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BACK ROADS AND BYWAYS TO THE ENTREPRENEURIAL UNIVERSITY 
 
 

Abstract 
Around the millennium, we have witnessed a general political pressure for a new university 
role - a role where the universities should accept a stronger responsibility for business 
development and societal growth. Beyond traditional teaching and research, new concepts - 
such as market orientation and the entrepreneurial university - have become part of the 
university policy discussion. 
The paper is based on the idea that the public sector in general and the educational system 
and the universities in particular should contribute to the stimulation of an enterprising 
mindset among their students. The number of academic institutions teaching entrepreneurship 
seems to be increasing. The traditional forms of teaching at universities and business schools 
have, however, proven inappropriate for enhancing student motivation and competencies in 
relation to innovation and entrepreneurship. 
The paper is based on a research project called “Pedagogical Innovation of Learning 
Methods in Entrepreneurship”. The method behind this study is simply a study of the existing 
literature on three topics. These topics are: 

• Studies of the relationship between entrepreneurship and education; 
• Studies of didactics and pedagogy in praxis-oriented disciplines; 
• Studies of policy initiatives directed towards the universities and their context. 

Further, a few case studies were made. We have thus investigated the way that four different 
foreign universities have established teaching in entrepreneurship. These are: the University 
of Twente, Enschede (NL), the University of Central England, Birmingham (UK), Stockholm 
School of Entrepreneurship, Stockholm, (S) and the University of Rostock (D). 
From these case studies, relational patterns between entrepreneurship, education and 
university can be established. A lot of the variance found in entrepreneurship teaching is 
related to contextual differences and differences in didactical and pedagogical principles. The 
paper thus brings insight into what is taught at existing entrepreneurship courses, how it is 
taught, and in what context the entrepreneurship education takes place. 



These three elements are seen as the corners of a triangle; in other words, there is an 
interdependence or mutuality between the elements. The corners of the triangle are seen as 
the key elements in the process of establishing the entrepreneurial university. Our case 
studies show that no single route to the entrepreneurial university exists. Instead different 
pathways to the entrepreneurial university can be found, depending on how the individual 
university weighs the three elements and how relations are established between them. In this 
paper, we sketch three different pathways towards the entrepreneurial university. 
One route is primarily based on changes in the way that the university relates to its context, 
but leads to changes in the pedagogy and didactics as well. Another route is primarily based 
on particular pedagogical approaches, but necessitates change also in context and didactic. A 
third route is based on a particular didactical approach, but involves parallel changes in 
context and pedagogy.  

 
Introduction 
The concepts innovation, entrepreneurship and intrapreneurship top the political agenda. The 
universities are expected to play a central role in a process in which the overriding aim is to secure 
continuous development and dissemination of application-oriented knowledge and to provide the 
basis for economic growth as well as social welfare in the future. Around the millennium, we have 
witnessed a general political pressure for a new university role; a role where the universities should 
accept a stronger responsibility for business development and societal growth. Beyond traditional 
teaching and research, new concepts - such as market orientation and the entrepreneurial university 
- have become part of the university policy discussion (Etzkowitz, 2003).  
The paper is based on the assumption that the public sector in general and the educational system 
and the universities in particular should reflect how they can contribute to the stimulation of an 
enterprising mindset among their students.  
At most universities, such an open and more extrovert role will demand new ways of thinking and 
acting. Each university will have to discuss and decide whether, how and at what pace they are 
prepared to become a so-called “Entrepreneurial University”. 
These new expectations to the universities have led to an interest in entrepreneurship and innovation 
as research and theory fields and have also led to an explosive interest in education and teaching in 
entrepreneurship, i.e. entrepreneurship education. 
The number of academic institutions teaching entrepreneurship seems to be increasing (Katz, 2003; 
Jack & Anderson; 1999). The traditional ways of teaching at universities and business schools have, 
however, shown themselves quite inappropriate for enhancing the motivation and competencies of 
students towards innovation and entrepreneurship. Instead it seems that living up to the new role for 
universities presents a range of opportunities and challenges with far-reaching consequences for the 
university system, both internally in the academic and professional environment and externally in 
the interaction of the universities with society in general. The “new” role of the universities offers a 
number of new opportunities, but at the same time it poses a number of challenges that many 
universities at present do not have a clear picture of, or posses the strategic, tactical or operational 
capabilities to tackle. 
 
