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Abstract

Purpose — The purpose of this article is to use entrepreneurship to bridge the traditional — progressive education rift.

Design/methodology/approach - The rift between traditional and progressive education is first deconstructed into
five dualisms. Conceptual question-based analysis is then applied to determine if and how three entrepreneurial tools
could contribute to bridging this rift; effectuation, customer development and appreciative inquiry. Finally, pattern
based generalizations are drawn from this analysis.

Findings — Patterns in the analysis motivate the articulation of an overarching educational philosophy — learning-
through-creating-value-for-others — grounded in entrepreneurship and capable of bridging the educational rift.

Research limitations/implications Only three entrepreneurial tools are included in the conceptual analysis, signifying
a need to explore whether other tools could also help teachers bridge the traditional - progressive education rift.
Entrepreneurial tools and the new educational philosophy manifesting entrepreneurship could also need to be further
contextualized in order to be useful in education.

Practical implications - The tentatively new educational philosophy has been shown to be capable of bridging five
dualisms in education which are currently problematic for teachers in their daily practice, and to remedy teacher
challenges such as complexity, lack of resources, assessment difficulties and student disengagement.

Originality/value — An educational philosophy grounded in entrepreneurship has arguably not been proposed
previously. Contrasting existent educational philosophies, this new philosophy goes beyond learning-through to also
emphasize creating-value-for-others. This could facilitate bridging between traditional and progressive education, one
of the most important challenges in education. It could also be used to facilitate the infusion of entrepreneurship into
general education.
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Introduction

Infusing entrepreneurship into primary, secondary and tertiary education has been high on the
agenda for policymakers during the last decades (Mahieu, 2006; Hofer et al., 2010). Some stated
effects include job creation (Hindle, 2007; Jones and Iredale, 2010), economic growth (Kuratko,
2005), development of key competencies (Henry et al., 2005; Hytti and O’Gorman, 2004),
increased school engagement (Moberg, 2014b) and increased ability to address societal challenges
(Volkmann et al., 2009; Rae, 2010). Competencies commonly deemed entrepreneurial include
knowledge about how entrepreneurs create value; skills in marketing, resource acquisition, and
opportunity identification; and attitudes such as entrepreneurial passion, self-efficacy, pro-
activeness and perseverance (Fisher et al., 2008; Mitchelmore and Rowley, 2010). The stated
effects have however proven difficult to achieve in practice, given both generic challenges when
changing educational practice (Fullan, 2007) and more specific challenges when instilling
entrepreneurship into education. Common specific hurdles include lack of resources, teachers’ fear
of commercialism, impeding educational structures, assessment difficulties, and lack of
definitional clarity (Johannisson, 2010; Surlemont, 2007; Bennett, 2006).

Whereas a narrow definition of entrepreneurship, viewed as creating a venture and becoming an
entrepreneur, is suitable only for a small fraction of the student population, a wider definition of
entrepreneurship, aimed at making people become more entrepreneurial in general, has potential
to be relevant to a majority of students in the educational system and thus helpful when infusing
entrepreneurship into all levels of education (Jones and Iredale, 2010; Fayolle and Gailly, 2008;
Williams Middleton, 2013; Draycott and Rae, 2011). However, research on adopting such a wide
definition of entrepreneurship to general schooling and education is limited. This article attempts
to add to the limited research base by taking a value creation perspective to entrepreneurship,
defined as a dialogic between the individual and the new value created (Bruyat and Julien, 2001).
This contrasts to venture creation/organizational emergence (Gartner, 1985) and opportunity
recognition (Shane, 2003) perspectives to entrepreneurship. While not as dominant in current
scholarly debates, a value creation perspective offers particularly high explanatory power through
being both generic and distinct (Moroz and Hindle, 2012).

The main purpose of this article is to use entrepreneurship to bridge the traditional — progressive
education rift. The bridging is done through analytical generation of a tentatively new educational
philosophy grounded in entrepreneurship and manifested in the form of entrepreneurial tools. For
the purpose of this article, an educational philosophy is defined as a belief-based and coherent set
of articulated prescriptive propositions offering normative advice to (principally) teachers on what
to do, how to do it and why (Frankena, 2003; Dewey, 1938; Burbules and Raybeck, 2003; Curren,
2008). Such advice could help substantiate wide-spread desire and expectation of more
entrepreneurship into the curriculum and facilitate bridging the rift between traditional and
progressive education, described as “one of the greatest challenges in teaching” (Darling-
Hammond, 2012, p. 189).

In many cases, entrepreneurial education has been seen as yet another form of progressive
education, with difficulties gaining ground in a school system firmly resting on more objective,
manageable and measurable formats (H&gg, 2016). Instead, this article posits that the term
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entrepreneurial should be interpreted as ‘creating value for others’ (cf. Bruyat and Julien, 2001),
with potential to supporting both objective norm-based learning and subjective experiential
learning. A value creation perspective to entrepreneurship emphasizes both individual and social
components of learning, thereby offering alignment with the bridging purpose of this article. Value
is often deemed synonymous with economic wealth, but value can be perceived in many forms:
economic, social, cultural, ecological or emotional (Hindle, 2010). Three tools stemming from and
therefore manifesting entrepreneurship — effectuation (Sarasvathy, 2001), customer development
(Blank and Dorf, 2012) and appreciative inquiry (Cooperrider et al., 2008) — help demonstrate how
entrepreneurship can bridge the rift between traditional and progressive education.

The article will first describe the rift between traditional and progressive education, including how
it is addressed in philosophy and general education, as well as in existing forms of entrepreneurial
education. Following this, analytical steps are introduced. To begin, the rift is deconstructed into
five dualisms. Then analysis addresses if and how entrepreneurship manifested in the form of
entrepreneurial tools could bridge the rift. Finally, patterns identified across these entrepreneurial
tools are conceptualized into an overarching educational philosophy — ‘learning-through-creating-
value-for-others’ — representing a concept that can help teachers use entrepreneurship to bridge
the traditional - progressive education rift.

While presented as a conceptual article, the idea of using entrepreneurship as manifested by
entrepreneurial tools to facilitate bridging the traditional - progressive education rift has emerged
through the authors’ active participation in multiple empirical settings. As an illustration of this
empirical backdrop to the article, Appendix 1 outlines how the selected entrepreneurial tools have
been repetitively used in three educational settings.

A rift of dualisms

For the purpose of this article, a rift is defined as a combination of multiple dualisms illustrating a
fundamental divide between competing perspectives. The rift between traditional and progressive
education can be traced back to ancient Greek philosophy. The distinction between the immaterial
mind and the material world has survived to present-day as an integral part of contemporary
Western philosophy, epistemology and culture (Biesta and Burbules, 2003). This foundational idea
of a dualism between mind and matter has formed the premise for many other dualisms: facts
versus values, objective versus subjective, theory versus practice, thought versus action, individual
versus social, structure versus agency, etc. (Sayer, 2010).

Dualisms can be useful as a means to explain and classify our life world (Egan, 2002). Both Dewey
(Noddings, 2007, p.24) and Descartes (Easton, 2013, p.24) used dualisms as a methodology to
keep things experienced as united more conceptually distinct. But dualisms also serve as a root
cause of significant troubles in education. Many common views on learning appreciate only one
side of the educational rift, for instance stating that the “best” learning resides in the mind rather
than in the body, that rational knowledge-based thinking is superior to “irrational” feeling, or in a
reverse manner, that the only valid learning comes from practical experience, or that teachers
should refrain from guiding their students (Roth and Lee, 2007; Pring, 2012; Hager, 2005;
Kirschner et al., 2006). One-sided perspectives can prove problematic, such as more traditional



This article is © Emerald Group Publishing and permission has been granted for this version to appear here at www.vcplist.com/resources.
Emerald does not grant permission for this article to be further copied/distributed or hosted elsewhere without the express permission from
Emerald Group Publishing Limited. Official version of this article can be found here: http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/1JEBR-03-2016-0072

views neglecting that which is intersubjective and relational (Sayer, 2010), or more progressive
views neglecting basic characteristics of human cognitive architecture in their downplaying of
explicit instruction (Kirschner et al., 2006). Such one-sidedness risks missing out on the value
provided by the other side, as well as the critical integration of both sides.

Educational philosophies illustrating the rift

Two contrasting fundamental philosophical positions — objectivism and subjectivism — have
influenced different educational philosophies (Pring, 2010), and underlie the main rift between
traditional and progressive education. Objectivism states that reality is a given and that it is
possible to obtain real and objective knowledge about “truths” independent from humans
observing the world; while subjectivism states that reality is imagined and constructed by humans,
and therefore all knowledge is personal and subjective (Cunliffe, 2011; Nafiez, 1997).

Anchored in objectivism, traditional education emphasizes a teacher centered approach, and
centers on lecturing, memorizing, repeating and testing of knowledge and theories deemed
valuable for all students (Cuban, 2007; Pring, 2010). Anchored in subjectivism, progressive
education emphasizes a student centered approach, and centers around active project work,
problem based learning and social team-based learning from practice (Labaree, 2012; Tynjala,
1999; Jonassen and Land, 2000). The polarized discussion between traditional and progressive
education was initiated in the 18" century when Rousseau (1762/2003) published his book “Emile
or Treatise on Education”, exposing the “fundamental conflict between forming the citizen and
forming the individual” (Egan, 2008, p.23). In the ongoing debate between competing
perspectives, traditional education has remained predominant in practice (Labaree, 2005; 2012).
A main reason for this dominance, according to Labaree, is that traditional education constituted
a message more appealing to people in power and could provide convincing empirical evidence
for its superiority through quantitative studies.

