta-analysis to compile a synthesis of the Finnish dissertations in order to find new and interesting questions for the future. We hope that our heuristic meta-analysis will also help to resolve a dilemma typical of all meta-analyses, that is, how to simultaneously explore new avenues and ask new questions while advancing the shared understanding of the scientific community by retrospectively analysing previous studies. As Wiklund et al. (2011) note, the first question is particularly characteristic of Scandinavian entrepreneurship research. The latter, Kuhn argues (1996, 5), provides a foundation for scientific education and communities.

Although entrepreneurship education already has a 40-year history in science, it has only recently started to attract education researchers. (e.g. Byrne, Fayolle & Toutain, (forthcoming); Nabi et al., 2013; Fayolle & Linan, 2013). Entrepreneurship education research has been active in Finland, something that can be at least partly credited to the development of a national entrepreneurship education network and political interest in the field in Finland. Despite this increase and growth, Pittaway and Cope’s (2007) extensive literature review did not include any Finnish contributions. Since the first Finnish dissertation was published in 1997, the number of theses published annually has grown steadily, but their presence has obviously not been communicated effectively in the international field. Thus, either Finnish entrepreneurship education research has a very specific profile that only serves the needs of Finnish researchers and society, or as the bibliographical citation analysis of Turunen (2011) suggests, its specifics have not been understood even by the Finnish researchers themselves.

Pittaway and Cope (2007) suggest the research in the field of entrepreneurship education is related to current policy, and should always be understood in its context. Thus, we can assume that the Finnish policy has some influence on the research conducted in the country. Even if the opinions of researchers about the goal of education vary depending on which researcher is writing and on which tradition they come from, somehow education is always society’s media for manifesting its ideas (i.e. Bowen 1981). Thus, we hope that our study also provides some ideas for the Finnish research community and policy makers to help them reflect on their own role and ideas in the national arena. Accordingly our study meets three needs: 1) it profiles the Finnish entrepreneurship education research internationally 2) opens new avenues for future research and 3) helps both the Finnish policymakers and the research community to reflect on their own work.

Entrepreneurship education in Finland
Lämsä and Takala (2001) argue that although the creation of new concepts can be seen as a creative dialectical process combining intuition and rational thinking, there may also be political objectives behind the creation of concepts. Entrepreneurship education is no exception in this respect but rather the contrary. Hence, to better understand a tiny welfare state like Finland with a population of only 5.3 million, we first provide an overview of its current position in entrepreneurship education in Europe.

We can use two landmark events to anchor the Finnish national policy development of entrepreneurship education. The first is the outcome of the committee work initiated by the National Board of education in 1992. It led to the decision to adopt entrepreneurship education as a mainstreaming theme at all levels of education from 1994. Mainstreaming refers to the idea that entrepreneurship is embedded in all subjects and pedagogy, not applied as a specific subject. This follows the current European Commission (2005, 2006) recommendation to approach entrepreneurship as a future key competence for every citizen. A report published in 2002 on the situation of entrepreneurship education in the European Union school system indicated that Finland was the only country that had included entrepreneurship education in the curricula of primary and secondary levels, as well as in initial vocational training (European Commission, 2002). This status actually remains valid today, because the Pittaway and Cope (2007) literature review, for example, focused only on upper-secondary and tertiary education.

The second landmark event took place ten years later, when the Finnish Government generated a special policy programme as a part of the Government’s economic and industrial policy. The Ministry of Trade and Industry coordinated the programme and the Ministry of Education provided its implementation plan for entrepreneurship education to be adopted in April 2004. This programme set out measures to promote entrepreneurship at different levels of education, to enhance the attractiveness of entrepreneurship as a career, to take account of the needs of small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) in education policy projects, to develop advisory services geared to entrepreneurs who hire employees and to improve business owners’ options for providing apprenticeship training.

