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Entrepreneurship Education and Career Paths: Evidence From An Entrepreneurship 
Centre 

 

Abstract 
Entrepreneurship education (EE) has become increasingly important for universities. As part 
of a programme equipping students with the capabilities to start and develop businesses, 
alongside a broader portfolio of workplace skills, EE is seen as critical at individual and 
collective levels. Despite these objectives, both models and mediums of EE have seen increased 
debate, particularly as the entrepreneurship agenda migrates beyond the business school.  

One prevalent question for EE is which method of delivery is most effective in creating 
entrepreneurial outcomes. The absence of longitudinal analysis following students’ 
entrepreneurial careers beyond immediate graduation limits understanding of what types of EE 
work. Similarly, limitations in the form of EE - formal vs non-formal, focused vs blended - 
considered in much discussion prevents broader comparative understanding. 

This working paper sets out a framework and methodology for analysis to address some of 
these extant gaps. Positioning EE as part of an entrepreneurship centre (EC) model, delivering 
blended support across an institution via formal and non-formal means, it examines the 
progress and destination of students engaged with the EC and the blend of EE in which they 
participate during their studies. The proposed analysis will make three contributions toward 
EE debates; adding important longitudinal data to evidence on entrepreneurial outcomes, 
conducting a broader analysis of the effect of different modes of EE, and discussing the value 
and benefits of an EC model in delivering EE.    
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Entrepreneurship Education and Career Paths: Evidence From An Entrepreneurship 
Centre 

 

1. Introduction 

Universities have become a critical component of the infrastructure of entrepreneurship. The 
push, both economically and politically, toward forms of business development and investment 
which aid economic renewal and socio-economic amelioration has seen increased interest in 
the role of education, and particularly the Higher Education (HE) sector, over the past few 
decades (HMT, 2002, 2006; QAA, 2018). Positioned favourably to capitalise on a range of 
knowledge-based resources, from embedded intellectual capital of business schools in the 
broad fields of management science to wider knowledge creation in the natural sciences, 
universities have sought to mobilise such potential through a growing – and diverse – portfolio 
of entrepreneurship education (EE) (Gibb, 1993; Katz, 2003; McKeown et al., 2006; Pittaway 
and Cope, 2007; Nabi et al., 2017). 

In spite of the interest in and reliance on university EE programmes, comparatively little is 
known about their performance (Duval-Couetil, 2013). Evaluation of programme outputs has 
tended toward a focus on softer, short-term outcomes of self-efficacy and entrepreneurial 
orientation, often through application of a self-assessment process (Pittaway and Cope, 2007; 
Vanevenhoven, 2013). Longitudinal analysis of outputs has generally been seen as 
inconclusive (Matlay, 2008; Eesley and Lee, 2021). Where positive evidence has been 
established, this is seen as more indicative of individual programme success as opposed to a 
broader illustration due to the varied nature and approach to EE between institutions (Fayolle 
et al, 2016). 

Alongside these challenges, there is a recognition of limitations in the established model of EE 
to effectively support different learning communities within the university (Lanero et al, 2016; 
Westhead and Solesvik, 2016). As EE has evolved, a shift beyond the business school has been 
observed to create blended and cross-faculty programmes (Turner and Gianiodis, 2018). 
Similarly, introduction of identity work in the learning process has broadened the core 
capabilities nurtured through EE beyond those of technical business planning and model 
development (Frederiksen and Berglund, 2020). Despite these changes, EE’s scope to support 
students of different social groups and with different subject interests continues to be 
questioned.  

These issues raise a significant question in relation to the core model of EE utilised by 
universities. Programme access and structuring is perhaps open to accusation of favouring 
specific groups within the institution, at the cost of inclusion of a broader community of 
potential entrepreneurs. Delivering skills development for would-be entrepreneurs is an 
important element of the EE equation; it however should not be the sole consideration. Equally 
important are questions of providing support for awareness and action amongst this nascent 
group, and the development of appropriate mechanisms to achieve these objectives (Lanero et 
al, 2016; Vanevenhoven, 2013). 

