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Reconceptualizing the role of the future entrepreneurship
educator: an exploration of the content challenge
Colette Henry

School of Business and Economics, UiT-The Arctic University of Norway, Tromsø, Norway

ABSTRACT
This paper critically explores a key challenge facing future entrepreneur-
ship educators, that of content, i.e., deciding what to teach. Understanding
the factors that influence the content decision could enhance the quality
and effectiveness of future entrepreneurship education programmes. The
paper argues that as a result of entrepreneurship education’s increased
popularity, its expanding scholarship base, its growth in non-business
disciplines, and increased attention from policy makers and employers,
entrepreneurship educators are in danger of trying to do too much to
please too many. The paper asks: What are the categories of influence that
impact on the content decision? And, how should future entrepreneur-
ship educators deal with the content challenge? The paper contributes to
entrepreneurship education theory and practice by enhancing under-
standing of the myriad elements entrepreneurship education comprises,
highlighting the dangers of trying to do toomuch, and theorizing towards
a reconceptualization of the role of the future entrepreneurship educator
as a ‘unique aggregator of content.’
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1. Introduction

Entrepreneurship education (EE) is in vogue, with scholars witnessing notable and sustained growth
in the number of dedicated chairs, faculty, programmes, conferences and research scholarship in
recent years (Neck and Greene 2011; Fayolle 2013; Johannisson 2016). Interest from policy makers
and employers has also grown (Sewell and Dacre Pool 2010; Henry 2013; Jones 2016), alongside
a drive to embed EE into non-business disciplines (Hannon 2006; Jackson and Hauser 2016). As
Winkel (2013, 313) reminds us, the ‘glorious waves’ of entrepreneurship are all around us; these
waves are growing and represent a global phenomenon. However, EE’s increased popularity means
that entrepreneurship educators face a complex challenge in their classrooms, that of content, i.e.
deciding what to teach (Volery et al. 2013). This paper focuses on this challenge from the perspective
of the future entrepreneurship educator.

While researchers have explored a wide range of EE topics (see Fayolle and Liñán 2014; Nabi et al.
2017 for overviews) with regard to contemporary entrepreneurship educators, little by way of
concerted academic attention has been paid to the challenges facing future entrepreneurship
educators as they endeavour to sustain and further develop the academic field they have spent
decades crafting. (As an exception, see Fayolle 2013). This is a significant gap in scholarship that
needs to be addressed because understanding future EE challenges – such as that of content – could
help enhance the quality and effectiveness of future EE programmes. Gaining a more in-depth
understanding of EE content, the possible different areas of focus that can be adopted in EE
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programmes, and the various categories of influence that impact the EE content decision could help
future entrepreneurship educators manage the content challenge more effectively. Such under-
standing could also enable the entrepreneurship educator to account for different student back-
grounds, interests, motivations and learning styles, ensuring that the human factor in EE is
privileged. Finally, bringing all of this understanding together could allow for a more effective
reconceptualization of the role of the future entrepreneurship educator as a ‘unique aggregator of
content.’

To help address the above gap in scholarship, this paper asks: What are the categories of influence
that impact on the content decision? And, how should future entrepreneurship educators deal with
the content challenge? The paper contributes to EE theory and practice in three ways. Firstly, it
enhances understanding of the myriad elements EE comprises. In this regard, it critically explores the
range and volume of possible areas of EE focus, highlighting the difficulties associated with deciding
what and how much to teach from an ever expanding EE content spectrum. Secondly, by focusing
on the specific challenge of content, it highlights the dangers of trying to ‘do too much’, as well as
the need for realism in the design of entrepreneurship curricula. Here, the various communities of EE
interest and their respective agendas are discussed, illustrating the many different categories of
influence impacting the EE content decision as well as the dangers of trying to ‘please too many.’
Thirdly, the paper contributes to scholarship by building new theory that helps reconceptualize the
role of the future entrepreneurship educator. A novel reconceptualization of the role of the future
entrepreneurship educator is presented – the ‘unique aggregator of content’ – allowing the educator
to take control of content and determine what is best suited to his/her particular student cohort.

The remainder of this paper is structured as follows: the next section reviews the background
literature on EE, identifying some key trends that have impacted the content challenge. This is
followed by an in-depth critique of the possible areas of EE programme focus. The subsequent
section discusses how the content challenge might be dealt with in the future, and how the role of
the future entrepreneurship educator could be reconceptualized in order to deal with this.
Conclusions are drawn, and avenues worthy of future entrepreneurship education and research
attention are identified.

2. Key trends impacting the EE content challenge

Volery et al. (2013) suggest that one of the biggest challenges for contemporary entrepreneurship
educators is reflecting on what (and how) they teach. Such reflection is further complicated by the
fact that EE has several characteristics that differentiate it from other academic disciplines (Duval-
Couteil 2013). For example, it is perceived as a relatively young discipline with a body of knowledge
that is ill-defined (Kuratko 2005; Volery et al. 2013); it is fragmented, lacking in theory (Fayolle 2013)
and strives for increased legitimacy (Neck and Greene 2011). In addition, there have been a number
of key trends that also impact the EE content decision. These are discussed below.