Consequently, the Development Plan for Education and Research 2003–2008 integrated active citizenship-related entrepreneurship education into the education system, assuming that a mindset favourable to entrepreneurship creates a basis for it. It also stressed the significance of, and need for, new research to extend the knowledge base of learning processes and pedagogy conducive to entrepreneurial action. The education and research development plan for 2007–2012 also included these aims (Koulutus ja Tutkimus 2007–2012). These specifics are also identified by the comparative research on entrepreneurship education in different countries (Hytti & O’Gorman, 2004). Austria and Norway have a strong business focus, while Finland has a strong non-business focus.

This long-term aim of the Finnish Government to mainstream entrepreneurship education across its education system with recommendations to encourage research in this field should logically become visible in the content of doctoral dissertations.

Heuristics as a method of meta-analysis
3.1 Essence of search and argument heuristics
The traditions of the heuristic approach date back only a few decades. It is often used to develop conceptual understanding and modelling (for example Black, 1951; Emery, 1986; Morrel & Hartley, 2006; Ofori-Dankwa & Julian, 2002) but it has not been extensively applied as a tool for meta-analysis of research. Abbot’s book, Methods of discovery – Heuristics for social sciences introduces the diverse field of meta-analysis as a method of discovery. By learning from Aaltio et al.’s (2011, 2013) meta-analyses of female entrepreneurship research, we can combine its two alternatives: search and argument heuristics. Search heuristics takes new ideas from elsewhere while the argument heuristics turns old and familiar arguments into new and creative ones (Abbott, 2003: 120). After employing search heuristics, that is finding analogies, we cultivate them by adopting argument heuristics.

The central aspect of search heuristics is analogy, for example analogy of the problem. Analogy is usually well concealed and often only a starting point for an argument requiring careful elaboration, and which has to be critically worked out on its own. As Abbott (2003: 114–20) argues ‘Many of the influential papers have their roots in a fairly simple analogy that is carefully worked out’. The working out process can benefit from argument heuristics, which focuses on ways of turning old and familiar arguments into new and creative ones. ‘Argument heuristics works with the ideas one already has, trying to make them look unfamiliar and strange’ (Abbott, 2003: 120). Abbott differentiates four categories of argument heuristics: 1) Problematizing the obvious, 2) making a reversal, 3) making an assumption and seeing where it gets you, and finally 4) reconceptualising. In this paper after finding the analogy, we first problematize it with respect to entrepreneurship education and entrepreneurship research that provides categories familiar to us, and then turn to a reversal by applying the Finnish dissertations as our research material and our data.

3.2 Finding an analogy

For Abbott (2004, 117) a base for the analogy should primarily have the ability to escape the standard framing of the phenomenon. The analogy we take from him concerns education. He illustrates argument heuristics with an example of college education. What if its purpose is not to educate, but something else, for example, to store unemployed youngsters. This problematizing results in the division of college education into educational and non-educational purposes. Adapting this to entrepreneurship education, we can start to problematize the obvious, and ask the question, what if the goal of entrepreneurship education research issomething other than education.

3.2 Problematizing the obvious

Following the idea that the national educational policy has an influence on entrepreneurship research, we can identify a three-part debate on entrepreneurship education at the level of policy, research, and practice. However, these debates are not always interconnected. First, there is a debate over whether entrepreneurship is something that can be learned and taught, or if it is something inherent in individuals’ personalities (Henry, Hill and Leitch, 2005a, 2005b), and this debate has been conducted in the spheres of policy, practice, and research. However, following the idea that entrepreneurship cannot be learned and taught casts the Europe-wide educational recommendations into a rather odd light, and makes it pointless to even research it. It certainly leads to the question: what if entrepreneurship education research represents something other than education?

The second debate however takes it for granted that it can be learned, but not necessarily taught, since it questions whether entrepreneurship education is something that should be adopted in an education system or not. This debate is active on the practice level – especially among the teachers at the compulsory level of schooling (Seikkula-Leino et al., 2010) – but not discussed at length at the level of research or policy. Since Finland remains among the very few countries adopting entrepreneurship education at primary and secondary levels of education, the outcome of this debate can be regarded as specific to the Finnish education system (European Commission, 2007). If entrepreneurship cannot be taught, this debate also leads to the question, what if entrepreneurship education research represents something other than education.