Background and Methodological Questions 
The paper is based on a research project called “Pedagogical Innovation of Learning Methods in 
Entrepreneurship”. The method behind this study is quite simple. A study of the existing literature 
on three topics has been performed. These topics are: 

• Studies of the relationship between entrepreneurship and education; 
• Studies of didactics and pedagogy in praxis-oriented disciplines; 



• Studies of policy initiatives directed towards the universities and their context. 
Further, a few case studies were made. We have thus investigated the way that four different foreign 
universities have established teaching in entrepreneurship – these are the University of Twente, 
Enschede (NL), the University of Central England, Birmingham (UK), Stockholm School of 
Entrepreneurship, Stockholm, (S) and the University of Rostock (D). 
This study was planned as an explorative study in which knowledge about the phenomenon to be 
explored was gained as the empirical insight broadened, leading to new recognitions. Consequently, 
we are not going to undertake a profound analysis or comparative studies of our four case studies 
(Blenker et al. 2004). Below we will attempt to define a number of the challenges connected with 
developing entrepreneurship education in the four European universities studied.   
No two environments have been alike. It is characteristic that only one of the universities (Twente, 
the Netherlands) has been an “entrepreneurial university”, strictly speaking. In the UK, the 
University of Central England (UCE) is a member of a network called Mercia, Institute of 
Enterprise, with Warrick University as the hub. Stockholm has a network as well, Stockholm 
School of Entrepreneurship, (SSES), established by four universities and institutions of higher 
education. At the Rostock University, education was not originally placed at the university itself 
since it could not be contained within the framework of the ”normal university” (the ivory tower). 
The four case universities all have a history of development showing that their present status and 
activities are based on outside pressure for changes in the educational field. There have been strong 
forces at work in society, calling for innovation and dynamics in the economy, in particular in the 
business sector. But there have also been strong forces at work inside the universities, urging a new 
orientation towards the future and a desire to see universities as generators in an economic growth 
philosophy; and of course, it has been natural to seek participation in the fields where the funds for 
research and development are to be found. However, it has to be added that this is typically only 
true of the units, departments or centres embracing entrepreneurship, with the exception of Twente, 
where the entrepreneurial orientation has been, and remains, part of the survival strategy for the 
entire university. 
The case studies indicate that if the universities are to live up to the role envisaged politically in 
Europe and in Denmark, then special learning processes, a special culture, a special focus – and the 
setting up of “new” forms of contacts and relations with a number of internal and external 
stakeholders – will be required. In many cases, this will also require the development of didactic 
and pedagogical ideologies as well as forms and models of teaching other than those traditionally 
used (Blenker, Dreisler, Kjeldsen & Færgeman, 2004). 
 
New Movements in Entrepreneurship Education 
The idea of ”the entrepreneurial university” is based on and includes the Triple Helix approach, 
implying that the university is in an interactive and dynamic relationship with its surroundings, in 
particular with the business community and the political system.  The university environment is 
thus characterised by the following phenomena: 

- Alliances are forged with other institutions, where heterogeneous competencies can meet; 
- Learning forms are developed, deliberately taking into account purpose and target group; 
- Practical knowledge is coupled with theoretical reflection and professional development; 
- Personal development and self-organising capabilities,  and own learning are strengthened. 

The underlying assumption is that it is possible, through increased and improved interaction 
between private-sector enterprises, the public sector and the higher education system, to give a 
country, a region – and all three stakeholders – “lasting competitive advantages” in an international 
perspective.  The key concept in this development is the creation of an entrepreneurial society of 
entrepreneurial individuals, which by means of continuous learning produce knowledge can be 



transformed into innovations. The central concepts at the individual level, at the enterprise level and 
at the societal level are learning, knowledge production and knowledge dissemination and 
innovation. Furthermore, the driving forces are assumed to be entrepreneurship and 
intrapreneurship (Matlay & Mitra, 2002). 
 