Teachers are often left with the two “equally unattractive options of inhuman rationality and
human irrationality” (Biesta and Burbules, 2003, p.21), forcing them to navigate between the
rigidity of traditional education and the vagueness of progressive education (Egan, 2008).
Research has shown that the choice many teachers opt for can be described as “hugging the
middle” between these extremes, blending and creating hybrids of the two educational
philosophies, albeit with strong emphasis on traditional education (Cuban, 2007). Teachers have
had to find their own personal approaches for dealing with the rift, following the curriculum of
standardized subject matter while at the same time attending to individual students’ differing
“Interests, abilities, starting points and pathways” (Darling-Hammond, 2012, p.40). As teachers
are faced with such continuous management of multiple “chronic educational dilemmas” (Labaree,
2012, p. 157), a solution that has been proposed is to provide new “concrete tools and practices”
(Darling-Hammond, 2012, p.37) that can bridge the rift between traditional and progressive
education, rather than yet another version of one or the other. Entrepreneurial education employing
a value creation based definition of entrepreneurship holds such promise.
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Entrepreneurial education

In an attempt to unify the educational field of entrepreneurship, the term entrepreneurial education
has been proposed (Erkkild, 2000). This term includes the more narrow term entrepreneurship
education defined as developing competencies specific to setting up a new venture or business,
i.e. preparing people to assume the role entrepreneur. It also includes the wider term enterprise
education defined more broadly as developing competencies necessary to generate and realize
ideas, i.e. preparing people to be more entrepreneurial in their everyday life (QAA, 2012; Pittaway
et al., 2011). Research on entrepreneurial education is primarily emphasizing progressive
education dimensions. Examples include proposing active, process-based, collaborative,
experiential and multidisciplinary approaches to differentiate from passive, content focused,
standardized and single-subject based approaches more often found in traditional education (see
for example Cotton, 1991; Kirby, 2007; Ollila and Williams-Middleton, 2011; Wing Yan Man and
Farquharson, 2015). This emphasis on progressive aspects does not suit the current purpose of
bridging the educational rift. What progressive pedagogy can do for entrepreneurial education is
not the current focus of this article. Rather, the interest of this article is in the contrary direction:
what entrepreneurship can do for education in general.

To summarize, the traditional versus progressive rift in education has been traced back to ancient
Greek philosophy and found to posit a major challenge for teachers to date. When aiming to infuse
entrepreneurship into general education, teachers risk ending up in a challenging cause, together
with marginalized progressive approaches. This article instead focuses on attempting to bridge this
rift between traditional and progressive education, which may also have implications for the
educational system in general.

Bridging the rift in four analytical steps

The disentanglement of a fuzzy lifeworld into dualisms is a philosophical clarification method
championed by the likes of Plato, Descartes and Dewey (Noddings, 2007; Easton, 2013; Lavazza
and Robinson, 2014). Plato disentangled our lifeworld into perceivable objects such as a tree, and
immaterial entities such as souls, forms and universal knowledge (Gerson, 1986). Descartes
disentangled the human experience, keeping conceptually distinct attributes of the mind from
attributes of the body (Easton, 2013). Dewey (1938) disentangled the educational experience of
the student into what is now labeled traditional and progressive education. In order to infuse
entrepreneurship into education, there is a need to further disentangle the traditional - progressive
education rift. Further disentanglement allows for breaking down the rift into more specific and
manageable everyday challenges, faced by teachers and students in their educational experience.

Such disentanglement however requires not getting lost in separation, as is so often the case in
education. This article therefore aims to assert that entrepreneurship as manifested in the form of
entrepreneurial tools could help bridge the rift between traditional and progressive education. To
accomplish this, four analytical steps are employed. First, the article deconstructs the educational
rift into a framework consisting of five dualisms (see Figure 1). Secondly, this framework is used
to derive solvable questions (see Table 1) that illustrate challenging teaching situations. Searching
for answers to these questions allows for appreciation of the extent to which a dualism has been
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resolved, i.e. addressing concerns on both sides of the rift. Thirdly, the article builds upon
Vygotsky (1978) when qualifying entrepreneurial tools as useful for bridging the rift. Finally, three
entrepreneurial tools are distilled from practice and applied to the five dualisms as a means for
answering the derived questions.

Step 1: Deconstructing the rift into a framework of five dualisms

Five dualisms are derived from literature to represent different aspects of the educational rift
between traditional and progressive education (see summary in Figure 1). These dualisms are
formulated to capture both sides of the rift equally, using neutral language to avoid normative
preference toward either side.

Traditional education vs Progressive education

Simplicity vs Complexity
A reductionist and simplistic perspective! vs A holistic and systemic perspective!
Standardized single-subject education? vs Preparing for multidisciplinary and complex tasks?
Single-subject based learning about entrepeneurship® vs Multidisciplinary learning through entrepreneurship?

Individual vs Social
Reality a concrete structure* vs  Reality a social construction*
Individual information processing based learning® vs  Social interaction based learning®
A focus on know-that® vs A focus on know-who and know-how?

Content vs Process
Linear concrete processes* vs lterative situated processes*
Product and content focus in education® vs Process focus in education®
Content based conventional approach to education® vs Process based enterprising approach to education®

Detached vs Engaged
Focus on being dispassionate / value free” vs Focus on the meaningful / value-bound’
Education where learner is passive®? vs Education where learner is active and emotional®
Educational focus on absolute detachment® vs Entrepreneurial focus on emotional involvement®

Theory vs Practice
Objective knowledge exists beyond human experience’® vs Knowledge constituted through lived experience?®
Learning as acquisition of inert knowledge® vs Learning as participation in practical experiences®
Emphasis on entrepreneurship theory!* vs Emphasis on entrepreneurial creation'!

1: Deshpande (1983), von Bertalanffy (1972), 2: Tynjéla (1999) 3: Cotton (1991), 4: Cunliffe (2011), 5: Jeffrey and Woods
(1998), Egan (2008), 6: Jeffrey and Woods (1998), 7: Cunliffe (2011), Guba and Lincoln (1994), 8: Tynjéld (1999), Egan
(2008), 9: Gibb (1987), 10: Weber (2004), 11: Ollila and Williams Middleton (2011)

Figure 1. A framework of dualisms illustrating the educational rift. Five dualisms derived from
literature in philosophy, education and entrepreneurial education representing different aspects of the rift
between traditional and progressive education.

Simplicity versus complexity

The first dualism derived and presented in the framework addresses the continuous dilemma
teachers face when delivering education, balancing between learning which can be easily delivered
and quantified, and learning that is representative of sociocultural context. Deshpande (1983)
describes an objective worldview as being outcome-oriented and reductionist, and contrasts it to
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the subjective worldview being process-oriented and holistic. This resonates with the contrasting
views between on the one hand the reductionist Cartesian perspective that any complex
phenomenon can be reduced to and understood through its smallest and most simple parts (Spinosa
et al., 1999), and on the other hand a systems view where holistic understanding is needed in an
increasingly complex and interdisciplinary world (Von Bertalanffy, 1972). Simplicity represents
the traditional side, exemplified through focus on standardized and single-subject curriculum
leading to manageable and measurable teaching. This is contrasted with a localized and
multidisciplinary approach primarily found in progressive education (Tynjald, 1999; Cotton,
1991), often resulting in a challenging complexity for the teacher (Jonassen, 1999; Dewey, 1938;
Robinson and Malach, 2007).

Individual versus social

Cunliffe (2011) states that the subjectivist approach is to perceive reality as a social construction
which is contrasted to the objectivist view that reality is a concrete given. In progressive education
the social dimension plays an important role in the learning process (Egan, 2008; Cotton, 1991;
Jeffrey and Woods, 1998), and is frequently contrasted to the individually focused information-
processing approach in traditional education. Information processing at an individual level is
relatively uncomplicated to monitor and assess, whereas capturing independent individual
outcomes when embedded in group activity or teamwork presents several hurdles. Final
performance is not often easily dissected into individually associated parts, and additional
extenuating circumstances of real-world experience may also influence outcome. This dualism
therefore represents the problematic implications teachers face in regards to assessment of
individual students. For example, when teachers let students participate in preferably team-based
social learning environments they also need to be able to manage the resulting challenge of
assessing each of them individually.

Content versus process

According to Cunliffe (2011), the conception of time and progress differs between subjectivism
and objectivism, being iterative in subjectivism and linear in objectivism. Jeffrey and Woods
(1998) report about a product focus among school inspectors representing traditional education
values, whereas teachers prefer a process focus, being more oriented towards progressive
education. Cotton (1991) states a similar dualism between focus on content in traditional education
versus focus on process in entrepreneurial education. This dualism was included as a response to
the common critique of progressive education to neglect the importance of canonical content
knowledge and the reverse critique of traditional education to neglect the importance of a learning
process directed by student initiative and interest (Labaree, 2005; Dewey, 1938).

Detached versus engaged

Traditional education emphasizes objective pursuit of truth, distinct from circumstance,
contingency, whim or caprice. Guba and Lincoln (1994) position traditional approaches as value-
free inquiry, contrasting them to value-bound progressive approaches. In progressive education
there is frequent emphasis on the importance of emotionally engaged and active learners, which
stands in contrast to the detached learners focusing on in-depth knowledge acquisition depicted in
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traditional education (Tynjél&, 1999; Egan, 2008; Gibb, 2011). The inclusion of this dualism in the
framework reflects a challenging need for teachers to bridge between detached study and
emotionally engaged learning, representing the difference between learning which can be gained
without practical experience, and learning which is contingent upon the learner’s own action and
reaction/reflection to what is happening specifically to him/her. The key role that emotions play
for learning is an emerging theme in educational research, but represents a challenge to teachers
in terms of managing student emotions and linking to theory-based detached reflection and study
(Boekaerts, 2010; Pekrun, 2005; Roberts, 2012; Jarvis, 2006).

Theory versus practice

Theory versus practice is a long-standing dualism. One main issue concerns which view of
knowledge is used, and in what fields production and publication of relevant propositional “expert”
knowledge is feasible (Kennedy, 1999). The use of theory is very different in the scholarly fields
of education, entrepreneurship and management compared to fields such as medicine and law
(Nuthall, 2004; Khurana et al., 2005). Epistemologically these differing views on knowledge could
be regarded as mirrored through the dualism between the objectivist view that there is an objective
reality and the subjectivist view that knowledge is constructed through lived experience (Weber,
2004). The centrality of lived experience is frequently discussed in entrepreneurial education
(Cotton, 1991; Jack and Anderson, 1999), and entrepreneurship is even posited as a
methodological alternative to scientific method (Sarasvathy and Venkataraman, 2011). The
various approaches in entrepreneurial education — learning about, for and through
entrepreneurship — span from an emphasis on knowledge about the phenomenon to learning
generated through practice of the phenomenon, illustrating either side of the rift (Neck and Greene,
2011).