The third debate deals with whether entrepreneurship education is a special kind of education or if it should be integrated into all educational levels and/or forms. Several studies indicate business schools are the traditional home of entrepreneurship studies and research in universities, and the main hubs for entrepreneurship education research. However, over the years there has been a lively debate around questions like where entrepreneurship education should be located and offered. Some researchers claim that the business schools are not doing a particularly good job with it (Kirby, 2004) and have suggested that it should be offered as a campus wide-activity at the university level (Heinonen and Hytti, 2008). The critics suggest that it is within faculties other than business where new ideas and opportunities are created, and which therefore provide the optimal ground for entrepreneurship education. On the other hand, entrepreneurship is currently framed as the process of identifying and exploiting new opportunities (Shane & Venkatamaran, 2000) and from there it follows that entrepreneurship education is about developing a mindset, skills, and abilities. If this is not true, and we need to find places and spaces occupied by individuals with ideas, then this question raised by researchers and practitioners is directly aimed at the role of entrepreneurship education in the educational system and leads us to wonder what if entrepreneurship education research represents something other than education.

Accordingly, these three debates (can we educate, and where and how should we educate) lead to the question, what if entrepreneurship education research actually represents something other than education?

In addition to these three debates and learning from Gartner and Baker (2008), a fourth debate demands attention. Gartner and Baker (2008) claim the definitions scholars use to characterise the phenomenon of entrepreneurship matter, in that those definitions tend to direct scholars to focus on certain questions about entrepreneurship while ignoring others. When the three previous debates deal with if we can, if we should, and how to adopt entrepreneurship education in our education system to produce more successful citizens in the future, they totally ignore the question of whether entrepreneurship education is generating positive results. Of course, that means the three debates do not encompass questions asking what might be the effects if entrepreneurship education is in fact generating contradictory outcomes. Carr (2006) argues the critical perspective implies framing the activity, in this case entrepreneurship education, within a broader context, going beyond being negative and fault finding, attempting to reject the self-evident nature of reality, and drawing attention to social totality in relation to entrepreneurship education. Kets de Vries suggested there might be a dark side to entrepreneurship as early as 1985. He flagged that the traits and behaviours of entrepreneurs that allow them to succeed in their businesses can prove detrimental in their roles as a managers or co-workers (Kets de Vries, 1985). However, this view has not attracted much interest or investigation within the entrepreneurship research or policy fields.

A few studies exist empirically demonstrating that the attitudes displayed by many entrepreneurs constitute an abuse of entrepreneurial power, which may lead directly to the failure of the firm (Beaver and Jennings, 2005). Others portray institutional entrepreneurship in a positive light, symbolising ideals of progress and innovation but have in some instances highlighted unintended consequences that are less flattering (Khan et al., 2007). Overall, entrepreneurship research has been claimed to exhibit a strong success bias where many studies focus on identifying and studying successful entrepreneurs or entrepreneurship best practice (Politis & Gabrielsson) and rely on successful role models as idols for future citizens. Very few studies focus on the failures or negative consequences of entrepreneurship, for example, in terms of sometimes adverse effects on the growth of the firm (Heinonen & Hytti, 2010). On a policy level there seems to be an implicit assumption that having more entrepreneurs is always better. There is no empirical support for this claim and evidence suggests that the formation of high quality, high growth companies is important, rather than the number of new start-ups or entrepreneurs in itself (Shane, 2009). This debate leads us to again question what if entrepreneurship education research represents something other than education. It might for example, be intended to generate positive attitudes and self-efficacy by offering role models and guidance on how to be successful, and be able to solve problems far beyond our current comprehension. This leads us to ask a further question of whether educators have been given an impossible task: that of bridging the education gap between the three conflicting views (e.g. Shaw, 1937).

These four different debates reveal four different potential purposes other than the education per se that entrepreneurship education is assumed to represent. From a practical perspective, all these debates are vivid, whereas research focuses on only two debates and the policy struggle with the first one.