From the case studies, patterns in regard to how entrepreneurship, education and university context 
are related can be established. A great deal of the variance found when studying entrepreneurship 
teaching is based on contextual differences, while another part of the variance is based on different 
didactical and pedagogical principles. The paper thus brings insight into what is taught at existing 
entrepreneurship courses, how it is taught, and where or in what context the entrepreneurship 
education takes place. 
The following part of the paper includes the study of the three interconnected problem complexes: 
     

• The contextual interaction between the universities, the business community and the 
political system in the creation of innovation and growth; 

• Development of the students’ entrepreneurial competences requires development of and 
innovation in the didactics and theoretical foundation of teaching entrepreneurship; 

• Education in and not just about entrepreneurship and enterprising behaviour requires 
didactic and pedagogical models that are different from the ones traditionally used at 
universities. 

 
These three elements are seen as the corners of a triangle, meaning that there is interdependence or 
mutuality between the elements. 
 
Figure 1. The Elements of Entrepreneurship Education 
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entrepreneurial university. Our case studies show that no single route to the entrepreneurial 
university exists. Instead different pathways to the entrepreneurial university can be found, 
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between them. In the following, we sketch three different pathways towards the entrepreneurial 
university. 
 
Routes to Entrepreneurial Education 
One route is primarily based on changes in how the university relates to its context, but leads to 
changes in the pedagogy and didactics as well. Another route is primarily based on particular 
pedagogical approaches, but necessitates change also in context and didactic. A third route is based 
on a particular didactical approach, but involves parallel changes in context and pedagogy.  
 
The Institutional Change Route  
One route is primarily based on changes in how the university relates to its context, but leads to 
changes in the pedagogy and didactics as well. As has been shown above, the universities are 
assigned a central role in this innovative and entrepreneurial process in society as a whole and in the 
various regions. In a number of countries, universities have already taken on this task and define 
themselves as “entrepreneurial universities”, as exemplified to varying degrees in our case studies. 
The ”entrepreneurial university” is characterised as an institution which, by virtue of its close and 
intense interaction with its environments, provides the foundation for regional as well as national 
growth and development. 
The interesting and essential thing to bear in mind when attempting to set up the frames to 
understand the concept is not so much the definition or the characteristics as such, but to a much 
greater extent the process or the development, which has the entrepreneurial university as its goal - 
as is evident from this title: ‘The future of the university and the university of the future: evolution 
of ivory tower to entrepreneurial paradigm’ (Etzkowitz et al. 2000) and from the quote: ‘this article 
analyzes the transition from the Research University to the entrepreneurial university’ (Etzkowitz 
2003). 
The issue here is a movement away from the ivory tower/research towards a more entrepreneurial 
understanding. Obviously, research and education form part of this too, but in an understanding 
marked by an entrepreneurial aspect, i.e. an understanding of knowledge and knowledge production 
as a fourth factor of production, far exceeding the three original ones (land, labour and capital) in 
value and importance. And the entrepreneurial aspect involves identification of opportunities and 
mobilisation of resources to realise the potentials. Economic utilisation of the new knowledge 
produced by research calls for the traditional research and education university to “mutate” into the 
“entrepreneurial university” (Röpke 1998). 
This should not be seen solely as an indication that European universities are becoming less 
research-oriented, but rather as an indication that their research and education activities are 
increasingly seen as knowledge capital, expected to realise a profit for operations and development 
by the universities, and in particular in their interactions with society, above all the business 
community.    
The Triple Helix understanding can be seen here as a necessary, but not sufficient, prerequisite for 
entrepreneurship. The principle is that the university in future ought to play a more active part than 
previously seen.  A very concrete example of how this understanding can be used was developed by 
Matlay & Mitra (2002). They operate with a goal for society to create sustainable competitive 
advantages by means of mutual relations between key factors, such as learning, knowledge, 
innovation and entrepreneurship, which they call “the key drivers”.  It is argued that a necessary 
precondition for entrepreneurship education is that ’fundamental requirements of learning, 
knowledge management and innovation can be effectively addressed’. 
It is our thesis that the development of entrepreneurship and enterprising behaviour as subject fields 
and frames of understanding can only happen concurrent with a transformation of the universities 