One model of delivery less discussed in the EE literature is that of the Entrepreneurship Centre 
(EC). EC’s have a rich history in particular in the USA, providing support for nascent 
entrepreneurs and spin-out firms, creating a form of entrepreneurial ecosystem for skills 
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development and idea testing, competing for funding, and maintaining a secure base at the 
riskiest point in a ventures development (Audretsch and Link, 2017: Ferreira et al. 2018: Gibb 
et al., 2009; Jones et al, 2021). EC’s can be based in business schools, but sit tangential in so 
far as they deliver a range of support across multiple faculties as part of a broader mission. 
Whilst intervention through the EC may represent formal assessed programmes, it also includes 
a range of co-curricular activities focused on a broader form of entrepreneurship promotion 
and development. The important element here is the provision of support for potential 
entrepreneurs as opposed to steering them through a prescriptive and linear EE programme. 

This paper builds on debates around EE and its related outputs through positioning the analysis 
within an EC. In doing so, it sets out an argument and a methodology for a longitudinal analysis 
of student progress following involvement with the EC. The analysis will explore this progress 
and how it relates to the extent of their involvement in forms of EE during their studies. This 
includes the point of entry and general focus of their EE involvement, be it through formal 
skills development or more informal processes of awareness and action support.          

2. Literature review 

How to deliver EE has become an increasingly important debate (Lanero et al, 2016; Pittaway 
& Cope, 2007; Vanevenhoven, 2013). Whilst entrepreneurship has become more widely taught 
in both stand-alone courses and as part of a range of specialist, blended programmes, there is 
growing awareness that the legitimacy of such programmes in terms of delivering on their 
promise – the creation of new ventures – is yet unestablished. Calls for more integrated and 
adaptive approaches to EE have been forthcoming, yet its application has tended toward more 
formal programmes applying standardised approaches to entrepreneurship of varying appeal to 
different social and subject groups.  

This problem raises enduring questions around EE in terms of its development and 
implementation, its evaluation and impact, and its ability to engage and deliver on 
entrepreneurship’s presumed economic and social benefits. This paper seeks to address these 
issues through proposing a framework for longitudinal examination of an EE scheme and its 
entrepreneurial outcomes. This section sets out the key debates shaping the proposed analysis. 
Commencing with broad consideration of key developments in the EE debate alongside 
enduring issues in the method of evaluation applied to EE programmes, it follows setting out a 
framework for analysis in the provision of EE considering the need for multiple access points 
in engaging with different groups. It outlines the application of such a framework approach 
may be best explored through the EC model. 

2.1 The entrepreneurship agenda and entrepreneurial education 

Enterprise and entrepreneurship education has long been considered an important part of 
university education and an essential element in boosting the economy; from the SET for 
Success Report (HMT, 2002), Leitch Review of Skills (HMT, 2006) to more recently the 
Quality Assurance Agency report on Enterprise and Entrepreneurship in UK Higher Education 
(2018). Partially in response to such reports, entrepreneurship and enterprise education has 
grown considerably (Gibb, 1993; Katz, 2003; McKeown et al., 2006; Pittaway and Cope, 2007; 
Nabi et al., 2017) with many examples of programmes, case studies, and innovative pedagogy 
explored. Whilst clearly not every student will become an entrepreneur, most agree that 
students should be exposed to an entrepreneurial philosophy whilst at university (Morris et al., 
2013) and EE has long been linked with graduate employability (Rae, 2007).  
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Alongside the growth in EE has come increased interest in new models for its delivery. 
Entrepreneurship has thus been positioned as an applied skill requiring a broader portfolio of 
activities in order to understand and develop its core capabilities (Karatas-Ozkan, 2011). 
Effective enterprise education and its formation of entrepreneurial mindsets may however 
require additional forms of learning. Growing awareness of the social relations aspect of the 
learning experience, and its ongoing argumentation process (Holman et al., 1997) runs parallel 
to that of both the differing contexts in which the venture creation process occurs (Gilman et 
al., 2015; McKelvie and Wiklund, 2010) and the evolving models of business development, 
management, and entrepreneurship itself (Jones et al., 2014; Bodrožić and Adler, 2018). 