Table 1: Conflicting debates of entrepreneurship education

	Level of debate
	Policy
	Research
	Practice
	
	What entrepreneurship education represents
	

	Debate
	
	
	
	
	
	

	1. Can entrepreneurship be learned and taught or is it inherent in individuals’ personalities
	X
	X
	X
	Can we
	It is important to identify those capable of being entrepreneurs 
	

	2. Entrepreneurship can be learned but not necessary taught, thus should it be adopted in an education system or not?
	
	
	X
	Should we
	Formal education is not able to educate or not for entrepreneurship, which requires an informal learning process for those able and/or willing to take advantage of it
	

	3. Is entrepreneurship education a special kind of education or should it be integrated into all educational levels and/or forms
	
	X
	X
	How to adopt
	Entrepreneurship education represents a meta-competence or a subject necessary to succeed in society 
	

	4. Does entrepreneurship education generate positive results at all 
	
	
	X
	Do we want 
	Ideological stimulant for success in society
	



This conflicting outcome supports the need to study further our question drawn from our education analogy: what if entrepreneurship education research represents something other than education. To further cultivate it we proceed with a study of Finnish dissertations to investigate the possibility of making a reversal drawn from this analogy.

The data and its profile for making a reversal

The data informing this study are entrepreneurship education dissertations published in Finland between 2006 and 2012.
Owing to the specifics of the Finnish education system, our data gathering required several phases. In five Finnish universities, entrepreneurship is available as a major subject, meaning those universities can offer entrepreneurship-specific doctoral studies (Paasio, Nurmi and Heinonen 2005). These dissertations are easy to identify, but in other universities, research is one theme or research direction to some extent embedded in other disciplines.

As a result, first, the Scientific Association for Entrepreneurship Education was consulted to identify dissertation studies. Since the association includes members from many universities and different parts of the country, this process revealed 15 dissertations. Second, university dissertation catalogues and databases were investigated to identify additional studies. This yielded a further six studies for the review. This process should encompass all dissertations focusing on entrepreneurship education published in Finland. However, we acknowledge that this may not be the case because the boundaries are rather fluid, and it is rather difficult to decide which studies to include and which to exclude. In our selection process, we excluded studies that investigated entrepreneurship in general or studies that focused on entrepreneurial development, for example, without explicit links to education. For example, Westerholm (2007) examines the occupational competences and attitudes that small business managers view as essential for their work. Through this process, we excluded two dissertations from the process.
Consequently, the final selection consists of 19 dissertations (Table 2).
Table 2. Finnish entrepreneurship education dissertations 1997–2012

	
Author
	Dissertation title 
	Year
	University 
	Discipline 1)
	Language
2)
	Level of
education

	Kyrö
Paula
	Yrittäjyyden muodot ja tehtävä ajan murroksissa
	1997
	University
of Jyväskylä
	B
	F
	Society

	Leskinen
Pia-Lena
	‘Yrittäjällä koko elämä kiinni yrityksessä’ - opiskelijoiden yrittäjyyskäsitykset ja niiden muutokset yritysprojektin aikana
	1999
	University
of Vaasa
	B
	F
	Secondary level, vocational school

	Melin
Kirsti
	Yrittäjyysintentiot ja niiden taustatekijät Virossa ja Suomessa - Vertailukohteina eräissä ammatillisissa oppilaitoksissa opiskelevat nuoret kummassakin maassa
	2001
	University
of Vaasa
	B
	F
	Secondary level, vocational school

	Remes
Liisa
	Yrittäjyyskasvatuksen kolme diskurssia
	2003
	University
of Jyväskylä
	B
	F
	7-9th grades 

	Nevanperä
Erkki
	Yrittäjyys Suupohjan opiskelijanuorten ajattelussa : tutkimus Suupohjan seudun nuorisoasteen opiskelijoiden yrittäjyysnäkemyksistä sekä yrittäjyysopetuksen opetussuunnitelman kehittämispyrkimyksistä 
	2003
	University
of Jyväskylä
	B
	F
	17-18 year old students in six secondary level schools

	Backström-Widjeskog Bettina
	Du kan om du vill - lärares tankar om fostran till företagsamhet
	2008
	Åbo
Akademi
University
	Teacher E
	S
	Comprehensive and upper-secondary school