from ivory tower into entrepreneurial university, or into ”the modern university”, as it was called 
once when the concept was used to refer to new, alternative, experimenting universities in an age 
when globalisation and other external conditions had not yet started to unsettle the stability 
surrounding the financial situation of the universities.  
An entrepreneurial university is an institution: 

- which is based on and embrace the Triple Helix thinking and thus engages in a dynamic 
interaction with its environments (industry – government); 

- which forms alliances with other institutions to let heterogeneous competences meet 
(possibly on an inter-faculty basis); 

- which develops learning forms, always taking goals and target groups into consideration; 
- which couples practical knowledge with theoretical reflection and professional 

development; 
- which seeks to strengthen personal development and development of abilities for self-

organisation  and own learning. 
  
In short: “The entrepreneurial university demands not only innovative approaches to learning, but 
also fundamental changes, in how these institutions operate” (Atherton 2004).  
 
Institutional Change Case – Twente University 
Twente University is an example of a university, which deliberately has decided on a new strategy 
which is to transform the university into an entrepreneurial University. Thirty years ago, Twente 
University had to think of new research fields since the declining regional industrial base in textiles 
together with diminishing student interest in engineering and natural science studies threatened to 
close down the university. The deliberate, controlled development towards an entrepreneurial 
university was a success, as the opening up to the outside world became a natural and necessary 
activity. Business development and entrepreneurship constituted the most important ingredients in 
the plan to save the university in the north-eastern corner of the Netherlands.     
Interaction between the faculties and business people is now considered a must; employment of 
experienced people from industry to coach entrepreneurs has become the norm, just as people with 
a business background are welcome on the teaching staff. Close contact between the natural 
sciences, including entrepreneurship and business studies, is encouraged. Special education 
programmes for natural science students have been established. Besides, the university is a campus 
university, the only one in the Netherlands (i.e. the students live in residence halls on campus); 
science parks for students as well as researchers have been set up on campus in cooperation with 
private enterprises. 
 



Figure 4. New Entrepreneurial Contexts call for Changes in Didactics and Pedagogy 
 

 
Twente has over a long period of time, based on a top management decision, managed to develop 
its organisation, structure, processes and culture towards meeting the criteria of the innovative or 
entrepreneurial university. A further development of the entrepreneurship programmes (didactical 
changes) is aimed at in order to match the quality of the rest of the university. Coaching, short-term 
fellowships and project internships (pedagogic changes) have been incorporated in the university 
research and educational environment as part of a centre development. Furthermore, high priority is 
given to inter-faculty developments.   
 