2.1. Growth of EE in academia

While EE activity has grown across all educational levels, it has been especially popular within the
higher education sector (Kyrö 2005; Volery et al. 2013; Johannisson 2016). As Johannisson suggests
(2016), regardless of their particular organizational structure or practice, it has become popular for
universities to present themselves as entrepreneurial organizations (p.420). Indeed, it could be
posited that entrepreneurial labels are often self-assigned by higher education institutions (HEIs)
without any concrete evidence to demonstrate that they are actually entrepreneurial. By way of
proxy, the mere provision of entrepreneurship programmes – and the quantity (rather than quality)
of these – has, to some extent, become the informal measure of a HEI’s entrepreneurialness;
accordingly, there is a growing trend for (HEIs) to offer more and more entrepreneurship pro-
grammes (Fayolle 2013; Kauffman Foundation 2015).
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Alongside the increased popularity of EE programmes, the body of related academic scholarship
has also grown significantly. As Henry and McGowan (2016) identified, academic literatures have
been expanding steadily over the years, exploring themes such as programme categorization
(Garavan and O’Cinneide 1994), aims and objectives (Hytti and O’Gorman 2004), approaches to
delivery (Carrier 2007; Hindle 2007; Taatila 2010), attitudes and perceptions towards EE (Shinnar,
Pruett, and Toney 2009), programme content and frameworks (HETAC 2012; QAA 2012), and
evaluation and impact (Henry, Hill, and Leitch 2003; Martin, McNally, and Kay 2013; Henry 2015).
Additional and emerging themes attracting scholarly attention include: experiential learning and
assessment approaches (Moylan, Gallagher, and Heagney 2016); EE for minority/disadvantaged
groups (Cooney 2009); employable skills (Jones 2016); the use of simulation and serious games
(Greene 2011; Short 2016;); the influence of gender in EE (Jones 2014); teaching entrepreneurship to
social entrepreneurs (Sherman 2013), and methods for researching EE (Pittaway and Cope 2007).
Furthermore, the number of academic journals publishing EE-related research has also widened,
generating further interest in some of the niche areas mentioned above. (See, for example, the ABS
journal listing available at: https://charteredabs.org/academic-journal-guide-2015/).

2.2. Interest from policy makers and employers

In recent years, EE has attracted increased attention from policy makers and employers. This is
evident within the EE scholarship base, discussed above, with many regional, national and interna-
tional conferences dedicated to EE now including policy- and employer-focused streams in addition
to core academic research tracks. In addition, several EE policy frameworks have been developed at
the European level (EU 2008, 2013, 2016, 2016a) to promote entrepreneurship, and influenced by
these, most national education authorities have developed their own EE strategies and guidelines
(see, for example, QAA 2012; BIS 2015).

Recognizing the importance of EE in preparing graduates for the workplace, employers have been
taking more of an interest in EE programme design. As a result, the task of developing students’
‘employable skills’ has recently been added to the objectives of most entrepreneurship programmes
(Sewell and Dacre Pool 2010; Jones 2016). Employable skills are considered as: modern workplace
skills such as team working, business awareness and communication skills; a range of competencies
within the categories of people skills (i.e. interpersonal, leadership, team, customer orientation,
communication); self-reliance (i.e. confidence, motivation, networking, willingness to learn); general
skills (i.e. problem-solving, commitment, business acumen), and specialist skills (i.e. technical knowl-
edge, organization-specific skills) (Henry and Treanor 2010; EU 2016aa). While the employable skills
focus is highly practice-oriented, it must be noted that such skills are designed to help graduates
become effective employees rather than employers.

2.3. The drive to embed EE into non-business disciplines

The general growth in popularity of entrepreneurship programmes and related scholarship has
sparked interest among non-business academics such as those in STEMM (science, technology,
engineering, maths and medicine) disciplines (Henry and Treanor 2010; Jackson and Hauser 2016).
However, trying to incorporate entrepreneurship into non-business disciplines makes the EE content
challenge even more complicated. This is because non-business students, especially those in profes-
sional and health related fields, do not readily see the underpinning link between entrepreneurship
and their core programme of study (Henry and Treanor 2010); hence, they do not always appreciate the
benefits of studying entrepreneurship in the same way that business students do. According to
Hannon (2006), in non-business programmes, there is a danger that entrepreneurship components
are simply ‘inserted’ rather than ‘integrated’ (p. 297) and, as a result, students may perceive entrepre-
neurship as ‘peripheral’ rather than ‘core’ to their overarching programme of study (Henry and Treanor
2010). This dilemma has prompted discussion on the concept of ‘embedding’ entrepreneurship.
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However, mindful that ‘embedding’ is often interpreted in practice as simply ‘inserting’ (Hannon 2006),
entrepreneurship educators have started to place more emphasis on ‘integrating’, i.e. unpicking
existing curricula and programmes in order to discretely weave through the very essence of entrepre-
neurship (Fayolle 2013; Henry 2015; Thrane et al. 2016). Such an approach presents further challenges
for entrepreneurship educators as it deviates from the traditional notion of a single educator being
responsible for delivering an entire programme and moves towards the concept of team teaching. In
such an approach, the entrepreneurship lecturer would work with the lead lecturer for the non-
business programme to identify opportunities to logically introduce entrepreneurship concepts and
enable the student to apply these to their core field of study.

2.4. Summary remarks

This section has argued that the content challenge is one of the biggest challenges facing con-
temporary entrepreneurship educators. This is because, in addition to its many unique characteristics
(Kuratko 2005; Duval-Couteil 2013; Fayolle 2013; Volery et al. 2013), EE has grown rapidly in academia
both in terms of the number/scope of programmes and the volume of scholarship. Furthermore,
policy makers and employers have begun to take more of an interest in EE programmes, attempting
to influence content to satisfy their own particular agendas. Alongside this influence, there is an
increasing trend to embed EE into non-business disciplines, especially in STEMM areas. If such trends
continue and are not carefully managed, they will have consequences for future entrepreneurship
educators, leaving them unclear about what to teach and putting pressure on them to do too much
to please too many. The next section builds on this discussion by illustrating the many possible areas
of EE programme focus and showing how these have resulted in a very wide EE content spectrum.