	Pihkala
Jussi
	Ammattikorkeakoulutuksen aikaiset yrittäjyysintentioiden muutokset (Changes in entrepreneurship intentions during polytechnic education)
	2008
	University
of Tampere
	E
	F
	Tertiary education (polytechnics)

	Tapani
Annukka
	Onko yhteisöllisyydellä väliä?: identiteettiprosessi ja sosiaalinen pääoma epävarmuuden sietämisen merkityksellisinä elementteinä 
	2009
	University
of Helsinki
	Social psychology
	F
	University of Applied Sciences

	Isokangas
Jouko
	Partneriperustainen harjoitusyritys : opiskelijat luomassa uutta toimintakokonaisuutta yrittäjyyskoulutuksessa
	2009
	University
of Oulu
	B
	F
	Vocational (business college)

	Asteljoki
Sari
	Ammattikorkeakoulujen sosiaali-ja terveysalan palvelutoiminta yrittäjämäisen ja yhteistoiminnallisen toimintatavan rajapinnassa
	2010
	University
 of Turku
	E
	F
	Higher education (University of applied sciences)

	Luoto
Seppo
	The Reflective Structuration of Entrepreneurship - As Contextualised to the Finnish University and Polytechnics Students’ Narratives
	2010
	University
of Vaasa
	B
	E
	Higher education (university and polytechnics)

	Tonttila
Kirsti
	Yrittäjyyden arvottaminen akateemisten nuorten argumentoinnissa
	2010
	University
of Helsinki
	Social
psychology
	F
	University

	Hägg
Outi
	Yrittäjyysvalmennus ja yrittäjäidentiteetti (Entrepreneurial training and entrepreneurial identity)
	2011
	University
of Tampere
	E
	F
	Participants in a entrepreneurship training programme 

	Ylinen
Aulis
	Opettajien yrittäjyyskasvatusvalmiudet Etelä-Pohjanmaan lukioissa
	2011
	University
of Jyväskylä
	B
	F
	Upper-secondary schools

	Turunen
Tero
	Yrittäjyys - mitä se merkitsee? : yrittäjyyden ja sen sukulaiskäsitteiden käyttö koulutuksessa, tutkimuksessa ja politiikassa 1900-luvun loppupuolelta 2000-luvun alkuun / Tero Turunen
	2011
	University
of Jyväskylä
	B
	F
	Society

	Hietanen
Lenita
	‘Tänään soitin vain kitaraa, koska innostuin.’ Tapaustutkimus yrittäjämäisestä toiminnasta perusopetuksen 7. luokan musiikin oppimisympäristössä
	2012
	University
of Lapland
	Teacher E
	F
	Comprehensive school (7th graders)

	Kakkonen Marja-Liisa
	Learning Entrepreneurial Competences in an International Undergraduate Degree Programme. A Follow-Up Study
	2012
	University
of Eastern
Finland 
	E
	E
	Higher education (undergraduate)

	Mäkimurto-Koivumaa
Soili
	Effectuation in embedded and enquiry-based entrepreneurship education. Essays for renewing engineering education at Kemi-Tornio University of Applied Sciences
	2012
	University
of Oulu 
	B
	E
	Higher education (University of applied sciences)

	Korhonen
Maija
	Yrittäjyyttä ja yrittäjämäisyyttä kaikille? Uusliberalistinen hallinta, koulutettavuus ja sosiaaliset erot peruskoulun yrittäjyyskasvatuksessa
	2012
	University
of Eastern
 Finland 
	Psychology
	F
	Comprehensive school (9th grade)

	1) B = Business discipline, E=education 2) F=Finnish, S= Swedish, E= English



The dissertations came from nine of the 21 Finnish universities. Ten represented business disciplines, six education or teacher education, two social psychology and one psychology. The dissertations were predominantly written in Finnish (15 out of 19 dissertations), with one written in Swedish (Finland’s second official language) and only three in English (See Table 1). Altogether, the dissertations cover the whole educational system and society level research. A specific feature of these dissertations is the strong role of primary, secondary, and vocational education (50%) (See Table 2).