Step 2: Deriving solvable bridging questions

While the educational literature contains many descriptions of the educational rift (Labaree, 2005;
Cuban, 2007; Ackerman, 2003; Fletcher, 2009; Tobias and Duffy, 2009), fewer innovative or
viable attempts have been presented as bridges to the rift. Jones (2006) has leaned on Whitehead
(1929) to propose a model allowing teachers to balance between knowledge-based disciplined
teaching and process-based freedom to learn in a relevant context. Sfard (1998) has advocated for
solving the dualistic dilemma in general education by constantly combining the two competing
perspectives of acquiring knowledge versus participating in communities of practice, i.e. living
with the contradictions. Sfard (1998, p.11) states that “an adequate combination of the acquisition
and participation metaphors [for learning] would bring to the fore the advantages of each of them,
while keeping their respective drawbacks at bay” (italics in original). Such a combination of two
dualistic positions can according to Sfard turn two seemingly competing and incompatible
positions into a complementary and reflective discourse. This gives hope for developing tools
capable of merging dualistic positions into one practically adequate and empirically testable meta-
framework (Little, 1991).

For the purpose of this article, a set of ten questions has been derived from Figure 1 to explore
opportunities to balance and combine across the five dualisms outlined (see Table 1). Each of the
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ten questions bridges in one direction of one key dualism. Trying to answer some or all of these
ten questions potentially leads to finding new ways of achieving the constant balancing and
combining of competing approaches to learning, as recommended by Whitehead (1929), Jones
(2006) and Sfard (1998). In the fourth analytical step outlined below, the ten questions will be
used to analyze whether any bridging attempt holds merit in bridging the rift.

Table 1. Ten bridging questions. Ten questions bridging in both directions between outlier positions of

five key dualisms for teachers taken from Figure 1.

Dualisms - A vs. B

Bridging questions — from B to A

Bridging questions — from A to B

(A) Simplicity vs.
(B) Complexity

1.How can we make complex learning
environments more simple?

6.How can we help teachers design a complex
learning environment?

(A) Individual vs.
(B) Social

2.How can we connect the fuzzy social
learning environment to the individual?

7.How can we help individual students engage
with the social learning environment?

(A) Content vs.
(B) Process

3.How can we package the learning
process in a reified / teachable way?

8.How can we help teachers design a learning
process based on teachable content / principles?

(A) Detached vs.
(B) Engaged

4 .How can we facilitate detachment
and reflection for the individual?

9.How can we help teachers design an emotional
engagement based learning environment?

(A) Theory vs.
(B) Practice

5.How can we facilitate generalizing
from practical experiences?

10.How can we help teachers and students let
theoretical subject matter inform practice?

Step 3: Qualifying three entrepreneurial tools appropriate for bridging

While the idea of bridging between competing learning approaches by applying entrepreneurial
tools was empirically inspired (see Appendix 1), it also leans theoretically on work by educational
psychologist Lev Vygotsky. A century ago, Vygotsky introduced the idea of tools mediating
between individuals and their environment, forming an ‘individual — tool — environment’ triangle
to overcome the “split between the Cartesian individual and the untouchable societal structure”
(Engestrém, 2009, p.54). Three kinds of mediating tools for learning were proposed by Vygotsky
(1978); human beings (teachers or parents), material tools (pen and paper etc.) and psychological
tools (concepts to think with) (Kozulin and Presseisen, 1995; Egan, 2008). Such mediating tools
fundamentally shape and transform our mental processes (Cole and Wertsch, 1996). According to
Egan (2002, p.70), “the tools we use, when learning, shape and very largely determine what and
how we can learn.”, and that “from a Vygotskian perspective, our intellectual abilities are not
"natural™ but are sociocultural constructs.” (ibid, p.113). Literature contains many examples of
what could be considered a psychological tool in the Vygotskian tradition. A common example is
natural and artificial languages (Kozulin and Presseisen, 1995), constituting the “ultimate”
psychological tool (Wertsch, 1998). Other examples include signs, symbols, numeracy, schemas,
models, methods, concepts, algorithms, graphic organizers, maps, diagrams and heuristics
(Arievitch and Stetsenko, 2000; Egan, 2008; Jonassen and Rohrer-Murphy, 1999; Kozulin, 2003).

Relating to the purpose of this article, a key question is which entrepreneurial tools could be
appropriate for bridging the traditional - progressive education rift. Vygotsky’s social learning
approach contributes with at least three different requirements that can be placed on an
entrepreneurial tool for it to be considered a psychological tool. First, considering that
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psychological tools constitute what people “think with” (Egan, 2008), the entrepreneurial tool
needs to provide a philosophy of its own, i.e. a way of thinking. Secondly, since the psychological
tools to think with profoundly impact how individuals take action in the world (Wertsch, 1998, p.
519), the entrepreneurial tool needs to provide hands-on advice on how to manage complex
environments, social interactions, iterative processes, emotional involvement and practical
creation experiences (Figure 1). Thirdly, given the instrumental role that language plays in social
functioning (ibid, p. 519), the entrepreneurial tool needs to provide some novel words, principles
and resulting key terms illustrating the helpfulness of the particular tool in question, thereby
establishing a “social language” of its own (Wertsch and Toma, 1995, p. 165).

Based on appreciation among teachers and students in many empirical iterations between theory
and practice (see Appendix 1), three entrepreneurial tools from the field of entrepreneurship are
selected as representing the VVygotskian tool criteria previously stated. These entrepreneurial tools
are effectuation, customer development and appreciative inquiry. The tools are seen as
exemplifying how the traditional versus progressive rift could be bridged.

Qualifying effectuation as an entrepreneurial tool

Effectuation has been developed by Saras Sarasvathy and colleagues (see for example Sarasvathy,
2001; Sarasvathy and Dew, 2005). Effectuation starts with the premise “what could be the effect
of my available resources?”, rather than focusing on “for what cause am | doing this?” applying
causal logic. Whereas causal logic would stipulate a chef to cook a meal based on a recipe and a
visit to the grocery store, effectual logic would ask the chef to open a refrigerator and begin to
cook a meal from its contents (Sarasvathy, 2001).

Effectuation has been described from the outset as a way of thinking about entrepreneurship.
Sarasvathy presents it as a logic embedded in “three principles that together form the core of
effectual reasoning” (2003, p.210). These principles offer advice for taking entrepreneurial action.
While Sarasvathy did not invent the word effectuation, she gave it new meaning and introduced it
to a mainstream audience of both scholars and practitioners, suggesting it as a term that could
guide entrepreneurial thought and action.

Qualifying customer development as an entrepreneurial tool

Originating from Silicon Valley in the United States, customer development (Blank and Dorf,
2012; Blank, 2005) has been adopted worldwide among practicing entrepreneurs. Customer
development states that entrepreneurs need to quickly validate whether or not a hypothetical
product or service creates value for users. A common technique used in customer development is
to build a stripped down version of the imagined product or service, a minimum viable product
(MVP), and test it iteratively on potential customers. The testing generates opportunities to learn
about necessary adjustments, which, if resulting in major changes to the business concept, is
termed a “pivot’.

Blank and Dorf (2012) state that customer development represents a shift in thinking from building
the perfectly engineered product towards a more agile and iterative development process. Hands-
on advice for this process comes from the customer development manifesto (ibid, p.31-49),
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consisting of 14 rules outlining do’s and don’ts for a start-up founder, such as “There are no facts
inside your building, so get outside” and “No business plan survives first contact with customers”.
These rules together with the key terms pivot and MVP have changed the current social language
and reasoning of many practicing entrepreneurs.

Qualifying appreciative inquiry as an entrepreneurial tool

Appreciative inquiry is presented as a means for change management within the field of
organizational behavior (Cooperrider et al., 2008). The association of change management to
organizational renewal and opportunity recognition implicitly anchors appreciative inquiry in the
field of entrepreneurship as well (cf. definitions by Shane, 2003; Sharma and Chrisman, 2007).
Appreciative inquiry has been deemed useful in entrepreneurial education due to its solution (as
opposed to problem) orientation (Blenker et al., 2011; Ollila and Williams-Middleton, 2011;
Saiduddin et al., 2009). It allows for collaborative generation of new ideas in groups by asking
appreciative questions, triggering new perspectives to old issues (Bushe and Kassam, 2005). The
key principle of appreciative inquiry is to locate and highlight an organization’s strength base,
building upon what works well and use this to collectively imagine a dream of what might become.
Common questions posed are “What has been successful before?”” and “What can be learned from
what works well?”.

By virtue of focusing on strengths, appreciative inquiry has been described as a counter-intuitive
way of thinking (Cooperrider et al., 2008), since the human nature is prone to focus on weaknesses
and threats (Stavros et al., 2003), reacting more strongly on negative than on positive stimuli
(Cameron, 2008). It also provides advice for organizational renewal activities, such as focusing on
what works rather than what is problematic, instigating change by asking powerful yet simple
questions, and opening up discursive arenas in which individuals are allowed to freely dream and
be optimistic (Cooperrider et al., 2008). While appreciative inquiry does not define new terms, as
has been illustrated for effectuation and customer development, it does follow a four-step logic
labeled the 4-D cycle (Cooperrider et al., 2008).

Step 4: Applying the three entrepreneurial tools to bridge the five dualisms

Having identified three entrepreneurial tools, representative of entrepreneurship and therefore
appropriate for bridging the traditional-progressive education rift, the article proceeds by utilizing
the ten bridging questions (Table 1), derived from the framework of dualisms (Figure 1), to
illustrate how the tools address the rift-based challenges that teachers face in their daily work. A
summary of findings is presented in Table 2.
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Table 2. Entrepreneurial tools bridging a rift of dualisms in education. Outline of how three
entrepreneurial tools can help bridging between five main dualisms in education outlined in

Figure 1.