3. The content challenge: what to teach?

3.1. Possible areas of focus

The literature identifies a wide range of possible areas of focus for EE, suggesting to entrepreneur-
ship educators what can or should be taught. These areas can range from basic awareness raising, i.e.
encouraging students to consider entrepreneurship as a viable future career path in its own right;
through to business planning, adopting a real world focus, and competency development.
Collectively, these areas make for a wide EE content spectrum that moves from the theoretical to
the practical, taking the student right through to new venture creation, growth and the considera-
tion of exit strategies. This section discusses these areas in more detail, further illustrating the
complexity of the EE content challenge.

3.1.1. Awareness raising focus
Some scholars suggest that the overarching objective of EE should be to encourage individuals to
think and act entrepreneurially (Liñán 2004; Jones et al. 2011; Fretschner and Weber 2013; Rauch and
Hulsink 2015). As ‘acting entrepreneurially’ goes beyond new venture creation, this implies that the
primary – and, arguably, the sole – focus of entrepreneurship education should be to raise awareness
(Liñán 2004, 2007). Supporting this view, Fretschner and Weber (2013) suggest that the entrepre-
neurship educator should explicitly focus on what makes an entrepreneur, explaining the risks an
entrepreneur takes. They propose a number of guidelines for designing awareness courses in higher
education, suggesting that educators should: focus on shaping student’s entrepreneurial attitudes
not skills (the latter should be developed in follow up programmes); emphasize the value of acting
entrepreneurially in existing organizations, social settings and daily life (Fretschner and Weber 2013,
423), and strengthen students’ beliefs that setting up and establishing their own business is an
attainable opportunity and not predetermined by external factors. Consistent with Shane (2012) and
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Eckhardt and Shane (2013), Fretschner and Weber (2013) suggest that this might be achieved by
providing an introduction to opportunity recognition or entrepreneurial alertness.

3.1.2. Business planning focus
Moving on from awareness raising, many entrepreneurship programmes tend to be designed
around the business plan, taking students through the process of considering the marketing,
financial, production and management aspects of starting a new business. While Fayolle (2013)
draws our attention to the business plan’s ‘pride of place’ in entrepreneurship programmes, Winkel
(2013) questions whether it should be included at all, suggesting that a focus on business models
might be more appropriate. As Honig (2004) points out, the problem with the business plan is its
linear thinking; rather, students should be encouraged to engage in the sorts of complex non-linear
thinking patterns needed at start-up (Edelman, Manolova, and Brush 2008). To demonstrate this
latter point, Edelman, Manolova, and Brush (2008) compare start up activities of PSED (Panel Study of
Entrepreneurial Dynamics) nascent entrepreneurs to data from a sample of entrepreneurship text-
books. They examine whether current entrepreneurship practices are relevant to what actual
entrepreneurs are practicing. They find that business planning is not a good start-up predictor,
and that entrepreneurs do not place as much emphasis on business planning as text books do.
Recognizing the challenge of making entrepreneurship programmes more relevant, Edelman,
Manolova, and Brush (2008) suggest that entrepreneurship educators should place more emphasis
on real actions rather than research and business plan writing, and focus on operational activities
such as purchasing materials or equipment, establishing credit with suppliers, registering a business
with the authorities and signing up to pay taxes.

3.1.3. Real world focus
Vanevenhoven (2013) advises a more enacted approach to entrepreneurship education content and
associated delivery, one that is better linked to the real world (p. 466). Echoing social enterprise
ethos, he argues for a move away from profit maximization towards stakeholder value creation, and
the need for more revolutionary teaching approaches (p. 468). Consequently, Vanevenhoven (2013)
argues for more ‘real world’ content, suggesting that students and educators should be sent out of
the classroom. What is particularly noteworthy about his perspective is that he both acknowledges
and makes allowances for the potential risks associated with such an approach:

A commitment to getting students enacting opportunities does invite the chance for failure, criticism, and
embarrassment that may not otherwise be present in the safety of our classrooms and offices – but as we teach,
if we are to fail, we should fail with magnificence. (Vanevenhoven 2013, 468).

To some extent, Lorz, Mueller, and Volery (2013) concur with this view, but also acknowledge the
potential risk on the part of the student, arguing that providing students with a (real) learning
environment designed to help them make a more profound decision either for or against an
entrepreneurial career is an important function of entrepreneurship education. What they refer to
as the ‘sorting effect’ can have both positive and negative effects, as an individual’s level of
entrepreneurial intention can either increase or decrease (p. 146).

3.1.4. Competencies focus
Winkel (2013, 313) suggests that entrepreneurship education presents a unique opportunity to
engage students in experiential learning. He proposes that entrepreneurship programmes should
move from skill-building to experience-building, hence, teaching competencies becomes important.
Similarly, Volery et al. (2013) view entrepreneurship as an action-oriented endeavour where indivi-
duals need to be able to actually implement their ideas. Hence, they suggest that the primary goal of
entrepreneurship education should be to encourage students to initiate ventures of their own.
Consequently, consistent with Shane (2012) and Eckhardt and Shane (2013), they identify two core
competencies that should be included in entrepreneurship programmes: opportunity recognition
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and opportunity exploitation. While such focus appears entirely logical, albeit entirely start-up-
oriented, despite a number of research studies in the area of entrepreneurial competencies (see,
for example, Rasmussen, Mossey, and Wright 2011), the specific competencies that support new
venture creation are still difficult to identify. Indeed, there is still a tendency in the literature to
equate entrepreneurial competencies with the start-up phase, and managerial competencies with
the general management and growth phases of a business. While Morris et al. (2013) argue that
entrepreneurship requires a discrete set of entrepreneurial competencies, they also contend that
these must be developed in conjunction with the more general business competencies (p. 352–253).
Using a Delphi study, the authors identify 13 competencies they feel are unique to the ‘entrepreneur-
ship’ (rather than to the ‘management’) context, and suggest that these will be useful in informing
the content of future entrepreneurship programmes (see Table 1).