The Curriculum Route  
Another route is primarily based on particular didactical approaches, but necessitates changes also 
in context and pedagogy.  
If there is one thing entrepreneurship scholars do agree on, then it is that there is no single definition 
of “entrepreneur” and “entrepreneurship”. Much energy is spent trying to define concepts such as 
entrepreneurship and enterprising behaviour. Apart from this lack of clarity, there are also 
conflicting opinions about the kind of research and education needed, depending on whether the 
intention is to try to understand the background for entrepreneurial behaviour – or to develop 
normative theories, models and processes, which may be useful tools for an entrepreneur in 
connection with entrepreneurial decisions and acts. 
As for the theory and subject area ”entrepreneurship education”, the lack of clarity about the term 
‘entrepreneurship’ has led to many different suggestions of what to teach, and how to plan and 
organise courses and learning processes. Education programmes differ on practically all aspects; it 
is not yet possible – and probably never will be – to develop a general model, which an institution 
can choose and adopt. 
Parts of the research argue that there is a need for a more theory-based teaching of entrepreneurship, 
(Fiet, 2000 a,). It is argued that attempts should be made to establish common definitions of central 
concepts and frames of understanding in order to make it possible to build upon existing research-
based knowledge in the traditional way; that is, generate accumulated knowledge which can be 
generalised according to traditional, academic criteria.   
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Other research contributions take an almost diametrically opposite view, arguing that spotting a 
business opportunity and starting a new enterprise represents an entirely unique situation and set of 
problems, in which theoretical knowledge is of very little use to the entrepreneur or the teacher, 
who is supposed to teach the entrepreneur or students of entrepreneurship. Research-based general 
knowledge and application of general theories and models could even risk inhibiting the 
entrepreneur. Koch (2003, p. 638) writes about the Theory of Entrepreneurship Education: ”Any 
reflection on the teachability and learnability of entrepreneurial expertise first demands an 
understanding of the teaching and learning subjects. Here the focus is on subjects who undertake 
something innovative as intrapreneurs or entrepreneurs in order to generate added value through 
change.”  In this, Koch is in line with the views of the representatives of the Austrian school, 
(Schumpeter (1934), Kirzner (1973), Abell (1980)) as to the description of the central areas of 
undertaking an entrepreneurial act. The central areas concern the ability to spot new opportunities 
through a form of alertness, and the urge to take up opportunities that others may not have seen or 
are able to see. The entrepreneur glimpses the opportunity through “the open windows” during the 
brief moment they are open, Kirzner (1973). 
Following this line of thinking, Gibb (2002) has made a distinction between an ”enterprising 
person” and an ”entrepreneurial person”. He describes the former as a person whose behaviour is 
characterised by being creative and full of initiative, acting on his initiatives, being able to inspire 
others and capable of doing things in a different way. The other type of person, “the entrepreneurial 
person”, is very similar to the first; however, with the slight difference that this person will in 
addition contemplate becoming self-employed, starting his own enterprise.   
In the Danish language, it has been suggested to use a term meaning “enterprising imagination”1 , 
including characteristics such as imagination and creativity, and then to divide this term into two 
subcategories, depending on whether the enterprising behaviour has to do with entrepreneurship, i.e. 
starting your own enterprise, or with other kinds of creative activities.  
Both understandings – enterprising and entrepreneurial – will be used here. We are dealing with an 
educational understanding which intends to promote “enterprising behaviour”, irrespective of 
whether this leads to a new enterprise, development of an existing enterprise, or in any other way to 
stimulating or developing a person’s inherent or acquired creative abilities.   
 
The Curriculum Cases – Stockholm and Central England 
SSES (Stockholm School of Entrepreneurship) was established in a cooperation between four 
universities and institutions of higher education. The aim was to place Stockholm on the map as a 
frontrunner in innovation and entrepreneurship, as a result of the synergies of the cooperation 
between the participating institutions.  
The SSES itself employs very few teachers and researchers. Instead education and research in the 
field are carried out by, and at, the initiating institutions. E.g. the Stockholm School of Economics 
is renowned for its excellent research and education in entrepreneurship and was indeed also the 
driving force behind the establishment of the SSES. The SSES thus functions as a development and 
resource pool for interested teachers and researchers. Through this network, contacts established to 
other environments, at home and abroad, will be a benefit for the other participating institutions.  
However, this model entails a number of administrative and practical barriers, especially as to the 
distribution of income and costs. One advantage of the model is the large critical mass created in 
relation to entrepreneurship activities. This project has not examined the relationship between the 
SSES and the institutions behind it, and it is difficult to evaluate the importance of the 
organisational form for the development of these institutions in general. As the finance is based on a 
                                                 
1  Quoting the former CEO of Bang and Olufsen, Anders Knutzen, who in a lecture mentioned this concept, which was formulated 
by the founders of Bang and Olufsen back in 1925, in what would today have been called their vision statement. 



private donation and the services “sold”, it can be difficult for the SSES to develop close relations 
with the institutions since they will undoubtedly wish to develop similar competences in their own 
organisations with their own resources. The model should therefore be seen as a supplement and a 
support for institutions that have entrepreneurship high on their agenda, but choose not to invest 
their own resources in it.  
 