Dualistic Entrepreneurial tools
challenge Effectuation Customer development | Appreciative inquiry
Bridging A teachable logic for A set of 14 rules for how | A set of principles that can
simplicity value creation, based on | to validate value creation | simplify the complex task of
and how experienced hypotheses, relying on driving change by triggering
complexity | entrepreneurs create extensive target group people to identify, shape and
value interactions act on opportunities
Bridging Four individually Emphasizes first-hand Specifies basic sets of
individual phrased questions are feedback from real people | questions that individuals can
and social posed at the outset of iteratively collected by use to navigate a wide
each iteration in the the people running the variety of social contexts
effectuation cycle project
Bridging A reification of an A reification of the A reification of a collective
content and | uncertain value creation | iterative and fail-prone opportunity identification
process process of embracing process of honing a value | process based on strengths
surprises proposition to external
stakeholders
Bridging Four self-focused Emphasizes detached Outlines a repeatable and
detachment | questions starting each design of experiments that | teachable process for
and cycle, promoting can then be carried out in | triggering positive emotions
engagement | individual reflection and | the all-engaging real and engagement
detachment world
Bridging The initial "What do | Links theory with practice | Turns inert knowledge into
theory and | know” question by emphasizing iterative | meaning-laden stories of past
practice connects theory to formulation of hypotheses | and future success and
practice, allowing for that are tested in practice | practical adequacy
curriculum linkages

Bridging using effectuation

Effectuation can be put to use in schools by letting students initiate an iterative process of trying
to create value to stakeholders outside their classroom. The process is based on the students’
available means and knowledge, starting with students asking themselves “For whom is this
knowledge valuable today?”. Addressing bridging questions 1, 3, 6, 8 and 9 in Table 1, teachers
can rely on the iterative and dynamic process of effectual interactions outlined by Sarasvathy and
Dew (2005), leading to identification of committed stakeholders, access to resources and gradual
clarification of goals. Addressing bridging questions 2 and 7 in Table 1, teachers can support
student engagement with such a social learning environment by letting them ask themselves
questions such as “Who am 1?7, “What do | know?”, “Whom do | know?” and “What effects can
| create?”. These effectual questions could also address bridging question 4 in Table 1 by allowing
for detached reflection in between each iteration. Addressing bridging question 10 in Table 1,
teachers could let students connect theoretical knowledge in the curriculum to an iterative process
of interaction with people outside the classroom by putting emphasis on the effectual question
“What do | know?” and then exploring which of this knowledge that leads to stakeholder
commitment. Such stakeholder commitment could then help in answering bridging question 5 in
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Table 1 by allowing students to relate back to theory, based on students’ own practical experiences
of what knowledge proved to be valuable to stakeholders outside the classroom.

Bridging using customer development

Similar to effectuation, customer development prescribes a process where students can try to create
value for stakeholders outside of the classroom. They are advised to form hypotheses about what
could be valuable to people and then design experiments involving an MVP that allow them to test
these hypotheses. Addressing bridging questions 1, 3, 6, 8 and 9 in Table 1, the customer
development manifesto provides rules and principles for how to design such an iterative learning
process. Translated to education recommendations could include “Books are only hypotheses, so
get outside your school building and test them” and “No project plan survives first contact with
stakeholders outside school”. Addressing bridging questions 2 and 7 in Table 1, students are
encouraged to go out and test their ideas on people outside school by designing an MVP and
performing pass/fail experiments. Addressing bridging question 4 in Table 1, reflection upon
failure is facilitated through the term pivot which defuses the perceived risk of failure. Finally,
customer development is all about iterating between theoretical hypotheses and the complex and
surprising real world of practice, addressing bridging questions 5 and 10 in Table 1.

Bridging using appreciative inquiry

Appreciative inquiry as an entrepreneurial tool allows teachers to facilitate identification and
creation of opportunities by students, building upon students’ own experiences as well as the
experiences of others regarding previous success and accomplishment. The opportunity
identification outcome of appreciative inquiry addresses bridging questions 1, 3, 6, 8 and 9 in
Table 1. By opening a positive discursive arena and letting students reflect on their knowledge,
past successes and associated dreams, students can be compelled to take action and inquire with
people outside the school setting about opportunities to put their knowledge and skills to practical
use. Addressing bridging questions 2 and 7 in Table 1, appreciative inquiry specifies some basic
questions that individuals can use when interacting in a social learning environment. Addressing
bridging question 4, it provides explicit mechanisms for students to reflect on past experiences
with emphasis on what worked well. Finally, addressing bridging questions 5 and 10, appreciative
inquiry emphasizes the importance of “life-giving” storytelling as a means to make inert
knowledge come alive (Cooperrider et al., 2008). Used in the classroom, such stories can facilitate
generalizing from students’ past experiences (Rae, 2000). They can also inspire teachers to identify
stories that illustrate how knowledge has been and can be put to use in practice (Hadzigeorgiou et
al., 2012).

Discussion

The previous sections have illustrated the article’s proposition that entrepreneurial tools could help
teachers address challenges faced due to the traditional — progressive rift in education. Next the
article qualifies how these tools are helpful by connecting back to the dualisms representing the
rift. Such a discussion allows for making visible generalizable patterns across the tools examined.
If a single entrepreneurial tool could help bridging the described rift in education, generalizable
patterns across multiple tools could arguably be even more useful for teachers and thus merit being
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explored here. Such patterns could also be more useful on educational policy level than any single
tool could be. These patterns are then conceptualized as a new educational philosophy, stemming
from the field of entrepreneurship, termed learning-through-creating-value-for-others, and argued
as viable across disciplines and levels of education.

Bridging simplicity versus complexity

All three of the stated entrepreneurial tools can be regarded as a reification! of inherently complex
and fuzzy processes. This indicates a potential for reducing the complexity inherent in the daily
work of teachers trying to balance between traditional and progressive education. While none of
the identified entrepreneurial tools were originally designed for use in educational curriculum, all
have nevertheless been put into practice. Thus far, their use in education is largely limited to
entrepreneurship specific courses and programs, most of whom adhere to a more narrow definition
of entrepreneurship. Only appreciative inquiry seems to have been applied to general education
(Yballe and O’Connor, 2000), although Sarasvathy and Venkataraman (2011) recently identified
use in education as an opportunity also for effectuation. The lack of resources commonly required
to manage the complexity perceived by teachers considering adoption of progressive education
could also be addressed using the entrepreneurial tools outlined in this article; taking advantage of
their focus on what has worked previously (appreciative inquiry), what resources are currently
available (effectuation) and what is useful (customer development).

Bridging individual versus social

The entrepreneurial tools allow for utilizing key questions that can facilitate bridging between
individual and social life-worlds, such as “Who am 1?7, “What can | do” (effectuation), “How can
| test this?” (customer development) and “When have | succeeded before here?” (appreciative
inquiry). These individually focused questions could help teachers support students in the often
frightening task of interacting with external stakeholders (Arpiainen et al., 2013). For a teacher
acting as a coach rather than as a sage on stage (Ldbler, 2006), such a collection of questions
could be useful. They could also be used when constructing written reflection assignments. For
the individual student the task of exploring the needs of others and responding to them also
represents an opportunity to develop one’s ability and willingness to take collective responsibility
(Deuchar, 2007).

Bridging content versus process

The perceived lack of content knowledge in progressive education could be addressed in two ways
through use of entrepreneurial tools. The tools are extensively described in literature and constitute
content knowledge in themselves. However, such scholarly content is not always helpful or viable
for a teacher trying to connect student action to standardized national curriculum documents. To
address this challenge, the article posits that teachers could start a value creation process by asking
their students to find answers to the following bridging question: “For whom is this knowledge

1 The intended meaning of “reification” here is related to making something practically complex and
intertwined (i.e. “entrepreneurship’) more concrete and tangible, i.e. making complex entrepreneurial
processes more accessible to teachers.
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valuable today?”. This question could be used in connection with other starting point questions
taken from entrepreneurial tools, such as “What methods have been useful?” (appreciative
inquiry), “What do | know?” (effectuation) and “Do people care?” (customer development). These
same questions could be restated after the end of each action iteration, facilitating reflection and
theory connection. This way the tools first facilitate student thinking about content, then they
facilitate the initiation and management of a purposeful process rife with uncertainty and external
interaction, but nevertheless grounded in content.

Bridging detachment versus engagement

All three entrepreneurial tools could be perceived as supporting the management of uncertainty,
ambiguity and risk of failure; factors that could deter teachers from achieving a balance between
traditional and progressive education. This opens up for a simplified route to balancing without
the teacher running the risk of losing control of the educational process or the student feeling too
exposed. Infusing uncertainty, ambiguity and failure in educational environments has been shown
to be a key factor in developing entrepreneurial competencies among students (Carrier, 2007,
Cope, 2011; Shepherd, 2004; Cope and Watts, 2000). The challenge is how to lead and assess it
in a manageable way for teachers. The three examined entrepreneurial tools are argued to provide
hands-on guidance, facilitating concepts, identifiable emotional events useful for formative
assessment and a language for constructively managing common sources of negative emotions and
uneasiness among both students and teachers. Being proven wrong is rephrased as a “pivot”
(customer development), not always getting stakeholder commitment is being positioned as a
natural step in an iterative process (effectuation) and fear of failure is countered with an explicit
focus on what works (appreciative inquiry).

Bridging theory versus practice

Many of the questions and perspectives outlined in previous sections contribute to the bridging
between theoretical curriculum content and practical value creation processes, such as the
questions “What do | know?” (effectuation) and “For whom is this knowledge valuable today?”.
Entrepreneurship could contribute to education by letting students test theories and concepts in
practical value creation processes as a formal part of their education.