Three prominent questions have emerged in relation to EE in recent debates. The first of these 
focuses on understanding how EE and its broadening from technical skills to incorporate the 
development of aptitudes and mindsets relates to entrepreneurial outcomes. Whilst EE is 
considered to positively impact intention, evidence supporting its translation into action is less 
prevalent (Pittaway and Cope, 2007; Bonesso et al., 2018). The extent of programme 
development may therefore require further consideration, with greater integration of forms of 
identity work (Thrane et al., 2016) and ‘real world’ active participation (Gorman et al., 1997; 
Vanevenhoven, 2013).  

The second focuses on the benefits of the structure of entrepreneurial education, specifically in 
relation to the level of formality involved. Integrating entrepreneurship into course elements 
has been adopted widely, either directly through specialist entrepreneurship programmes 
(Greene et al., 2004) or the application of electives within technical programmes outside of the 
business school (Turner and Gianiodis, 2018). This integration however risks being more 
functional than practical, applying off-the-shelf entrepreneurship components rather than those 
tailored for specific audiences (Gielnik et al., 2015). Generating individual interest levels in 
the entrepreneurship option may require greater application of not only blended but also non-
formal approaches to learning, placing more emphasis on the co-curricular (Debarliev et al., 
2020).      

The final element relates to enhancing understanding of the type of entrepreneurs different 
forms of EE might encourage. Situating EE within specific formal courses or components has 
implications in terms of its applicability, relevance, or capability in recruiting would-be 
entrepreneurs from specific social or subject groups. Interest therefore in becoming an 
entrepreneur is not necessarily lower in certain groups so much as the opportunity, 
attractiveness, and relevance of components creates forms of exclusion (Lanero et al., 2016; 
Westhead and Solevik, 2016). 

The development of entrepreneurs within a university setting is therefore increasingly seen as 
part of a wider educational framework. The shift from singular focus on technical skills to 
broader support around becoming and behaving like an entrepreneur has progressed methods 
of EE; their ability to respond effectively to the demands of a reflexive EE is however limited 
by institutions tendencies toward formal, structured means of training. One core aspect of this 
tendency is that of evaluation: in the context of the entrepreneurship debate, the relevance here 
raises some significant issues. 

2.2 Measuring success of entrepreneurship programmes 

Whilst there are attempts to rank some of the more measurable aspects of university 
entrepreneurship such as deliverables from incubators and accelerators (see Meyer and Sowah, 
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2019), entrepreneurship programmes themselves are notoriously difficult to measure in terms 
of success. A lack of clarity around outcomes (Fayolle et al., 2016), low level of commitment 
to evaluation (Duval-Couetil, 2013), and absence of longitudinal analysis (Pittaway and Cope, 
2007) represent just some of the obstacles faced in questions of how EE programmes can be 
measured. One method often adopted is that of measuring self-efficacy (Boyd et al., 1994), 
applying the Theory of Planned Behaviour (Ajzen, 1991) to assess pedagogic interventions. 
For such analysis, entrepreneurial intention has been measured, with studies examining both 
business school (Kolvereid and Amo, 2007) and science and engineering students (Soutaris et 
al., 2007) suggesting a marked increase in intention amongst those who participate in 
entrepreneurship programmes. 