Morris et al.’s set of competencies shares several similarities with the European Union’s
Entrepreneurship Competence Framework (EU 2016) – EntreComp. Designed to help develop
individual and organizational entrepreneurial capacity, the framework focuses on the three core
areas of Ideas and Opportunities, Resources and a set of competencies required to put ideas Into
Action. However, the key difference between the two frameworks is that while the EU model
emphasizes leadership, management and long term sustainability (i.e. mobilizing others; planning
and management; financial literacy), Morris et al. (2013) prioritize the more practical and potentially
more immediate (in a start-up scenario) ‘Guerrilla’ skills, i.e., the ability to take advantage of one’s
surroundings; employing unconventional, low-cost tactics; doing more with less, and mitigating
against the associated risks.

3.1.4.1. Summing up. To summarize, so far this section has considered some of the different areas
that EE content might focus on, illustrating not just the considerable variety but also the significant
volume of content that could be included in an entrepreneurship programme. The key challenge,

Table 1. Entrepreneurial competencies.

Competency area = Ability to:

1 Opportunity recognition Perceive changed conditions or overlooked possibilities in the environment that represent
potential sources of profit

2 Opportunity assessment Evaluate the content structure of opportunities to accurately determine their relative
attractiveness

3 Risk management/mitigation Take actions that reduce the probability of a risk occurring or reduce risk impact

4 Conveying a compelling
vision

Conceive and articulate an image of a future organizational state in a manner that
empowers followers to enact it

5 Tenacity/perseverance Sustain goal-directed action and energy when confronting difficulties and obstacles

6 Creative problem solving/
imaginativeness

Relate previously unrelated objects or variables to produce novel and useful outcomes

7 Resource leveraging Access resources one does not necessarily own or control
8 Guerilla skills Take advantage of one’s surroundings, employ unconventional, low-cost tactics and do

more with less

9 Value creation Develop new products, services, and/or business models that generate revenues
exceeding their costs

10 Maintain focus yet adapt Balance an emphasis on goal achievement and the strategic direction of the organization
while addressing the need to identify and pursue actions to improve the fit between an
organization and developments in the external environment

11 Resilience Cope with stresses and disturbances such that one remains well, recovers, or even thrives
in the face of adversity

12 Self-efficacy Maintain a sense of self-confidence regarding one’s ability to accomplish a particular task
13 Building and using networks Use social interaction skills to establish, develop and maintain sets of relationships with

others who assist them in advancing their work or career.

(Adapted from Morris et al. 2013, 358).
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therefore, for the entrepreneurship educator is to decide which area and how much of it to focus on.
Such variety in EE focus has been acknowledged by Mwasalwiba (2010), who also notes a significant
lack of alignment within EE programmes. This is contrary to some earlier evidence of convergence
around EE programme content (Katz 2008). In his semi-systematic literature review and thematic
analysis of 108 published articles, Mwasalwiba (2010) identifies a shift in EE programme focus from
‘start-up’ to ‘attitude-changing’ content, as well as an increasingly stronger economic (rather than
social) rationale. His study suggests that the overarching aim of EE now appears to be that of
promoting entrepreneurship by influencing attitudes, values and the general community culture:

This aim is the driving force behind all other objectives, namely start-ups, self-employment, job creation,
knowledge advancement and skill development. (Mwasalwiba 2010, 40).

Mwasalwiba (2010) further highlights the ‘haphazard selection’ of EE content and methods. Such
haphazardness has not only continued into contemporary programmes, but has grown, as noted by
the apt example provided in Kamovich and Foss (2017), where EE programme content is categorized
as either theoretically- or practically-oriented, covering topics as diverse as personality character-
istics, entrepreneurial traits, opportunity recognition, idea implementation, risk, team building, idea
generation, innovation, creativity, business planning, networking, pitching to investors, adapting to
change, the unpredictability of the real world, and developing ‘plan B’ and exit strategies
(Piperopoulos and Dimov 2015, as cited in Kamovich and Foss 2017). Recognizing the different
interacting elements involved in teaching entrepreneurship (i.e. teachers, students, context, learning
activities and outcomes), Kamovich and Foss (2017) suggest that the principle of ‘instructional
alignment’ could be applied to EE to help off-set the lack of congruence between content, delivery
and assessment. This is because ‘any system with elements that constantly interact with each other,
strives to reach a stable equilibrium’ (Biggs 1996, 350). More importantly, by acknowledging that one
size does not fit all, Kamovich and Foss (2017) alignment framework (drawn from Cohen 1987,; Biggs
1996), allows us to fully embrace the heterogeneity of entrepreneurship programme content (p. 15).
This supports Johannisson (2016) who reminds us that there are ‘many roads to training for
entrepreneuring’ (p. 418). Accordingly, as illustrated above, there are many different approaches
to EE. The next section further emphasizes this point.