A new educational philosophy: Learning-through-creating-value-for-others

A key commonality between the three entrepreneurial tools is the focus on providing knowledge-
based means for individuals to attempt to create value to external stakeholders in cycles of testing
and inquiry. The means, methods and underlying concepts differ, but the end result is frequently
some kind of valuable artifact appreciated by the external stakeholder. While value creation is
certainly not the main goal of education, students could be allowed such a focus if it triggers
increased engagement and deeper learning (cf. progressive education) without losing out on
content knowledge (cf. traditional education). It does not represent a paradigmatic move from
traditional to progressive education, but rather regards knowledge, theory and content as both key
starting points in each iteration as well as potential outcomes. The article posits that these identified
patterns across multiple entrepreneurial tools could be conceptualized into a novel educational
philosophy, labeled learning-through-creating-value-for-others. This is tentatively defined as
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letting students learn by applying their existing and future competencies to create something
preferably novel of value to at least one external stakeholder outside their group, class or school.
Such assignments could be supported by entrepreneurial tools such as the three outlined in this
article, or others exhibiting similar Vygotskian qualities.

Usefulness and novelty of Learning-through-creating-value-for-others

Letting students learn through creating value for others could offer a simplification in terms of a
starting point which is easy to understand and communicate, and an end result which is easy to
comprehend and assess for all parties involved, including those external to the formal educational
system. It also adds an altruistic element in education in that it lets students create value for others
immediately in addition to for themselves in a distant future. Further, it contains a more robust
answer to the “What’s in it for me?” question often posed by stakeholders outside the educational
system when asked to be involved in education.

A coupling of learning with value creation is in line with a Vygotskian view on learning, stating
that human activity triggers two main outcomes; learning through “internalization of activity and
gradual formation of mental actions” (Arievitch and Haenen, 2005, p. 159), and value creation
through “externalization of activity into artifacts” (Miettinen, 2001, p. 299). The importance of a
learner perspective for value creators such as entrepreneurs has been acknowledged before (see
for example Cope, 2003; 2005). Building upon Cope, but drawing attention to the reverse in terms
of the usefulness of considering a value creation perspective for learners, Table 3 illustrates how
the identified patterns conceptualized as a new educational philosophy contribute to bridging the
rift between traditional and progressive education.

Providing value creation assignments as an explicit educational philosophy has, to the authors’
knowledge, not been defined in previous literature on adjacent? educational philosophies such as
problem-based learning (Tan and Ng, 2006; Blumenfeld et al., 1991; Savery, 2006), project-based
learning (Jones and English, 2004; Helle et al., 2006; Blumenfeld et al., 1991) or service-learning
(Desplaces et al., 2009; Spring et al., 2008). Given the importance of substantiating such a novelty
claim, some definitional similarities and differences between them are summarized in Table 4,
illustrating contrasts by quoting highly cited articles defining these existing educational
philosophies. A categorization in Table 4 illustrates how existing philosophies have focused on
learning-through aspects but have largely neglected creating-value-for-others aspects, thereby
arguably lacking a clear answer to the question: Learning-by-doing-what?

2 While there are other educational philosophies that could be claimed to be more or less similar, these
three were frequently mentioned in discussions with practitioners involved in the three cases outlined in
Appendix 1.
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Table 3. Usefulness of value creation as educational philosophy. A summary of five different bridging
capabilities of the tentatively new educational philosophy proposed in this article.

Traditional education Bridging benefits Progressive education
Value creation as educational philosophy
Simplicity Simplification Complexity
Easy for teacher’. Routinized®. | Tool-based. Succinct purpose of creating | Difficult for teacher!. Unpredictable®.
Scientific reductionist method®. value which is easy to communicate. Entrepreneurial method®.
Individual Responsibility-taking Social
Learning through acquisition?. | Tool derived questions that push students Learning through participation?.
Standardized content?. to dare to make a difference in society. | Unique experience'®. Intersubjective*.
Content Effectuation Process
Cognitive skills®. Linear!?. Theory and content used as the start and Non-cognitive skills®®. Iterative'?.
Subject matter®?, end points of a value creation process. Entrepreneurial competenciest?.
Detached Assessability Engaged
Passive learners®. Value free®. Assessment of emotional events and Action-based’. Emotional learning®.

Disengaged®. Easy to assess®. reflective questions as stipulated by tools Engagement*. Difficult to assess®.

Theory Applicability Practice
Inert knowledge'®. Objective Let students test theories and concepts in Lived experience'®. Co-creation®.
reality’*. Material'®. Timeless®®. | practical value creation processes now. | Meaningful®®. Cultural®®. Realtime?®.

1: Dewey (1938), 2: Sfard (1998), 3: Guba and Lincoln (1994), 4: Tynjala (1999), 5: Woods (1993), 6: Sarasvathy and Venkataraman (2011),
7: Cotton (1991), 8: Labaree (2005), 9: Deshpande (1983), 10: Moberg (2014a), 11: Cunliffe (2011), 12: Fisher et al. (2008), 13: Egan (2002)
14: Weber (2004) 15: Latour (2014), 16: Ollila and Williams Middleton (2011)

Challenges in using entrepreneurial tools to bridge dualisms

Novel approaches take time to spread throughout social systems. The entrepreneurial tools and
associated patterns outlined here have not yet had time to spread throughout the educational
system. If they are as useful to teachers and policymakers as proposed, they might constitute a
major contribution that entrepreneurship can make outside its own domain. Rogers’ (1983) five
factors of innovation diffusion will most likely determine their rate of adoption in the domain of
education, i.e. relative advantage, compatibility with existing values, complexity, trial-ability and
observability of results. Given the inherent challenges in observing the results of entrepreneurial
education (Bae et al., 2014; Lackéus, 2014; Martin et al., 2013; Pittaway and Cope, 2007; Fayolle,
2007), considerable assessment research remains to be done in order to produce the observability
necessary for teachers and policymakers in general education to adopt the tools, patterns and
educational philosophy described here. Previous research has also outlined significant value
clashes between entrepreneurship and education in terms of anti-commercialism (Johannisson,
2010). This puts attention to the importance of further exploring the various possible meanings
associated to the word value when letting students learn by creating value for others. Another key
challenge is whether educators will be willing to use entrepreneurial tools or a new educational
philosophy. Wertsch (1998) states that even if a new audience, such as teachers and educational
policymakers in this case, knows about a potentially useful cultural tool taken from a different
domain, it does not equate to them attempting to appropriate the tool. Wertsch states that the
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linguistic form plays a key role here, in that the audience at the receiving end of a new tool or
educational philosophy needs to create their own understanding and terminology around it in order
to embrace it and feel ownership. How this is to be accomplished is another key topic of future
work.

Implications

The main purpose of this article has been to use entrepreneurship to bridge the traditional —
progressive education rift. The article has endeavored to show how three tools from the field of
entrepreneurship — effectuation, customer development and appreciative inquiry — could help
teachers on all levels of education in the crucial task of bridging the educational rift by combining
standardized subject matter with individual students’ needs and abilities. Some main challenges in
education have been outlined along with how these three entrepreneurial tools could help teachers
address these challenges. This has opened up a new research strand in terms of a Vygotskian tool-
based approach to infusing entrepreneurship into education. Further research into this area could
benefit from the framework of five key dualisms presented in Figure 1 and the ten bridging
questions presented in Table 1.

Patterns across the analyzed bridging tools motivated the authors to conceptualize a tentatively
new educational philosophy of learning-through-creating-value-for-others. This offers a new and
potentially useful concept for teachers and policymakers related to but also significantly adding to
existing educational philosophies such as problem- or project-based learning and service-learning.
In addition to the potential of further infusing engagement, relevancy and joy to disengaged
students without losing out on content focus, it also represents a starting and ending point easy to
understand and appreciate by teachers. Students could be asked to create value to stakeholders
outside their classroom based on the theory connecting question “For whom is this knowledge
valuable today?”. Such an assignment could be supported by the three outlined entrepreneurial
tools, as well as by other tools fulfilling the Vygotskian tool criteria. The new educational
philosophy could simplify and facilitate teachers’ practice of progressive education, often
perceived as too complex to manage and too difficult and risky in terms of student assessment and
potential neglect of important traditional education values. The article posits that the student
activities stipulated by the tentatively new educational philosophy could lead to increased student
motivation, developed responsibility-taking and deeper learning, by virtue of a more explicit
answer to the seldom posed question: Learning-by-doing-what?

Some challenges and associated future work have also been outlined. This article posits that the
diffusion rate of entrepreneurial tools and a new educational philosophy into general education
will be determined by their compatibility with existing values in education and by the observability
of any positive effects in terms of improved student learning. How linguistic transformation of
such tools and an educational philosophy is managed when applying them in educational settings
will arguably also determine the rate of adoption.
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Appendix 1 — three cases

Three cases are outlined below that have been instrumental in the research process leading up to
this article. Each case is outlined with basic information, brief history, key activities and outcomes.
Each case description is followed by an outline of how the case represents a bridging of educational
dualisms, its relevance to this article and how it exemplifies the claims made by the authors.
Relevant links between the three cases are also outlined.

Case 1: An entrepreneurship master program at Chalmers University of Technology

Entrepreneurship and Business Design at Chalmers University of Technology is a two-year
entrepreneurship master program started in 1997 by one of the authors of this article. Today, all
authors are part of the faculty. The program has four different tracks — technology, bioscience,
corporate and intellectual property entrepreneurship — accepting a total of around 50 students each
year. The program has a strong venture creation track record with 75 ventures still up and running
that were started as educational projects constituting formal part of the program. These ventures
are as of 2016 employing some 400 people and have a total annual turnover of €40m. A number
of publications authored by faculty members as well as by external researchers are available
outlining this case more in-depth.

Bridging capabilities of the case.

The case is a rare example of a venture creation approach, defined in research as “entrepreneurship
education programs which utilize the on-going creation of a real-life venture as the primary
learning vessel” (Lackéus and Williams Middleton, 2015, p.50). Previous research has shown such
an approach to be able to balance between multiple dualisms such as theory versus practice,
reflection versus action, learning versus value creation and research versus practice. The ambition
at the program to not only produce exams but also tangible venture results has created an
environment of teachers and students being open to new tools and perspectives, allowing for a
natural selection and application of tools appropriate for bridging the rift of educational dualisms
developed in this article.

Case relevance for this article.