Beyond such analysis, evidence of success is less clear. Longitudinal analyses of venture 
creation and start-up rates suggest a limited impact of entrepreneurship programmes (Matlay, 
2008; Eesley and Lee, 2021), whilst certain studies have found EE can have a negative effect 
on students through their realization of the difficulties involved in the entrepreneurial process 
(Oosterbeek et al., 2010; von Graevenitz et al., 2010). Other self-efficacy studies have 
illustrated mixed effects dependent on students’ awareness of or exposure to entrepreneurship 
prior to commencing the programme (Fretschner and Lampe, 2019; Fayolle and Gailly, 2015). 
Such variation in studies may be resultant of differences in student cohorts, programme content 
and structure, intensity of interventions, or associated external factors. The absence of 
comprehensive evidence, in terms of both short-term entrepreneurial intention and longer term 
business start-up or development activity, illustrates a broader problem with the EE field in 
terms of effectively evaluating a body of programmes where content is iterative, social context 
is material, and outcomes ill-defined in the short-term. Addressing such problems may be 
partially achieved through reframing both method and structure used in delivering EE. 

2.3 Reframing entrepreneurial education 

Despite both the popularity and claims of EE programmes, a school of criticism has emerged 
challenging its capability and effectiveness in both delivering on its promised outcomes or 
objectives and responding to the diverse needs of different social and subject groups with 
interest in developing their entrepreneurial capabilities. Part of this challenge emerges from a 
reliance on formal, structured programmes, the application of a narrow field of training and 
assessment methods to a broadening audience, and the availability of a limited range of 
empirical analysis on what works and how it works (Debarliev et al., 2020; Turner and 
Gianiodis, 2018; Fayolle et al., 2016). 

Evolution in the form of EE available to students has been forthcoming, particularly in the 
introduction of training around entrepreneurial characteristics, self-efficacy and identity work 
to complement more traditional technical skills of business planning and business model 
development. Responsiveness to the need for multiple points of entry and modes of developing 
an individual’s entrepreneurial skills have however shown limited progress. This stasis can be 
partially understood through institutions focus upon more orthodox interpretations of skills 
development, specifically where these can be clearly assessed within the confines of a more 
conventional educational environment. 

As a result, point of access to EE rests most prominently with the formal taught programme 
through a conventional skills route. This single route presents a number of barriers to the 
entrepreneurially minded. Despite its evolution, there is still the focus on learning by structure 
as opposed to through the challenges of ‘real world’ entrepreneurship (Vanevenhoven, 2013). 
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It also works on the development of intention over and above awareness: that is to say, the 
presumption here is entrepreneurship has been prior identified by the individual as an 
opportunity, which may be subject dependent (Lanero et al., 2016). 

Such gaps raise the need for developing a broader, blended EE offer capable of integrating 
formal and non-formal methods of training. Analysis by Turner and Gianiodis (2018) of 
blended programmes – defined as technical degrees with customised or co-developed curricula 
to incorporate an entrepreneurship element – argues whilst such forms of EE have their use, 
the absence of more flexible or iterative components capable of responding to student 
characteristics means their effects will be limited. This illustrates that whilst the development 
of formal blended models is of value, further flexibility is required as an inherent and enduring 
aspect of any EE offer. 

To this extent, conventional skills development modes of practice need to be complemented by 
more flexible forms of support providing opportunities in developing awareness and in taking 
action. Skills development activities are integral to the development of technical skills and 
individual capabilities, yet are limited to those spaces within which opportunity is readily 
available. These opportunities may be in the form of electives widely available throughout an 
institution: this however requires a broader programme of awareness through co-curricular 
activities and events illustrating both the relevance and validity of entrepreneurial capabilities 
and the context for their application. Skills and awareness programmes additionally can be 
complemented by opportunities for action – putting ideas into practice in more practical 
settings and ‘learning-by-doing’ – to integrate the link between EE and ‘real world’ 
environments (Vanevenhoven, 2013). These components of skills, awareness, and action 
constitute the core elements of a blended EE programme, integrating formal and non-formal 
components. Rather than part of a linear process, these should be considered integrated through 
multiple points of entry allowing for a more customised form of EE (Fig. 1). 