3.2. The EE content spectrum

The above section has highlighted the considerable variety and volume of EE content that the
entrepreneurship educator is expected to be able to deliver. If we consider this content as
a spectrum, and map some of the different areas of focus on to this spectrum, then we can begin
to get an even better understanding of the complexity of the content challenge. For example,
a content spectrum allows us to see the considerable journey that the entrepreneurship educator is
expected to take the student on in his/her EE programme, guiding them from awareness raising right
through to business growth and exit strategies. The spectrum also prompts us to start thinking about
the different pedagogical approaches that the entrepreneurship educator will need to adopt
depending on which part of the content spectrum he/she is focusing on. This serves to further
underline the importance of the content challenge for future entrepreneurship educators. This
spectrum is illustrated in Figure 1 and is discussed below.

As the focus within the content spectrum moves from Awareness Raising through to Start-up &
Growth, the pedagogical foundation also moves from mostly theory- to mostly practice-based
teaching, although both the theory and the practice dimensions will continuously inter-play across
the spectrum as theory is used to inform/explain practice, and vice versa. Students are brought on
a learning journey that moves from predominately text book/classroom-based to predominately real
world/externally-based teaching (Neck, Greene, and Brush 2014). Competencies and employable
skills (as discussed above) are weaved across the spectrum and delivered according to the particular
pedagogical focus. For example, under Awareness Raising, Creating an Entrepreneurial mindset –what
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Liñán (2004, 2007) considers as the starting point of most entrepreneurship programmes – focuses
on getting students to think about entrepreneurship, encouraging them to explore what it means to
them, shaping their attitudes towards entrepreneurship and increasing both their awareness of and
receptiveness to the entrepreneurial process. Teaching strategies in this regard draw on basic
economic theories, and use a combination of lectures, guest speakers, case studies and interviews
with entrepreneurs to help students learn about the value of acting entrepreneurially in organiza-
tional and social settings as well as in daily life (Fretschner and Weber 2013). The Opportunity
Recognition part of spectrum aims to help students develop the necessary skills and abilities to
systematically look for and identify potential opportunities for entrepreneurship. Teaching strategies
here include activities that enhance students’ entrepreneurial alertness (Shane 2012), idea genera-
tion, problem solving exercises, and team based projects.

As we move across the spectrum to EE content that addresses the Start-up & Growth dimensions,
a more competency-based approach is adopted (Morris et al. 2013). For example, within New Venture
Creation-focused content, teaching activities invariably cover market research, feasibility, business
plan development, resource acquisition and the operational aspects of entrepreneurship, often
resulting in the creation of a real campus-based student enterprise. Growth-focused EE content
aims to build on these aspects, and will typically include much more competency-based learning,
where students are given the tools to help them identify new product and market opportunities for
the business, develop their own leadership capabilities and adopt a more strategic approach to
business management. Finally, while often neglected in entrepreneurship programmes, content
focused on Exit-Strategies aims to develop students’ higher level strategic planning capabilities,
realize a return for their investment, look to the future and potentially reinvest in a new venture
opportunity as a serial entrepreneur (Piperopoulos and Dimov 2015). Teaching strategies here
typically draw on scenario planning, financial modelling and more complex live case studies.

Regardless of which part(s) of the spectrum the entrepreneurship educator decides to focus on,
he/she needs to be mindful of their limited ‘budget’ in terms of both human resource and financial
implications. The additional restriction of educational norms, i.e. allocated hours and credits1 must
also be considered. Finally, the entrepreneurship educator’s own skills and abilities also need to be
considered, as it is unlikely that a single educator will possess all of the skills required to deliver

Awareness Raising Start-up & Growth

Competencies

Creating an 
Entrepreneurial 

Mind-set

Opportunity 
Recognition

New Venture 
Creation

Growth Exit 
Strategies

Employable Skills

Theory(practice)-based Practice(theory)-based

Figure 1. The entrepreneurship education content spectrum.
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across the entire content spectrum in Figure 1. Hence, covering the full EE content spectrum is clearly
an impossible task, especially in view of the fact that, in the space of a few decades, the focus of
entrepreneurship education appears to have shifted radically from straightforward education ‘about’
(Gibb and Cotton 1998), to the production of:

super-skilled graduates who will be entrepreneurially effective and capable of thinking creatively, solving
problems, analysing business ideas, identifying opportunities, innovating, effecting economic growth, empow-
ering others and creating both jobs and value for society. (Henry 2013, 837).

3.2.1. Summary remarks
Having argued that entrepreneurship educators are faced with a considerable variety and volume of
possible EE content, making it difficult to decide what to include in their EE programme, this section
has suggested that considering such content on a spectrum (Figure 1) could help illuminate further
the complexity of the EE content challenge. The spectrum shows EE as a type of journey, albeit quite
a long and complex one, whereby the entrepreneurship educator is required to guide the student
ultimately towards the creation of a growth business. Moving across the spectrum requires entre-
preneurship educators to augment their own knowledge and skills along the way as they focus on
different areas of content, some of which may be new to them. Different pedagogical approaches
will be required at different points in the spectrum, as different areas of focus are targeted.
Consideration also needs to be given to the entrepreneurship educator’s available resources in
terms of time, academic credits and classroom facilities.

3.3. Doing too much to please too many?

If we reflect on the above arguments, it is clear that if the EE content challenge is not appropriately
dealt with now, it may cause serious problems in the future, including but not limited to: putting
additional stress on both educator and student; content being delivered with insufficient depth of
coverage; aspects of the curriculum being inappropriately assessed or not assessed at all, and as
a consequence, further difficulties around measuring impact. In summary, it seems that entrepre-
neurship educators are trying to ‘do too much’ and ‘please too many’ (Henry 2013), but in the
process, they may end up failing entirely. Such failure, however, may not be as magnificent as
Vanevenhoven would like (2013, 468). The next section discusses one possible solution

4. Discussion

4.1. Reconceptualizing the role of the future entrepreneurship educator: understanding the
categories of influence

One way to help entrepreneurship educators deal with the content challenge and avoid some of the
problems identified above, is to completely reconceptualize their role in the future. However, before
we can do this, we need to first reflect on some of the specific factors that more directly influence the
entrepreneurship educator and impact the EE content decision. As Figure 2 illustrates, currently, four
different categories of EE content influence can be considered.