The case constitutes the main empirical setting from which the authors generated key insights that
were subsequently applied and tested on other environments, such as but not limited to case 2 and
3. The authors’ status as insiders over an extended time period and with unique access to data
allowed for the articulation and honing of working hypotheses that led up to propositions put
forward in this article. All three entrepreneurial tools outlined in this article have been extensively
used at the master program.

Case 1 does not constitute an example of how entrepreneurship can contribute to general education,
but represents the idea origin and primary cultivation environment for the authors’ research
endeavors. What it does exemplify is the powerful impact of value creation as educational practice
on student engagement and learning, as well as some important challenges that teachers face when
letting students create value to external stakeholders (Lackéus et al., 2011).
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Case 2: An educational platform at non-profit foundation Drivhuset

Drivhuset is an non-profit non-governmental organization supporting student entrepreneurs. It
employs 55 people at 14 different locations across Sweden. In 2011 Drivhuset initiated the
construction of an educational platform to better inform their support activities towards student
entrepreneurs. This platform was developed in close collaboration with one of the authors of this
article, taking advantage of key insights made at Case 1. The platform was designed as five one-
day workshop sessions spread out across 2-3 months, complemented by value creation
assignments towards key external stakeholders to be completed between each workshop. It was
built by synthesizing a careful selection of a dozen different entrepreneurial tools. Since the launch
of the new educational platform in 2013, it has been used for supporting and educating around
2000 people around Sweden. Common participants have been student entrepreneurs, but the
platform has also been used for supporting unemployed people, youth summer entrepreneurs and
employees at private as well as public organizations.

Bridging capabilities of the case.

The educational platform constitutes a theory-informed set of practical assignments, thereby
building on current research in entrepreneurship packaged in an accessible way suitable for
extracurricular activities at universities, but also for a wide range of non-academic settings such
as companies, municipalities, youths, unemployment support organizations and city development
projects. A course book has been written by two employees at Drivhuset, supported by faculty at
Chalmers University of Technology, summarizing a wide range of theories and methods from the
scholarly domain of entrepreneurship to a wide audience of potential practitioners. The partnership
with Chalmers University of Technology has been formalized in a written agreement between the
parties, constituting an institutionalized link between theory and practice.

Case relevance for this article.

Two of the entrepreneurial tools outlined in this article have been used as key building blocks of
the educational platform at Drivhuset. Effectuation has informed the design of the idea generation
workshop, and customer development has informed the design of the value creation assignments
in between workshops. The educational philosophy of letting people learn through creating value
for others has been integrated into the core of the platform by making it the most important
recurring theme throughout the workshop series. Case 2 shows that value creation to others can be
practiced without having to start a company as done in Case 1, thereby simplifying the educational
format for value creation and allowing it to be used in less extreme conditions and in a shorter time
span than the two-year process applied in Case 1. Case 2 also shows that value creation to others
is relevant not only to budding entrepreneurs, but also to employees in existing companies and
organizations, to youths, and to unemployed people currently not contemplating to start a business.
The quick diffusion of the educational platform across Sweden and the rather uniform acclaim
from thousands of participants show that entrepreneurial tools as well as a general value creation
assignment constitute a feasible way to apply entrepreneurship in wider educational settings as
claimed in this article.
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Case 3: A municipality-wide education reform initiative in Sundsvall, Sweden

Sundsvall municipality in northern Sweden has a population of around 100.000 people. It is the
17:th largest of the 290 municipalities in Sweden. The public education sector in Sundsvall
employs some 3000 people and consists of around 130 schools from preschool to secondary
education. In 2014 the local government of Sundsvall decided to initiate a project aiming to
integrate entrepreneurship into the entire educational sector of Sundsvall, in line with requirements
outlined in Sweden’s national curriculum documents. The people responsible for the
implementation project then initiated a collaboration with one of the authors of this paper, in order
to apply value creation as educational philosophy in all schools in Sundsvall. This was chosen as
the main strategy for infusing entrepreneurship into public education. The project managers also
initiated a collaboration with Drivhuset (Case 2), using their educational platform to train key
people in value creation. As of 2016 the project is still in an early phase. Around 500 people have
been educated through the Drivhuset educational platform. Seven specialists employed at the
municipality are championing the process, and have received special training in theoretical as well
as practical perspectives of value creation in education, and have also contributed significantly to
the development of the tentatively new educational philosophy. Some 60 teachers have so far
started practicing value creation assignments with their students, putting the number of students
being explicitly involved to one thousand so far.

Bridging capabilities of the case.

A survey sent to the four project managers in Sundsvall asking them to outline any bridging
capabilities of the project has confirmed many of the stated ways in which value creation as
educational philosophy could help teachers bridge multiple educational dualisms. Administrators,
principals, teachers and students have used effectuation as a tool to spot opportunities and get
started instead of getting stuck in searching for resources, which they state is otherwise
commonplace in educational change projects. School administrators and principals have found
customer development to be particularly useful in school development due to its emphasis on
finding out what students and others need rather than guessing, leading to an appreciated outside-
in approach. Appreciative inquiry has been found to trigger enjoyment, engagement and initiative
among participants.

Case relevance for this article.

Case 3 represents the third step in a decades-long research process, where a tentatively new
educational philosophy stemming from Case 1 and entrepreneurial tools incorporated into an
educational platform outlined in Case 2 have been applied to primary and secondary education in
Case 3. While still early in the implementation, rich data has emerged indicating the usefulness
and appreciation of the tentatively new educational philosophy in general education settings. Many
of the hypotheses developed from Case 1 and Case 2 have been confirmed in Case 3.



This article is © Emerald Group Publishing and permission has been granted for this version to appear here at www.vcplist.com/resources.
Emerald does not grant permission for this article to be further copied/distributed or hosted elsewhere without the express permission from
Emerald Group Publishing Limited. Official version of this article can be found here: http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/1JEBR-03-2016-0072

References

Ackerman, D. B. 2003. Taproots for a new century: Tapping the best of traditional and progressive
education. Phi Delta Kappan, 84(5), 344-349.

Arievitch, 1. M. & Haenen, J. P. 2005. Connecting sociocultural theory and educational practice:
Galperin's approach. Educational Psychologist, 40(3), 155-165.

Arievitch, 1. M. & Stetsenko, A. 2000. The Quality of Cultural Tools and Cognitive Development:
Gal’perin’s Perspective and Its Implications1l. Human Development, 43(2), 69-92.

Arpiainen, R.-L., Lackéus, M., Taks, M. & Tynjala, P. 2013. The sources and dynamics of emotions
in entrepreneurship education. Trames, 17(4), 331-346.

Bae, T. J,, Qian, S., Miao, C. & Fiet, J. O. 2014. The Relationship Between Entrepreneurship
Education and Entrepreneurial Intentions: A Meta - Analytic Review. Entrepreneurship
Theory and Practice, 38(2), 217-254.

Bennett, R. 2006. Business lecturers' perceptions of the nature of entrepreneurship. International
Journal of Entrepreneurial Behaviour & Research, 12(3), 165-188.

Biesta, G. & Burbules, N. C. 2003. Pragmatism and educational research, Oxford, UK, Rowman &
Littlefield Lanham, MD.

Blank, S. 2005. The four steps to the epiphany, Louisville, Kentucky, USA, Cafepress.com.

Blank, S. G. & Dorf, B. 2012. The startup owner's manual: the step-by-step guide for building a
great company, Pescadero, CA, K&S Ranch Publishers, Inc.

Blenker, P., Korsgaard, S., Neergaard, H. & Thrane, C. 2011. The questions we care about:
paradigms and progression in entrepreneurship education. Industry and Higher Education,
25(6), 417-427.

Blumenfeld, P. C., Soloway, E., Marx, R. W., Krajcik, J. S., Guzdial, M. & Palincsar, A. 1991.
Motivating project-based learning: Sustaining the doing, supporting the learning. Educational
psychologist, 26(3-4), 369-398.

Boekaerts, M. 2010. The crucial role of motivation and emotion in classroom learning. In: Dumont,
H., Istance, D. & Benavides, F. (eds.) The Nature of Learning. Paris: OECD Publishing.

Bruyat, C. & Julien, P.-A. 2001. Defining the field of research in entrepreneurship. Journal of
Business Venturing, 16(2), 165-180.

Burbules, N. C. & Raybeck, N. 2003. Philosophy of Education - Current Trends. In: Guthrie, J. W.
(ed.) Encyclopedia of education. New York, USA: MacMillan Reference Books.

Bushe, G. R. & Kassam, A. F. 2005. When is appreciative inquiry transformational? A meta-case
analysis. The Journal of Applied Behavioral Science, 41(2), 161-181.

Cameron, K. S. 2008. Paradox in positive organizational change. The Journal of Applied Behavioral
Science, 44(1), 7-24.

Carrier, C. 2007. Strategies for teaching entrepreneurship: what else beyond lectures, case studyes
and business plans? In: Fayolle, A. (ed.) Handbook of research in entrepreneurship
education. Cheltenham, UK: Edward Elgar Pub.

Cole, M. & Wertsch, J. V. 1996. Beyond the individual-social antinomy in discussions of Piaget and
Vygotsky. Human development, 39(5), 250-256.

Cooperrider, D. L., Whitney, D. & Stavros, J. M. 2008. Appreciative inquiry handbook: For leaders
of change, San Fransisco, CA, Crown Custom Publishing Inc.

Cope, J. 2003. Entrepreneurial Learning and Critical Reflection. Management Learning, 34(4), 429-
450.

Cope, J. 2005. Toward a Dynamic Learning Perspective of Entrepreneurship. Entrepreneurship
Theory and Practice, 29(4), 373-397.

Cope, J. 2011. Entrepreneurial learning from failure: An interpretative phenomenological analysis.
Journal of Business Venturing, 26(6), 604-623.

Cope, J. & Watts, G. 2000. Learning by doing: An exploration of experience, critical incidents and
reflection in entrepreneurial learning. International Journal of Entrepreneurial Behaviour &
Research, 6(3), 104-124.