 

 

Figure 1: Blended entrepreneurship education model: points of entry 

 

Mindset/ 
Behaviour

(i) Skills: 
capabilities/ 
confidence

(iii) Action: 
practical 

application/ 
putting learning 

into practice

(ii) Awareness: 
validity of 

entrepreneurial 
capablities/critical 

application
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2.4 Entrepreneurship centres and entrepreneurial outcomes 

ECs are an important factor in a universities output, giving entrepreneurship a clear identity 
university wide and not confined to the business school (Jones et al., 2021). They also 
contribute toward creating what has been termed an “Entrepreneurial University” (Audretsch 
and Link, 2017: Ferreira et al. 2018: Gibb et al., 2009) as it facilitates interdisciplinary 
networking and a connectivity between schools and faculties with different ways of working. 
Finkle et al. (2013) and Nelles and Vorley (2011) suggest that ECs have a key role in generating 
HE institution entrepreneurship activity, capable of supporting not only EE but the 
capitalisation of knowledge with commercial potential from across the university.  
 
It is this broader civic role within the university which positions the EC as a core component 
in the EE infrastructure. The creation of a separate entity, sat outside the conventional faculty-
based structuring and offering flexibility in support beyond the curricular, may mean EC’s are 
capable of greater impact in progressing the entrepreneurial mission (Maas and Jones, 2017). 
Despite this, EC’s may suffer a number of the same challenges as business schools, including 
tension between long- and short-term goals, high degrees of variance in application, and a lack 
of focus in defining success (Avella et al, 2020; Finkle et al, 2013; Jones et al, 2021). Their 
role and scope in underwriting a more integrated model of EE, through either supplementing 
existing curricular EE or incorporating the formal and non-formal, requires greater 
consideration in view of established challenges in the existing EE provision. 

2.5 Aims and objectives 

The aim of this paper is to develop a longitudinal understanding of the effect and outcomes of 
blended formal and non-formal EE. With specific focus on the point of entry followed by 
participating students, the analysis will examine the route taken by individual students, the 
level of formality involved in their entrepreneurial education, specifically the level of formal 
training and assessment undertaken as part of the EE process, and the progress made by 
participants toward becoming an active entrepreneur. The analysis will be progressed focusing 
on the integrated approach of an EC, specifically the Masood Entrepreneurship Centre (MEC) 
at the Alliance Manchester Business School, The University of Manchester (UoM).  

3. Methodology 

The methodology of this working paper includes data from secondary sources and primary 
sources (assembling and ongoing development of the database) and it is linked with the 
framework that has been designed by the authors as described in Figure 1 and interconnected 
to MEC’s activities in Table 1. 

3.1 Research methods 

3.1.1 Secondary data 

Secondary sources have been used in the form of reports, internal documents such as the MEC 
Business Plan 2020-2025 (2020), MEC MBA International Business Project (Avella et al., 
2020), The UoM Strategy document “Our Future” (2021), MEC brochure (2021), MEC 
Enterprise and Entrepreneurship Elective Units brochure (2021) and MEC website (2021). 

3.1.2 Primary data – MEC framework as a case study 
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The framework of the MEC’s mission has been used in conjunction to the MEC activities 
mentioned in Table 1. This is collected from internal publications and documents such as 
MEC’s business plan, activities brochures, publications and from the authors practise in MEC 
in curricular and co-curricular activities e.g., as programme directors, unit directors (leaders/co-
ordinators), unit moderators, competition judges and other roles. 

 

3.1.3 Primary data – Masood Entrepreneurship Centre database 

A database is created and being currently populated that assembles primary data from MEC 
outputs across various activities since 2002 (MEC CRT Database, 2021). This longitudinal 
enterprise and entrepreneurship data and academic insight is used to evidence MEC’s success. 
The outputs that have been recorded is the registration of start-ups in the UoM that have 
documented and linked with MEC. The categories currently are: 

The name of the individual setting up the start-up (this will be anonymised), the status 
of the individual ‘staff’ or ‘student’, type of the company (Limited Company, Social 
Enterprise), Year of activity 2015 – 2021 (2015 is the year the systematic collection of 
data was initiated), Female CEO, Momentum activity, Start-up Visa, Venture Further 
Winners, if the company is Active, if the information is Updated, if it is a Dissolved 
Company, Master of Enterprise Student (PGR), Incoming, Project, Kickstarter, Eli 
Harari competition, Blockchainers competition, Flying Starter, Researcher to 
Innovator, UoM Graduate, Venture Further Entrants. 