The education category, due to its obvious proximity to the entrepreneurship educator, tends to
take priority and thus exerts the most influence on EE content. Such influence will be focused mainly
on the broad Awareness Raising part of the EE spectrum. The education category relates to the
internal teaching environment as well as external regulatory requirements, i.e. how entrepreneurship
is positioned within the educator’s own HEI, the resources available, and the national educational
accreditation process. These aspects will influence the content decision in different ways. For
example, the extent to which EE is seen as a strategic priority in a particular HEI will directly influence
an educator’s decision to include entrepreneurship in a new course of study, and will impact the
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coverage he/she decides to attribute to it, the particular areas of the EE content spectrum he/she
choses to focus on, and his/her chosen pedagogical approach. While programmes with substantive
entrepreneurship components may be appealing in theory, in practice, they require greater human,
financial and physical resources (i.e. potentially more teaching hours to accommodate the smaller
class sizes best suited to EE, more tutorial hours, guest speaker costs, start-up seed monies, etc), and
hence, may not always be supported by HEI senior management. Furthermore, all HEIs are governed
by some type of external educational standards body that formally validates and accredits their
programmes of study, giving them the legal authority to award degrees within specific educational
fields. Such bodies set requirements in relation to learning outcomes depending on the type and
level of degree being awarded; the number of credits allowed; the expected quantity of teaching and
learning hours, and the type and quantity of assessment components. If such regulatory require-
ments are not adhered to, then the entrepreneurship programme will simply not be validated.
Sometimes such requirements – designed to suit more traditional and theoretical fields of study –
can appear to be at odds with the more practical types of content and assessment found in
contemporary EE programmes (i.e. business plan development, investor pitches or the creation of

Education
PolicyResearch Practice

Entrepreneurship 

educator

Entrepreneurship 

programme

Student

Figure 2. Entrepreneurship Education: Categories of influence impacting the content decision.
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a student enterprise), often making it difficult for entrepreneurship educators to make their pro-
grammes ‘fit.’

The research category could, arguably, have the next highest level of influence on EE content,
impacting the content decision across the full content spectrum, from Developing an Entrepreneurial
mindset right through to Exit Strategies. As the majority of entrepreneurship educators are aca-
demics, one would expect there to be some reliance on existing scholarship, concepts and theories,
emerging thinking as well as academic text books, all suggesting what should be taught within the
realms of EE. Given the growth in EE scholarship, however, it is surprising that more EE research is not
reflected in the content of EE programmes. Many of the content models used in EE are borrowed
from consultancy agents or other research fields such as management, and not derived from EE
research itself. Other research influence comes from the international EE academy which comprises
a substantive and growing number of research-based academic conferences and symposia; discus-
sions and debates held here can also impact the entrepreneurship educator’s content decision. This
is especially the case for those educators based in research-intensive universities and who need to be
constantly engaged with contemporary theories in their field in order to show that their teaching is
up to date. In addition, research-oriented educators need to be able to deliver on their publishing
targets for national or institutional requirements (see, for example, REF2 requirements in the UK). In
such cases, entrepreneurship educators may be more influenced by research and will thus endea-
vour to incorporate it into their teaching content. This is also more likely to be the case amongst the
new (younger) research-aware generation of entrepreneurship educators who are under additional
pressure to publish in order to meet promotional criteria.

The policy category refers to the prevailing and/or emerging education, entrepreneurship and
business-related policies in the entrepreneurship educator’s country or region. The level of influence
here will not only depend on the particular policies in operation but also on the relationship the
educator and his/her respective HEI has with policy organizations. HEIs need to be able to demon-
strate that teaching content is informed by current regional, national and international policies; this
is especially the case when HEIs and/or individual entrepreneurship academics are applying for
funding. There is no doubt that policy makers want to see that their policies have been incorporated
into activities on the ground; in this regard, EE content may be influenced by several different types
of policy, making it more difficult to integrate into EE programmes. The employable skills agenda (EU
2016aa) coupled with recent EU policy frameworks (EU 2016) are good examples here. Collectively,
policy-makers propose a long list of skills to inform EE content, and while it is practically impossible
to incorporate all of them into a single entrepreneurship programme, as the previous section has
already argued, entrepreneurship educators need to (and, in most cases do) include many of them,
most notably, creativity, problem solving and team working, and skills that relate to the
Entrepreneurial mindset and Opportunity Recognition parts of the EE content spectrum.

Finally, the practice category comprises the various stakeholders involved in developing the
entrepreneurship education agenda at the entrepreneurship educator’s HEI. While all four categories
will influence the content decision, this category should, arguably, have the greatest influence. This is
because it should, in theory at least, comprise actual entrepreneurs, local businesses, large corpo-
rates, employer bodies, chambers of commerce and similar actors with real and relevant experience
of entrepreneurship. These actors will be mostly interested in the various components that comprise
the Start-up & Growth part of the content spectrum. Collectively, these actors constitute the ‘real
world’ dimension of EE, ensuring it is appropriately anchored in contemporary practice. EE stake-
holders influence EE content by directly engaging with the entrepreneurship educator, coming
forward with ideas of important new areas that should be included in the EE curriculum. Sometimes
these ideas take the form of suggesting opportunities for students to engage with local industry to
help solve problems, identify new products/services, or develop case studies around live businesses.
However, while engagement with this category of influence appears to be increasing, as evidenced
by the use of guest speakers, case studies and entrepreneurs in residence at many HEIs, it is still
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considerably underutilized. This is surprising given the focus on start-up and practice-based
approaches adopted by many entrepreneurship programmes (Neck, Greene, and Brush 2014).