This article is © Emerald Group Publishing and permission has been granted for this version to appear here at www.vcplist.com/resources.
Emerald does not grant permission for this article to be further copied/distributed or hosted elsewhere without the express permission from
Emerald Group Publishing Limited. Official version of this article can be found here: http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/1JEBR-03-2016-0072

Cotton, J. 1991. Enterprise education experience: a manual for school-based in-service training.
Education+ Training, 33(4), 6-12.

Cuban, L. 2007. Hugging the Middle: Teaching in an Era of Testing and Accountability, 1980-2005.
Education policy analysis archives, 15(1), 1-29.

Cunliffe, A. L. 2011. Crafting Qualitative Research. Organizational Research Methods, 14(4), 647-
673.

Curren, R. 2008. A Companion to the Philosophy of Education, John Wiley & Sons.

Darling-Hammond, L. 2012. Powerful teacher education: Lessons from exemplary programs, San
Fransisco, CA, John Wiley & Sons.

Deshpande, R. 1983. " Paradigms Lost": On Theory and Method in Research in Marketing. The
Journal of Marketing, 47(Fall 1983), 101-110.

Desplaces, D. E., Wergeles, F. & Mcguigan, P. 2009. Economic gardening through entrepreneurship
education: A service-learning approach. Industry and Higher Education, 23(6), 473-484.

Deuchar, R. 2007. Citizenship, enterprise and learning: Harmonising competing educational
agendas, London, Trentham Books.

Dewey, J. 1938. Experience and education, Indianapolis, USA, Kappa Delta Pi.

Draycott, M. & Rae, D. 2011. Enterprise education in schools and the role of competency
frameworks. International Journal of Entrepreneurial Behaviour & Research, 17(2), 127-
145.

Easton, P. 2013. Decoding Descartes’ ‘myth’of mind. In: Bailey, A. (ed.) Philosophy of Mind: The
Key Thinkers. London: Bloomsbury Publishing.

Egan, K. 2002. Getting it wrong from the beginning: Our progressivist inheritance from Herbert
Spencer, John Dewey, and Jean Piaget, London, Yale University Press.

Egan, K. 2008. The future of education: Reimagining our schools from the ground up, New Haven,
CT, Yale University Press.

Engestrém, Y. 2009. Expansive learning - Toward an activity-theoretical reconceptualization. In:
lleris, K. (ed.) Contemporary Theories of Learning. Abingdon: Routledge.

Erkkila, K. 2000. Entrepreneurial education: mapping the debates in the United States, the United
Kingdom and Finland, Abingdon, Taylor & Francis.

Fayolle, A. 2007. Handbook of research in entrepreneurship education: A general perspective,
Edward Elgar Publishing.

Fayolle, A. & Gailly, B. 2008. From craft to science - Teaching models and learning processes in
entrepreneurship education. Journal of European Industrial Training, 32(7), 569-593.

Fisher, S., Graham, M. & Compeau, M. 2008. Starting from Scratch: Understanding the Learning
Outcomes of Undergraduate Entrepreneurship Education’. In: Harrison, R. T. & Leitch, C.
(eds.) Entrepreneurial Learning: Conceptual Frameworks and Applications. New York, NY:
Routledge.

Fletcher, J. D. 2009. From Behaviourism to Constructivism - A Philosophical Journey from Drill and
Practice to Situated Learning. In: Tobias, S. & Duffy, T. M. (eds.) Constructivist Instruction
- Success or Failure? New York: Routledge.

Frankena, W. K. 2003. Philosophy of Education - Historical Overview. In: Guthrie, J. W. (ed.)
Encyclopedia of education. New York, USA: MacMillan Reference Books.

Fullan, M. 2007. The new meaning of educational change, New York, NY, Routledge.

Gerson, L. P. 1986. Platonic dualism. The Monist, 69(3), 352-369.

Gibb, A. 1987. Enterprise culture—its meaning and implications for education and training. Journal
of European Industrial Training, 11(2), 2-38.

Gibb, A. 2011. Concepts into practice: meeting the challenge of development of entrepreneurship
educators around an innovative paradigm - the case of the International Entrepreneurship
Educators' Programme (IEEP). International Journal of Entrepreneurial Behaviour &
Research, 17(2), 146-165.



This article is © Emerald Group Publishing and permission has been granted for this version to appear here at www.vcplist.com/resources.
Emerald does not grant permission for this article to be further copied/distributed or hosted elsewhere without the express permission from
Emerald Group Publishing Limited. Official version of this article can be found here: http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/1JEBR-03-2016-0072

Guba, E. G. & Lincoln, Y. S. 1994. Competing paradigms in qualitative research. In: Denzin, N. K.
& Lincoln, Y. S. (eds.) Handbook of qualitative research. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage
Publishing.

Hadzigeorgiou, Y., Klassen, S. & Klassen, C. F. 2012. Encouraging a “Romantic Understanding” of
Science: The Effect of the Nikola Tesla Story. Science & Education, 21(8), 1111-1138.

Hager, P. 2005. Philosophical Accounts of Learning. Educational Philosophy and Theory, 37(5),
649-666.

Helle, L., Tynjala, P. & Olkinuora, E. 2006. Project-based learning in post-secondary education—
theory, practice and rubber sling shots. Higher Education, 51(2), 287-314.

Henry, C., Hill, F. & Leitch, C. 2005. Entrepreneurship education and training: can entrepreneurship
be taught? Part I. Education + Training, 47(2), 98-111.

Hindle, K. 2007. Teaching entrepreneurship at university: from the wrong building to the right
philosophy. In: Fayolle, A. (ed.) Handbook of research in entrepreneurship education.
Cheltenham, UK: Edward Elgar.

Hofer, A. R., Potter, J., Fayolle, A., Gulbrandsen, M., Hannon, P., Harding, R., Dahlstrand, A. L. &
Phan, P. H. 2010. From Strategy to Practice in University Entrepreneurship Support, Paris,
OECD Publishing.

Hytti, U. & O’gorman, C. 2004. What is “enterprise education”? An analysis of the objectives and
methods of enterprise education programmes in four European countries. Education+
Training, 46(1), 11-23.

Hagg, G. From liberal progressive education to neo-liberal enterprising self’s — A policy perspective.
ECSB Entrepreneurship Education Conference, 2016 Leeds, UK on 11-13 May 2016.

Jack, S. & Anderson, A. 1999. Entrepreneurship education within the enterprise culture: Producing
reflective practitioners. International Journal of Entrepreneurial Behaviour & Research,
5(3), 110-125.

Jarvis, P. 2006. Towards a comprehensive theory of human learning, New York, NY, Routledge.

Jeffrey, B. & Woods, P. 1998. Testing teachers: the effect of school inspections on primary teachers,
London, Routledge.

Johannisson, B. 2010. The agony of the Swedish school when confronted by entrepreneurship. In:
Skogen, K. & Sjovoll, J. (eds.) Creativity and Innovation. Preconditions for entrepreneurial
education. Trondheim: Tapir Academic Press.

Jonassen, D. H. 1999. Designing constructivist learning environments. In: Reigeluth, C. M. (ed.)
Instructional design theories and models: A new paradigm of instructional theory. New
York, NY: Routledge.

Jonassen, D. H. & Land, S. M. 2000. Theoretical foundations of learning environments, Routledge.

Jonassen, D. H. & Rohrer-Murphy, L. 1999. Activity theory as a framework for designing
constructivist learning environments. Educational Technology Research and Development,
47(1), 61-79.

Jones, B. & Iredale, N. 2010. Enterprise education as pedagogy. Education+ Training, 52(1), 7-19.

Jones, C. 2006. Enterprise education: revisiting Whitehead to satisfy Gibbs. Education+ Training,
48(5), 356-367.

Jones, C. & English, J. 2004. A contemporary approach to entrepreneurship education. Education +
Training, 46(8/9), 416-423.

Kennedy, M. 1999. Ed schools and the problem of knowledge. In: Raths, J. D. & Mcaninch, A. C.
(eds.) Advances in Teacher Education Vol 5, What counts as Knowledge in Teacher
Education? Stamford, CT: Ablex Publishing Corp.

Khurana, R., Nohria, N. & Penrice, D. 2005. Management as a profession. In: Lorsch, J., Zelleke, A.
& Berlowitz, L. (eds.) Restoring trust in American business. Cambridge, MA: American
Academy of Arts and Sciences.

Kirby, D. 2007. Changing the entrepreneurship education paradigm. In: Fayolle, A. (ed.) Handbook
of research in entrepreneurship education. Cheltenham, UK: Edward Elgar.



This article is © Emerald Group Publishing and permission has been granted for this version to appear here at www.vcplist.com/resources.
Emerald does not grant permission for this article to be further copied/distributed or hosted elsewhere without the express permission from
Emerald Group Publishing Limited. Official version of this article can be found here: http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/1JEBR-03-2016-0072

Kirschner, P. A., Sweller, J. & Clark, R. E. 2006. Why minimal guidance during instruction does not
work: An analysis of the failure of constructivist, discovery, problem-based, experiential, and
inquiry-based teaching. Educational Psychologist, 41(2), 75-86.

Kozulin, A. 2003. Psychological tools and mediated learning. In: Kozulin, A. (ed.) Vygotsky's
educational theory in cultural context. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press.

Kozulin, A. & Presseisen, B. Z. 1995. Mediated learning experience and psychological tools:
Vygotsky's and Feuerstein's perspectives in a study of student learning. Educational
Psychologist, 30(2), 67-75.

Kuratko, D. F. 2005. The emergence of entrepreneurship education: Development, trends, and
challenges. Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 29(5), 577-597.

Labaree, D. F. 2005. Progressivism, schools and schools of education: An American romance.
Paedagogica historica, 41(1-2), 275-288.

Labaree, D. F. 2012. Someone has to fail, Cambridge, MA, Harvard University Press.

Lackéus, M. 2014. An emotion based approach to assessing entrepreneurial education. International
Journal of Management Education, 12(3), 374-396.

Lackéus, M., Lundgvist, M. & Williams-Middleton, K. 2011. Obstacles to Establishing Venture
Creation Based Entrepreneurship Education Programs Nordic Academy of Management
Meeting — August 22-24, 2011. Stockholm, Sweden.