Upon the completion of the database analysis of the outputs will be used in future work to 
measure the effectiveness of different modes of EE at MEC and the success of MEC’s 
programmes in relation to their mission, for example factors such as number of companies set-
up, male/female FCFO (Free Cash Flow to Owners) ratio, survival rate, revenue, international 
students (visa start-ups), etc. 

3.2 Case study: MEC 

MEC has a mission to develop entrepreneurial mindsets and behaviour. As part of this mission, 
MEC employs a framework approach involving three main parts: (i) developing skills in terms 
of capabilities and confidence (e.g., critical, technical), (ii) awareness leading to critical 
application, and (iii) action (e.g., taking part in competitions, developing start-ups). Developing 
these aptitudes is achieved by two types of programmes. The first involves curricular activities 
focusing on education, whilst the second is co-curricular and focused on training. Students can 
choose any of those programmes and ideally both. Selected outputs of these programmes have 
been published and are described in this section. Table 1 shows MEC’s activities, the type of 
audience that can attend them: undergraduate students (UG), postgraduate taught students 
(PGT), postgraduate research students (PGR), UoM staff; the time length of each activity, and 
the three entry points to the MEC’s mission. The entry points are classified to primary (e.g., 
student coursework is assessed - summative), secondary (e.g., coursework takes place but it is 
not assessed - formative) or supplementary (e.g., passive information is provided) activity. The 
time length of each activity is provided to indicate the effort or duration of the contact that the 
student is making with MEC/UoM. 
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Students at the UoM have access to a variety of entrepreneurial activities and training. This 
includes Business Plan and Ideas competitions, compulsory or elective 10/15/20 credit modules 
on enterprise (Papadopoulou and Phillips, 2019) as part of their degree course, speakers, 
workshops, and specific help is provided for those ready to take the next step with their business 
idea.  

Postgraduate activities often focus on spin-out companies from research (Phillips, 2010) and 
external activities such as the Biotechnology YES competition (Treanor et al., 2021) whilst 
there is support and mentoring for those wanting to take their idea forward. There are 
postgraduate programmes which allow students to work on their start-up idea whilst gaining a 
master’s degree (Papadopoulou and Phillips, 2020).  

Table 1. MEC’s activities, their audiences, duration, and points of entries 

Activity & entry 
points to MEC’s 
mission 
 

Type of 
audience: 
UG, PGT, 
PGR, 
UoM staff 

Time length 
of activity 

Entry point to 
(i) Skills: 
capabilities/ 
confidence 

Entry point to 
(ii) Awareness: 
critical 
application 

Entry point to 
(iii) Action: 
practical 
application/ 
putting 
learning into 
practice 

Curricular Units – 
Core (mandatory) 

UG 12 weeks Primary  
 
 

Secondary Supplementary 
 

Curricular Units – 
Elective (optional 
for credit) 

PGT, PGR 12 weeks Primary  Secondary Supplementary 
 

Curricular Units – 
Elective (optional 
not for credit for 
audit) 

UG, PGT, 
PGR 

1-12 weeks Supplementary 
 

Supplementary 
 

Supplementary 
  
 