4.2. Privileging the human factor

By way of addressing the content challenge, some scholars have argued for a common curriculum,
highlighting the value of shared entrepreneurship education frameworks (Gibb 2005; Fayolle 2013;
Winkel 2013). The common curriculum approach could be beneficial to both entrepreneurship
educators and students, limiting the focus, and presumably the quantity of content delivered, and
ultimately reducing the pressure on educators. However, I would caution against such an approach.
Following Kyrö (2015) who, while acknowledging the need for shared frameworks in entrepreneur-
ship, recognizes that the phenomenon of education is centred on the human being, I argue that
both the individual educator and the individual student are integral parts of the entrepreneurial
learning process. Citing Van Gelderen (2010), Kyrö (2015) stresses the importance of learning
autonomy and learners’ freedom to define their own learning goals, as well as the means of
achieving those goals (Kyrö 2015, 613). After all, entrepreneurship is all about human behaviour,
therefore, human beings are a core component of any conceptualization (or re-conceptualization) of
entrepreneurship. Kyrö strengthens her argument by drawing our attention to the philosophical
bases for understanding individual approaches to entrepreneurship education, and the importance
of: ontology – ‘our ideas of reality and how it is constituted;’ epistemology – ‘how we can acquire
knowledge about that reality;’ and axiology – ‘value theories related to both ontology and episte-
mology’ (Kyrö 2015, 605). As each of these is shaped by individuals’ knowledge, experience, values
and perceptions, they are different for everyone. Thus, in the context of Figure 2, and following
Kyrö’s (2015) logic, the individual entrepreneurship educator must take on a ‘filtering’ role with
regard to the categories of influence, using his/her own personal perspective on entrepreneurship as
the decision making lens when determining not just what to teach but also what to privilege in his/
her programme. It is this personal filtering mechanism that makes each entrepreneurship educator
unique; makes each programme different, and adds richness and diversity to the entrepreneurial
learning process. Therefore, as discussed above, while the entrepreneurship educational process
and, as a consequence, the content decision – i.e. ‘what to teach’ – is influenced by several different
factors, it is the human factor – in the form of the individual educator, and also the individual learner
(i.e. student) – that, arguably, exerts the strongest influence. After all, in addition to the education,
research, policy and practice categories of influence illustrated in Figure 2, there are other personal
influences on the entrepreneurship educator (as well as on the student) that shape his/her percep-
tion of entrepreneurship; these include one’s background, culture, discipline area, previous entre-
preneurial experience (and whether or not this was positive), role models and exposure to the
entrepreneurial landscape. Such individual perceptions need to be accounted for in any reconcep-
tualization of the entrepreneurship educator’s role.

4.3. The future entrepreneurship educator as ‘unique aggregator of content’

In Figure 3, the categories of influence discussed above (education, research, policy, practice) will still
impact the EE content decision, but this time their level of influence is carefully filtered through the
entrepreneurship educator. In this re-conceptualization, the entrepreneurship educator will consider
each category of influence, assess its importance, relevance and value to his/her entrepreneurship
programme, and determine how (or, indeed, whether) it affects content. More importantly, in Figure 3,
influence is bi-directional, as illustrated by the dual directional arrows; this means that while education
authorities, researchers, policy-makers and practitioners influence the entrepreneurship educator, the
entrepreneurship educator also influences them. In reviewing the information and recommendations
from these categories of influence, the entrepreneurship educator digests them, reflects on them and
integrates into his/her programme only those elements that he/she deems appropriate. He/she will
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then provide feedback to the various categories of influence. Furthermore, as Figure 3 illustrates, the
entrepreneurship educator is also influenced by his/her own personal experiences of and perspectives
on entrepreneurship which, whether positive or negative, will always be unique; these in turn will
influence his/her decision with regard to what to teach. As illustrated by the dual direction of the
arrows between the entrepreneurship educator and the EE programme, when the entrepreneurship
educator influences the content of the programme, he/she will observe how this works in practice and
adapt content accordingly, perhaps replacing old content with new content, or changing content focus
depending onwhich part of the content spectrum the particular programme is focusing on. Finally, this
dual direction of influence also occurs between the student and the programme. Here, as the student
‘receives’ the programme, he/she will react, indicating what content works and what does not. This
response is fed back into the programme and on to the entrepreneurship educator who can then adapt
content accordingly. While this sometimes happens automatically, in this new reconceptualization, the
entrepreneurship educator will actively encourage such feedback, ensuring his/her choice of content is
appropriate for the particular student cohort.

Looking to the future, entrepreneurship educators will need to be more realistic about what they
can effectively teach within the confines of their entrepreneurship programmes. Rather than overly
promote common frameworks and curricula, there may be value in adopting a more fluid approach
that allows future entrepreneurship educators their freedom to deliver entrepreneurship programmes
as they see fit, using their own personal perspective, shaped by their own personal experiences of
entrepreneurship. While arguments in favour of common frameworks may help mitigate the inherent

Personal 

experiences

Personal 

perspectives

Entrepreneurship 

programme

Education PolicyResearch Practice

Entrepreneurship 

educator as ‘unique 

aggregator of content’

Student

Figure 3. The role of the future entrepreneurship educator: A reconceptualization.