The University of Central England (UCE), Birmingham, is a large, multi-faculty university. At the 
UCE, entrepreneurship is researched and taught by teachers attached to the Enterprise Research 
Development Centre (ERDC) and the network Mercia Institute of Enterprise.  
The establishment of Mercia sprung from a wish, but also a certain pressure, from both national and 
regional political bodies and business and professional organisations. The intention was for Mercia 
to act as a catalyst, to connect the knowledge producers, enterprises and organisations and 
individuals involved in the region’s industrial development, including start-up of enterprises. 
Mercia is divided into two groups; The Education Group, which has its focus on enterprise 
education and e-learning, and The Enterprise Group, which deals with spin-outs, technology 
transfer and commercialisation of university activities. The Enterprise Group e.g. awards grants to 
researchers wanting to pursue a business idea. 
Mercia has at its disposal a pool of funds, which the participants can apply for, to develop education 
and teaching. The member universities also take turns offering joint seminars and workshops. The 
teachers attached also form a pool, teaching wherever needed, without stumbling on administrative 
barriers or bureaucratic financial settlement schemes.  
The UCE offers an MBA programme in entrepreneurship. Their flagship is an MSc in 
Entrepreneurship, which is a traditional course mixing theory and practice, offered in a so-called 
“ideas lab”. The final thesis can take the form of either a traditional theoretical dissertation or a 
comprehensive business plan, building on the student’s own ideas.  
As mentioned, research and teaching take place in close cooperation with the ERDC, where the 
teachers and researchers are in charge of the ongoing contact with the local business community, 
offering training and “consultancy services”, and participating in a number of project-based 
developments, often financed by EU grants, local or private foundations. There is no contact with 
the other faculties as the university has not made such development possible financially.  
In contrast to the SSES, the other network example, here it is the university departments or the 
researchers and teachers themselves who make up the network. There is not, as in Stockholm, a 
separate financial base outside the university. The network only exists to the extent that the 
involved parties participate actively and help develop the field. This model thus requires a lot of 
commitment, and its success or failure rests solely on the individual participants’ own involvement 
on both the home front and in the network.   
 



Figure 3. An Entrepreneurial Didactics calls for Changes in Pedagogy and Context 
 

 
The two cases demonstrate that educational programmes in entrepreneurship (didactical changes) 
force the universities to find other forms of organisation for these kinds of activities (contextual 
changes). The classical university cannot contain educations that have a “pracademic” content, but 
needs a teaching staff recruited from a research-based as well as a practical background 
(pedagogical changes).  
Finance for these activities cannot normally be found within the ordinary budgets of the universities 
either. It takes EU grants, national, regional or private foundations to finance the transition into an 
“entrepreneurial university” and often to finance the operations for quite a while as well. This is in 
line with the idea of securing more diversified sources of finance. 
The networks examined in the UK and Sweden are both examples of a pooling of resources, but 
with the marked difference that the Swedish network rests on expectations of cross-institutional 
programmes to emerge and a mix of participants; this seems to cause some bureaucratic and 
organisational problems. By contrast, in the English network’s resource pool, the development of 
knowledge, ideas for training and similar initiatives in the region are shared via the universities, and 
they have the money to carry out activities. In addition, it is possible to create a pool of 
competences to rely on in an “open budget-balanced market” for training and education in 
enterprise initiatives – including entrepreneurship.    
However, there seem to be few signs in the network organisation that the individual universities 
participating have changed their own profile, even though it is expected to happen over time, among 
other things due to the research groups legitimising participation in the network. It seems natural to 
expect that the work in the networks involving the researchers and teachers of the institutions will 
lead to increasing initiatives in this field, alone because of the larger critical mass created. A clear 
conclusion to be drawn, however, seems to be that networks based on own resources and jointly 
provided funds allocated based on qualified applications, such as Mercia, tend to commit and 
develop the individual participants more strongly than a network like the SSES, which, backed by 
external funding, established a common external unit, to be used or not used by the participants 
depending on their own comparative strength in the field.    
Working in a network can be a problem if one day the external funding is no longer available, and 
the institutions participating in the network have failed to spend any of their own resources on 
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investment and thus launched a lasting development. In this case, nothing much will have been 
achieved. Building up networks and pooling resources can be problematic unless the external 
funding is spent developing the basis of lasting changes in the participants’ internal environment as 
well.   
 