Lackéus, M. & Williams Middleton, K. 2015. Venture Creation Programs - Bridging
Entrepreneurship Education and Technology Transfer. Education + Training, 57(1), 48-73.

Latour, B. 2014. Another way to compose the common world. HAU: Journal of Ethnographic
Theory, 4(1), 301-307.

Lavazza, A. & Robinson, H. 2014. Contemporary dualism: a defense, New York, NY, Routledge.

Little, D. 1991. Varieties of social explanation, Boulder, CO, Westview Press.

Lobler, H. 2006. Learning entrepreneurship from a constructivist perspective. Technology Analysis &
Strategic Management, 18(1), 19-38.

Mahieu, R. 2006. Agents of change and policies of scale: a policy study of entrepreneurship and
enterprise in education. Doctoral thesis, Umea Universitet.

Martin, B. C., Mcnally, J. J. & Kay, M. J. 2013. Examining the formation of human capital in
entrepreneurship: A meta-analysis of entrepreneurship education outcomes. Journal of
Business Venturing, 28(2), 211-224.

Miettinen, R. 2001. Artifact mediation in Dewey and in cultural-historical activity theory. Mind,
Culture, and Activity, 8(4), 297-308.

Mitchelmore, S. & Rowley, J. 2010. Entrepreneurial competencies: a literature review and
development agenda. International Journal of Entrepreneurial Behaviour & Research, 16(2),
92-111.

Moberg, K. 2014a. Assessing the impact of Entrepreneurship Education - From ABC to PhD.
Doctoral Thesis, Copenhagen Business School.

Moberg, K. 2014b. Two approaches to entrepreneurship education: The different effects of education
for and through entrepreneurship at the lower secondary level. International Journal of
Management Education, 12(3), 512-528.

Neck, H. M. & Greene, P. G. 2011. Entrepreneurship Education: Known Worlds and New Frontiers.
Journal of Small Business Management, 49(1), 55-70.

Noddings, N. 2007. Philosophy of education - second edition, Boulder, CO, Westview Press.

Nufez, R. E. 1997. Eating soup with chopsticks: dogmas, difficulties and alternatives in the study of
conscious experience. Journal of Consciousness Studies, 4(2), 143-143.

Nuthall, G. 2004. Relating classroom teaching to student learning: A critical analysis of why research
has failed to bridge the theory-practice gap. Harvard Educational Review, 74(3), 273-306.

Ollila, S. & Williams-Middleton, K. 2011. The venture creation approach: integrating entrepreneurial
education and incubation at the university. International Journal of Entrepreneurship and
Innovation Management, 13(2), 161-178.



This article is © Emerald Group Publishing and permission has been granted for this version to appear here at www.vcplist.com/resources.
Emerald does not grant permission for this article to be further copied/distributed or hosted elsewhere without the express permission from
Emerald Group Publishing Limited. Official version of this article can be found here: http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/1JEBR-03-2016-0072

Pekrun, R. 2005. Progress and open problems in educational emotion research. Learning and
instruction, 15(5), 497-506.

Pittaway, L. & Cope, J. 2007. Entrepreneurship Education: A Systematic Review of the Evidence.
International Small Business Journal 2007; 25; 479, 25.

Pittaway, L., Rodriguez-Falcon, E., Aiyegbayo, O. & King, A. 2011. The role of entrepreneurship
clubs and societies in entrepreneurial learning. International Small Business Journal, 29(1),
37-57.

Pring, R. 2010. Philosophy of educational research, London, UK, Continuum International
Publishing.

Pring, R. 2012. Putting persons back into education. Oxford Review of Education, 38(6), 747-760.

Qaa 2012. Enterprise and entrepreneurship education: Guidance for UK higher education providers.
Gloucester, UK: The Quality Assurance Agency for Higher Education.

Rae, D. 2000. Understanding entrepreneurial learning: a question of how? International Journal of
Entrepreneurial Behaviour & Research, 6(3), 145-159.

Rae, D. 2010. Universities and enterprise education: responding to the challenges of the new era.
Journal of Small Business and Enterprise Development, 17(4), 591-606.

Roberts, J. W. 2012. Beyond learning by doing: Theoretical currents in experiential education, New
York, NY, Routledge.

Robinson, P. & Malach, S. 2007. Multi-disciplinary entrepreneurship clinic: experiential education in
theory and practice. In: Fayolle, A. (ed.) Handbook of research in entrepreneurship
education. Cheltenham, UK: Edward Elgar Pub.

Rogers, E. M. 1983. Diffusion of innovations, Third edition, New York, NY, The Free Press.

Roth, W.-M. & Lee, Y.-J. 2007. “Vygotsky’s neglected legacy”: Cultural-historical activity theory.
Review of Educational research, 77(2), 186-232.

Rousseau, J.-J. 1762/2003. Emile or Treatise on Education, Amherst, New York, Prometheus Books.

Saiduddin, M. H., Larsson, S. & Lundqvist, M. 2009. Appreciative Leadership - An insider's
perspective on changing reality. International Journal of Appreciative Inquiry, 11(4), 4-8.

Sarasvathy, S. D. 2001. Causation and effectuation: Toward a theoretical shift from economic
inevitability to entrepreneurial contingency. Academy of Management review, 26(2), 243-
263.

Sarasvathy, S. D. 2003. Entrepreneurship as a science of the artificial. Journal of Economic
Psychology, 24(2), 203-220.

Sarasvathy, S. D. & Dew, N. 2005. Entrepreneurial logics for a technology of foolishness.
Scandinavian Journal of Management, 21(4), 385-406.

Sarasvathy, S. D. & Venkataraman, S. 2011. Entrepreneurship as method: open questions for an
entrepreneurial future. Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 35(1), 113-135.

Savery, J. R. 2006. Overview of problem-based learning: Definitions and distinctions.
Interdisciplinary Journal of Problem-based Learning, 1(1), 3.

Sayer, A. 2010. Method in social science: A realist approach, New York, NY, Routledge.

Sfard, A. 1998. On two metaphors for learning and the dangers of choosing just one. Educational
researcher, 27(2), 4-13.

Shane, S. A. 2003. A general theory of entrepreneurship: The individual-opportunity nexus,
Cheltenham, UK, Edward Elgar Pub.

Sharma, P. & Chrisman, S. J. J. 2007. Toward a Reconciliation of the Definitional Issues in the Field
of Corporate Entrepreneurship. In: Cuervo, A., Ribeiro, D. & Roig, S. (eds.)
Entrepreneurship - Concepts, Theory and Perspectives. New York, NY: Springer.

Shepherd, D. A. 2004. Educating entrepreneurship students about emotion and learning from failure.
Academy of Management Learning & Education, 3(3), 274-287.

Spinosa, C., Flores, F. & Dreyfus, H. L. 1999. Disclosing new worlds: Entrepreneurship, democratic
action, and the cultivation of solidarity, Cambridge, MA, MIT Press.

Spring, K., Grimm Jr, R. & Dietz, N. 2008. Community Service and Service-Learning in America's
Schools, Washington, DC, Corporation for National and Community Service.



This article is © Emerald Group Publishing and permission has been granted for this version to appear here at www.vcplist.com/resources.
Emerald does not grant permission for this article to be further copied/distributed or hosted elsewhere without the express permission from
Emerald Group Publishing Limited. Official version of this article can be found here: http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/1JEBR-03-2016-0072

Stavros, J., Cooperrider, D. & Kelley, D. L. 2003. Strategic inquiry appreciative intent: inspiration to
SOAR, a new framework for strategic planning. Al Practitioner, 1(4), 10-17.

Surlemont, B. 2007. Promoting enterprising: a strategic move to get schools’ cooperation in the
promotion of entrepreneurship. In: Fayolle, A. (ed.) Handbook of Research in
Entrepreneurship Education: Contextual perspectives. Cheltenham, UK: Edward Elgar.

Tan, S. S. & Ng, C. K. F. 2006. A problem-based learning approach to entrepreneurship education.
Education + Training, 48(6), 416-428.

Tobias, S. & Duffy, T. M. 2009. Constructivist Instruction - Success or Failure?, New York,
Routledge.

Tynjélg, P. 1999. Towards expert knowledge? A comparison between a constructivist and a
traditional learning environment in the university. International journal of educational
research, 31(5), 357-442.

Weber, R. 2004. Editor's comments: the rhetoric of positivism versus interpretivism: a personal view.
MIS quarterly, 28(1), iii-xii.

Wertsch, J. & Toma, C. 1995. Discourse and learning in the Classroom: A Sociocultural Approach.
In: Steffe, L. P. & Gale, J. E. (eds.) Constructivism in education. Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence
Erlbaum Hillsdale.

Wertsch, J. V. 1998. Mediated action. In: Bechtel, W., Graham, G. & Balota, D. A. (eds.) A
companion to cognitive science. Hoboken, NJ: Wiley.

Whitehead, A. N. 1929. The aims of education and other essays.

Williams Middleton, K. 2013. Becoming entrepreneurial: gaining legitimacy in the nascent phase.
International Journal of Entrepreneurial Behaviour & Research, 19(4), 404-424.

Wing Yan Man, T. & Farquharson, M. 2015. Psychological ownership in team-based
entrepreneurship education activities. International Journal of Entrepreneurial Behavior &
Research, 21(4), 600-621.

Volkmann, C., Wilson, K. E., Mariotti, S., Rabuzzi, D., Vyakarnam, S. & Sepulveda, A. 2009.
Educating the Next Wave of Entrepreneurs - Unlocking entrepreneurial capabilities to meet
the global challenges of the 21st Century. Geneva: World Economic Forum.

Von Bertalanffy, L. 1972. The History and Status of General Systems Theory. Academy of
Management Journal, 15(4), 407-426.

Woods, P. 1993. Critical events in teaching and learning, London, Falmer Press.

Vygotsky, L. S. 1978. Mind in society: The development of higher psychological processes,
Cambridge, MA, Harvard Univ Press.

Yhalle, L. & O’connor, D. 2000. Appreciative pedagogy: Constructing positive models for learning.
Journal of Management Education, 24(4), 474-483.