Table 3 School levels of the dissertations in Finland 1997-2012

	School level
	Freq.
	%

	Comprehensive school
	4
	20

	Secondary level+ vocational school 
	6
	30

	 Tertiary
(Higher education =University and Applied Science university)
	7
	35

	 Continued education
	1
	5

	Society
	2
	10

	
	20
	100

	Comprehensive school 1-9 grades, Secondary next 2-3 years
N = 19 dissertations (1 dealing with two levels)
	
	




Making a reversal

To make a reversal we studied the motivation of the study and its aims and used them to categorise the dissertations according to the four conflicting debates presented in Table 1. Some dissertations fell into two categories and in total 21 perceptions were noted (see Table 4 drawn from the division in Appendix 1).
Table 4. The categories of entrepreneurship education dissertations in Finland 1997–2012
	Level of debate
	Policy
	Research
	Practice
	
	What entrepreneurship education
Represents
	%
	Dissertation category
	

	Debate
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	1. Can entrepreneurship be learned and taught or is it inherent in individuals’ personalities
	X
	X
	X
	Can we
	It is important to identify those capable of being entrepreneurs 
	5
	1
	

	2. Entrepreneurship can be learned but not necessary taught, thus should it be adopted in the educational system or not
	
	
	X
	Should we
	Formal education is not able to educate or not for entrepreneurship – It is an informal learning process for those able and/or willing to take advantage of it
	14
	3
	

	3. Whether entrepreneurship education is a special kind of education or should be integrated into all educational levels and/or forms
	
	X
	X
	How to adopt
	Entrepreneurship education represents a meta-competence or a subject necessary to succeed in society 
	71
	15
	

	4. Does entrepreneurship education generate positive results at all?
	
	
	X
	Do we want 
	Ideological stimulant for success in society
	10
	2
	

	19 dissertations
	
	
	
	
	
	100
	21
	



The analysis made it obvious that most Finnish dissertations on entrepreneurial education focus on how questions (Category 3), that is, how to adopt entrepreneurship education into the educational system. The analysis also reveals that the other categories that practitioners are struggling with are far rarer in research. These dissertations also include a lesser contribution to the should and want questions around entrepreneurship education identified in earlier literature reviews.
However, the nature of the categories (i.e. the questions of ‘can we, should we, how to adopt and do we want’) means we can make a reversal, that is, turn the previous arguments as Abbott (2004, 129) says, ‘on their heads’. This means not asking what is obvious; but what is missing. The need for this question comes from the relationship between categories. Should we first ask what we want, and then if we can do it? If we lean on the continental approach to educational conceptualisation that is also followed in Finland (Kyrö, 2006), only by obtaining a positive answer to these questions can we then ask how we should do it, and finally how to adopt that method in practice. If we follow this line of thought, it seems that the major part of the research takes for granted that entrepreneurship education is wanted, we can do it, and the main question is how to adopt it. This pedagogy-oriented research seems to dominate Finnish dissertations and closely follows the expectations of policy makers.
The problem at hand concerns the conflicting aspects of education and its scientific research. On one hand, education has been an integral part of society in Western countries since the nineteenth century when the right of all citizens to formal education was established. Since then, the conceptualisation of education has been integrated into national policy decisions, plans, and the development of education systems. The ideas adopted into education systems reflect what society regards as valuable to its success and welfare. Bowen, for example, argues that education is society’s media for manifesting its ideas (Bowen 1981) and Pittaway and Cope (2007) argue research in the field of entrepreneurship education is policy-related and should always be understood in its context. Thus, education is supposed to follow the national policy.
On the other hand, education is always value-laden, that is, an axiological phenomenon. Böhm (1995) points out that ethical questions are the very base of all educational discourses, whether theoretical or practical. The questions of what we want or why something is important belong to axiological discussion. This seems to be rare in Finnish dissertations. This follows findings from international research, and Alain Fayolle (2013), for instance, reports the absence of research focusing on these issues among the hundreds of articles their research team reviewed (Byrne, Fayolle & Toutain (forthcoming); Nabi et al. 2013; Fayolle & Linan 2013). To access questions on an axiological phenomenon assumes scholars are willing to critically address the arguments of the policy makers. However, the findings of Pittaway and Cope’s (2007) extensive literature review indicate a lack of research evaluating policies designed to promote entrepreneurship education.