The “new learning” Route 
A third route is based on a particular pedagogical approach, but involves parallel changes in context 
and didactics.  
We can choose to see entrepreneurship as a kind of exact science, where it is possible to rely on a 
number of management and economic theories. However, we can also choose to regard 
entrepreneurship as a kind of “art”, implying that entrepreneurial acts have many similarities with 
art forms and consequently should be understood and as an “economic art form”. Jack & Anderson 
(1999, p. 111) for example state:  ”Moving to consider how these aspects can be taught, the science 
of management/ SME management is seen as teachable within a conventional pedagogic paradigm. 
However the art is seen as more problematic, it is experiential, founded in innovation and novelty 
but based on heuristic practice”.  
Seen from this perspective, experimental acts are given high priority, and a central question must 
then be whether the entrepreneur needs theory at all to support his or her practical learning process. 
Similarly, it could be argued that “traditional” teaching methods cannot be used if the objective is to 
develop creative and experimental competences, skills and behaviour. 
It is, however, the case today that many university educations are based on other professional and 
personality-forming competence and learning goals than those believed to encourage an 
individual’s motives and abilities to carry out entrepreneurial processes and acts. Thus Jonsson & 
Jonsson (2002, p. 13) state on traditional pedagogic and didactics at universities in general: ”In 
traditional forms of learning the learning process usually takes its starting point in general 
abstractions, theories and principles. The student’s task is then to use these general abstractions in 
concrete situations. In an entrepreneurial learning – an informed way of learning - the learning 
process mostly reverses, that is the learning process mostly starts with questions raised by the 
students about actual situations and problems”.  
 
The “new learning” case -  Rostock University 
Contrary to Twente University, which is a technical and natural science university with a very 
dynamic business studies research unit, Rostock University is an old, ‘historic’ (founded in 1419), 
multi-faculty university, which changed its orientation very soon after the fall of the Berlin Wall in 
the direction of the new political and economic goals and methods. Research in economics and 
business studies was re-directed towards management and the market economy. About half the 
students at the department for business economics study business pedagogy with a view to teaching 
at business colleges.    
Around the head of the department, Professor G. Braun, interest in entrepreneurship started to grow. 
The region in general and the Rostock area in particular are suffering from low industrial activity 
and growth, brain drain and similar negative trends. A department for Human Resource 
Development (HRD) was established, supported by EU grants, local business interests and the 
university itself. Formally this department is part of the university, but enjoys far-reaching 
independence. Together with an EU project (ROXI), it was intended to stimulate development in 
the area by teaching and supporting entrepreneurship.   
The background was that the professor also worked as an expert on developing countries and had 
insight into projects designed to develop business in these areas. ROXI started in 1997 on the same 
foundation and employs the same methods (pedagogic changes) used in third-world countries. The 



idea is primarily to offer help for self-help to people with higher education as well as interest and 
competence in business.    
Interest from students was modest, apart from dedicated entrepreneurs or students on the verge of 
quitting their studies to start on their own. The teachers came from the business 
economics/pedagogy studies and external business people with practical business experience 
(didactical changes).  
 