Co-curricular 
Competitions – 
advanced level 

UG, PGT, 
PGR, UoM 
staff 

5-15 weeks Secondary 
 

Primary  Primary 

Co-curricular 
Competitions – 
entry level 

UG, PGT, 
PGR 

2-5 weeks Secondary Primary  Supplementary 

Co-curricular Visa 
applications 
seminars 

UG, PGT, 
PGR, UoM 
staff 

Approximately 
monthly 
meetings over 
2 years 

Secondary  Supplementary  Primary  

Co-curricular – 
Summer school, 
boot camp 

UG, PGT, 
PGR 

1 week Supplementary Primary  Supplementary  

Co-curricular 
Stand-alone 
Workshops 

UG, PGT, 
PGR, UoM 
staff 

1 hour to 2 
days 

Supplementary Primary  Supplementary  

Co-curricular - 
mentoring 

UG, PGT, 
PGR, UoM 
staff 

1 - 12 hours Supplementary Supplementary  Primary  

Engagement with 
societies 
(entrepreneurship 
society, UoM 
student society etc) 

UG, PGT, 
PGR, UoM 
staff 

Variable over 
study period 

Supplementary  Primary  Supplementary   
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It is, however, as previously mentioned difficult to measure the success of these programmes 
in terms of business creation and harder still to understand how graduates may be using their 
skills intrapreneurially. Alumni offices generally keep track of employment; for The University 
of Manchester this data shows approximately 5% of graduates declaring themselves as self-
employed six months after leaving university, with approximately 0.5% in what might be 
regarded as a high-risk, high-reward entrepreneurial venture.  

A wider programme of EE therefore has scope to provide impact and deliver outcomes more 
broadly than just short-term business creation, creating serial entrepreneurs rather than simply 
enterprises. A further question is however, how applying a wider and more flexible framework 
can affect the destination of students active in such programmes. Using the MEC database of 
students and alumni graduate entrepreneurs, we will use qualitative and quantitative data to 
understand the career path and progress of these graduate entrepreneurs and what activities 
they might have undertaken at the UoM which either encouraged them to start their own 
business or provided them with skills to allow them to do so. 

 

4. Conclusion and next steps 

This research aims to contribute to a contextualized and nuanced understanding of the effects 
of different EE modes on entrepreneurial outcomes and the value and benefits of positioning 
EE as part of an EC. We pursue the research objectives by investigating a blended EE model 
with three points of entry, including skill development and awareness raising programmes, as 
well as opportunities for action. We argue that these three components constitute the core 
elements of a blended EE and contribute to the development of entrepreneurial mindset and/or 
behaviour.  

A longitudinal case study approach will be adopted to examine entrepreneurial outcomes of 
those participating in EE as part of MEC’s programme. We investigate the route taken by 
participants (individual students or staff) and their progress, from the point of entry through to 
the various formal and non-formal trainings and assessments, to the development of 
entrepreneurial mindset or becoming an active entrepreneur. The analysis uses both primary 
and secondary data over a period of 20 years (2002 - 2022). 

It is anticipated that the analysis of various modes of EE – through MEC’s activities, 
participants’ chosen pathway and their trajectories – sheds light on the entrepreneurial 
outcomes as a function of EE modes. Table 2 summarises our expected outcome for each 
activity at MEC, having either a significant or complementary effect on the individual’s 
entrepreneurial mindset/behaviour development. These will be explored in detail in the data 
analysis step. 
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Table 2. The expected outcomes of the entry points for MEC’s activities 

Activity & entry points to MEC’s mission 
 

Overall outcome of 
entry points (i), (ii), 
(iii) 
Mindset/Behaviour 
 

Curricular Units – Core (mandatory) Significant 
Curricular Units – Elective (optional for credit) Significant 
Curricular Units – Elective (optional not for credit for audit) Complementary 

 
Co-curricular Competitions – advanced level Significant 

 
Co-curricular Competitions – entry level Complementary 

 
Co-curricular Visa applications seminars Complementary 

 
Co-curricular – Summer school, boot camp Complementary 

 
Co-curricular Stand-alone Workshops Complementary 

 
Co-curricular - mentoring Complementary 

 
Engagement with societies (entrepreneurship society, UoM 
student society etc) 

Complementary 
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