In summary, research on entrepreneurship education is supposed to simultaneously follow policy, but also to critically address the basis of it. In education, axiological bases are then explicitly adopted in practice. This link between practices and philosophical bases seems to be lacking in entrepreneurship education research more broadly, be that Finnish or international research.

Conclusions and discussion

The goal of our study was to establish the current boundaries of Finnish entrepreneurship education research and pave the way for more of it in the years to come. The study has undertaken a heuristic meta-analysis of entrepreneurship education dissertations completed in Finland before the end of 2012, and cultivated an analogy taken from education, that was, what if entrepreneurship education research represents something other than education? Using argument heuristics, led to the establishment of four categories of debates that were not overlapping, but were instead being treated as the separate concerns of researchers, policy makers, and practitioners. The first category dealt with the question ‘Can we educate?’ and left identifying who are capable of becoming entrepreneurs to entrepreneurship education. The second category of debate addressed the question of ‘Should we educate at all?’ given the fact that it was questioned whether entrepreneurship could be taught or not. The debate concluded that entrepreneurship should be learned as part of an informal learning process available to those willing and/or able to take advantage of it. Therefore, teaching entrepreneurship was excluded from formal education. The third category focused on how questions, that is, how to adopt entrepreneurship education and this category led to the conclusion that entrepreneurship represents a meta-competence or a subject necessary to success in society. The final category posed the question ‘Do we want entrepreneurship education or is it an ideological stimulant for success in society. The categories were used to construct a reversal by asking what the issue was that prevented these debates overlapping . This was approached by studying Finnish entrepreneurship education dissertations; first by profiling them and then by scrutinising the categories.

As a profile compared to international research, we can say that in Finland more emphasis is placed on comprehensive and vocational education than in other countries. The majority of the dissertations focus on category three that relates to how to adopt entrepreneurship education, thus taking it for granted that entrepreneurship education should be taught, and that we are able to do so. Only a few dissertations focused on other categories.

These findings reveal that the axiological questions that are crucial in education could also combine the debates on do we want to?, can we? should we?, and how should we do it? that are missing from most of the Finnish research. This led us to set the expectations for future research to be based on axiological discussion. This conclusion is not an isolated one, as extensive literature reviews conducted by Alain Fayolle and colleagues (Byrne, Fayolle & Toutain, (forthcoming) ; Nabi et al., 2013; Fayolle & Linan, 2013) reached the same conclusion. Next, we elaborate in more detail what this umbrella question might mean in research.

Conceptual understandings of entrepreneurship education seem to be linked to whether it is considered positive or negative. In order to cultivate our understanding further we need, first, to start asking more broadly what kind of entrepreneurship education we want to promote. In order to answer this question we need to probe what outcomes entrepreneurship and entrepreneurship education is generating. The findings of the present study suggest most dissertations take entrepreneurship education for granted and apply a positive view of it, and also of developing entrepreneurial intentions, for example. For the future development of the field, it will be necessary for research to be more critical, and ask if entrepreneurship or entrepreneurship education is always good, and what are its potential pitfalls (Korhonen, 2012). Hence, it is relevant to ask if all entrepreneurial opportunities are equally beneficial for the individual, the environment, or society; and whether such debates should be included in the discussion of entrepreneurship education. This also involves acknowledging the dark side of entrepreneurship, and its unintended negative consequences (Kets de Vries, 1985).
Second, if we accept that under certain conditions entrepreneurship (education) promotes positive outcomes, the next question that follows is how to adopt it. Conceptually entrepreneurship research has targeted a definition of what entrepreneurship is all about. Currently there is a consensus that entrepreneurship is about identification and exploitation of opportunities (Shane and Venkatamaran, 2000), even if the nature of those opportunities (in terms of whether they are discovered or created (Alvarez and Barney, 2007)) is still moot. The current review reveals the scarcity of studies aiming to combine these ideas. Entrepreneurship education research includes many studies focusing on entrepreneurial attitudes and intentions, as confirmed by the findings of this review. However, if entrepreneurship is about identifying and exploiting opportunities, it would surely make sense to conduct studies analysing if and how entrepreneurship education contributes to this process (Heinonen et al., 2011), and studies that might help to develop new models for entrepreneurship education as platforms for generating new ideas and opportunities. Currently, we debate if business schools are the wrong place for entrepreneurship education, but the current review suggests business schools are (also) the right places, but perhaps we are adopting the wrong models, and therefore we have been forced to seek out entrepreneurship education in those places with individuals who have existing ideas to work with.