Figure 4. An Entrepreneurial Pedagogy calls for Changes in Didactics and Context 
 

 
The people involved in the ROXI project were very good at attracting attention and enjoyed the full 
backing of the regional government and the business community, which culminated in the 
university receiving a grant from the federal EXIST-programme2 in 2002. Rostock University is 
today among the 25 most entrepreneurial universities in Germany. The HRD department has since 
changed its name to IBEC (International Baltic Entrepreneurship Centre) and spearheads a network 
of institutions from the countries around the Baltic with an interest in development of 
entrepreneurship. This has prompted a development similar to the one previously described for 
Twente, as the EXIST grant has become a top priority for the university management, which 
intends to involve all faculties in the development (contextual changes).  
The Rostock case is somewhat similar in that the university had an obvious task to solve in relation 
to the region that it is part of, and because it is evident that the Triple Helix efforts mobilised on the 
fringes of the university have led to an influx of funds, which approximates the entrepreneurial 
university.    
 
Final Reflections - All Roads lead to Rome? 
Our case studies show that no single route to the entrepreneurial university exists. Instead different 
pathways to the entrepreneurial university can be found, depending on how the individual university 
weighs the three elements and how it builds relations between them. 
A common trend has been pointed out in all of the cases above, but it has manifested itself in 
different ways in the four cases. In all cases, a general political pressure has been noticeable in 
                                                 
2 Existenzgründungen aus Hochschulen. Ein Programm des Bundesministerium für Bildung und Forschung. 

 
pedagogy 

 
context 

 
didactics 



recent years, or at least there seems to have been a call for the universities to play a more active role 
to further develop industrial development and growth in the four European economies. The cases 
described show how difficult it can be to combine such demands with the entrenched norms and 
structures of the universities. 
Laukkanen (2000, p. 26) states, in line with the conclusions of other studies, that the 
implementation of an ”entrepreneurial education model” is far from easy since it requires 
considerable changes in relation to the perception that most universities have of their role as a 
university. The university as an institution must be able to and willing to show entrepreneurial 
behaviour itself. 
Generally speaking, the university systems, as far as the “old” classical universities are concerned, 
tend to emphasise stability, continuity and internal professional specialisation rather than “creative 
destruction” and inter-disciplinary integration. Depending on the objectives and goals, this 
preservationist attitude and high degree of specialisation have their advantages as well as 
disadvantages in connection with production and dissemination of knowledge. If, however, the 
intention is to create a basis for new ways of thinking and innovation, a number of barriers tend to 
exist at the institutional level, impeding the inducement of enterprising behaviour and 
implementation of entrepreneurial acts in the system among teachers and students.   
 
Figure 5. Interwoven Routes to the Entrepreneurial University 

 
 
The development from ”ivory tower” to the extended understanding, which we have here referred to 
as the  “entrepreneurial university”, has much wider implications than merely establishing courses 
in entrepreneurship. Such activities are manifestations of education developments. In such an 
understanding, research will imply close relations with or direct involvement in local, regional or 
national developments, serving to create increased prosperity and give the university as an 
institution a different place in society.   
The four cases have provided the basis for exploring a field that is considerably more 
comprehensive and complex than it has been possible to demonstrate in the case descriptions. It 
would, for instance, take resources of a very different magnitude to expose the internal structures 
and processes, not to mention attempts to define the content and importance of the teacher role.   
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The cases have described a number of ways and methods used, based on the particular regional 
circumstances and rooted in the cultural and historical backgrounds of each university. They serve 
as examples of attempts to tackle the same general development in society in different ways. The 
four cases represent only a small sample of European development. Global development and the 
demands for commercialisation of knowledge production and for innovation of the value-creating 
sectors of society call for new orientations, which will require the dismantling of many of the 
present structures. New structures will have to be established to replace them, among other things 
involving the Triple Helix line of thinking and “the entrepreneurial university”. These new 
structures must be able to further develop research as well as education and create teacher roles, 
which lay the foundation for “enterprising behaviour” in future graduates, within all subjects, and 
for the benefit and advancement of a society in a knowledge-based global economy.  
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