Third, an acceptance that entrepreneurship can also be learned in formal education, gives rise to further questions. In this area too, a critical view can be helpful. Rae (2011) stresses the need to move towards a new level of entrepreneurship education with a strong emphasis on sustainability and responsibility. Hence, we can ask if entrepreneurship education is reflective and helps its students to develop sustainable and responsible ideas. We might further ask how entrepreneurship education might be changed to achieve this end. The current review, and the dissertations that informed it, clarify that if entrepreneurship education is understood in a functional or technical way – as a science or subject aiming to promote venture creation – its integration into formal education may be difficult, especially in primary or secondary education. If, in contrast, entrepreneurship is understood as a method or pedagogy (Sarasvathy & Venkatamaran, 2000) for gaining necessary life-skills, it may be better received, particularly by teachers. Thus to adopt an entrepreneurial or enterprising pedagogy in formal education assumes that we are able to dig deeper into the philosophical basis of our pedagogy and reveal its axiological basis.

[bookmark: saew]Finally, if we believe that entrepreneurship can be learned and taught, but also acknowledge at the same time that different individuals are predisposed towards entrepreneurship to varying degrees (e.g. if measured by entrepreneurial intentions), how can this belief inform future entrepreneurship education research. In the future, it would be fruitful to have more longitudinal studies to study the process in more detail. They might cover the process from intentions to entrepreneurial behaviour, and examine how different entrepreneurship education models or pedagogies contribute to this personal development. Further research might also investigate if there are models that work best with students with strong entrepreneurial intentions: and which entrepreneurial teaching methods support students who would not identify themselves as potential entrepreneurs. Overall, we need to build a better understanding of the versatility of students in the classroom. For example, gender differences are identified in many studies, but there has been little discussion of how we could factor gender into the entrepreneurship education classroom or indeed, whether we should (Jones, 2010).

As stated above, entrepreneurship education is driven and surrounded by its political context. Therefore, the questions asked about entrepreneurship education seem to stem strongly from the policy calls and expectations of implementing entrepreneurship education. Consequently, our questions have focused on questions of how to implement entrepreneurship education. On the other hand, we have established that education is always value-laden and research would therefore benefit from questioning the basis of value. It is also necessary to ask critically if we want more entrepreneurship in the first place, and if so what type of entrepreneurship is wanted. The answers to those questions will set the boundaries for entrepreneurship education, and will also provide specific guidelines for designing entrepreneurship education programmes.

Evaluating the success of the current study demands revisiting the three needs stated at its outset. First could we profile Finnish entrepreneurship education research in the international landscape; second were we able to open new avenues for future research; and third would our findings help both the Finnish policymakers and the research community to reflect on their own work.
The Finnish dissertations reviewed have some specific characteristics, but also have some similarities to international findings, which should make them of interest to international scholars. This finding should challenge Finnish researchers to publish their findings internationally. The second need was met by providing specific ideas researchers could expand on in the future to raise interesting questions. The most important and promising area in which entrepreneurship education can contribute to entrepreneurship research both conceptually and empirically in future lies in its making value questions an integral part of research. Finally, we hope that our findings and conclusions give policymakers and research communities an idea of the importance of setting questions about values and of critically evaluating their ideas and activities.
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