ENTREPRENEURSHIP & REGIONAL DEVELOPMENT 13



risks of teaching entrepreneurship and the fear of failure (Vanevenhoven 2013), it is the educator’s own
individual contribution and perspective on entrepreneurship that gives the field its unique added
value. After all, similar to entrepreneurs, entrepreneurship educators are not a homogenous group,
therefore, eachwill have a different view onwhat should or should not be taught within the confines of
their particular programme. It is precisely these differences – regardless of the risk involved – that
should be embraced when designing entrepreneurship programmes. Therefore, the educator’s role in
the entrepreneurial learning process must be viewed as critical (Fretschner and Weber 2013).

Adopting the above approach leads us to reconceptualize the future entrepreneurship educator
as a sort of ‘unique aggregator of content’, whereby he/she determines content but where influences
are filtered by personal perspective and shaped by personal experience. In light of the increasingly
expanding spectrum of content illustrated in Figure 1, and the argument that entrepreneurship
educators are trying to do too much to please too many, such a reconceptualization makes sense.
There are simply too many components that justifiably could be taught within a single entrepreneur-
ship programme, and encouraging entrepreneurship educators to take on their own unique aggre-
gator role allows the human element to be privileged (Kyrö 2015), acknowledging that with regard
to EE, one size does not fit all. By reconceptualizing the role of the entrepreneurship educator in this
way, we can help cast the future entrepreneurship educator in a new light, transforming him/her
from a mere imparter of knowledge to a ‘learning catalyst’ (Volery et al. 2013, 443) and even further –
towards that of a unique learning director.

As scholars, rather than complain about fragmentation and a lack of convergence in relation to
entrepreneurship education content, we might be better served to embrace such uniqueness,
because, in the case of entrepreneurship education it could be that our very differences are our
strengths in the classroom. After all, entrepreneurship is more a ‘science of unique events’ than
a completely academic practice (Agevall 1999). Therefore, it seems logical that each entrepreneur-
ship educator – shaped by many different influencing factors – will have his/her own unique
perspective on entrepreneurship. Hence, entrepreneurship educators cannot help but take an
individual approach to their teaching, determining the content of their teaching, deciding which
elements of entrepreneurship they should include, which they should omit and which they should
privilege. In many respects, the individual opportunity nexus (Shane 2012; Eckhardt and Shane 2013)
applies to entrepreneurship educators as much as it does to entrepreneurship students because
entrepreneurship – in terms of how to enact it (students) and how to teach it (educators) – is always
going to be a subjective interpretation. Therefore, following Kyrö (2015), future entrepreneurship
educators need to:

reflect on their current understanding of entrepreneurship education and make conscious decisions on how
each of them would like to define the concept of entrepreneurship education and adopt it in their respective
tasks (p. 600).

In so doing, however, an appropriate balance between rigour and relevance will need to be found
(Johannisson 2016, 404). One way to ensure such balance is to incorporate the dual directional
feedback loops in Figure 3 (but missing from Figure 2), allowing the entrepreneurship educator –
based on his/her experience of what works and what does not in the classroom – to directly
influence education, research, policy and practice. The additional feedback loop between the student,
programme and entrepreneurship educator is also critical to ensure that the student perspective is
better represented in the process, facilitating a valuable flow of influence from the student towards
the entrepreneurship educator and subsequently filtered through to the four main categories of
influence. If the conceptualization in Figure 3 is realized in the future, then the content challenge
should become much more manageable, and the unique role of the entrepreneurship educator as
informed and experienced aggregator of content will be secured. However, this reconceptualization
could meet with resistance; it is somewhat controversial in that it affords considerable autonomy to
the entrepreneurship educator and, as such, challenges the more traditional EE approach. The next
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section discusses this point by illustrating how the ‘unique aggregator’ concept is polarized relative
to the more traditional perspective of the entrepreneurship educator.

4.4. Unique aggregator of content: traditional vs alternative perspective

Figure 4 shows the ‘unique aggregator’ entrepreneurship educator concept (alternative perspective)
relative to the more traditional perspective of a common curriculum approach, positioning the
former as polarized to the latter. The traditional perspective (depicted in the left-hand column) is
fact-based, built on rules and regulations, and involves pre-agreement amongst the broader EE
community and categories of influence; consensus is required. The degree of influence from the
various categories and their actors, i.e. education, research, policy and practice, is direct and consider-
able. Here, the personal experiences, feelings or opinions of the entrepreneurship educator have no
influence. In this conceptualization, content components are incorporated into a standard EE frame-
work and applied to all entrepreneurship educators and EE programmes almost unquestionably
resulting in a common curriculum approach. This approach is highly objective, didactic and purist in
nature, with EE content decided by others without regard to context, or, indeed, individual student
interests, backgrounds, motivations, learning styles or educational needs. Furthermore, no account is
taken of the entrepreneurship educator’s EE knowledge, skills and abilities; his/her entrepreneurial
interests, experiences or unique perspective. Hence, this approach is positioned at one extreme of
the spectrum.

In contrast, the alternative perspective proposed in this paper does not require pre-agreement on
content amongst the various categories of influence and the actors therein. Rather, in this new
conceptualization, it is the entrepreneurship educator who takes responsibility for the content
decision. Here, the entrepreneurship educator is allowed to be influenced by his/her personal
entrepreneurial experiences, knowledge, feelings and opinions, and based on these, makes decisions
on programme content. There is no common curriculum here; rather, each programme is different,
depending on the entrepreneurship educator’s particular experiences, interests and perspectives on
EE, resulting in the ‘unique aggregator’ approach. This perspective is positioned in the right-hand
column, at the other end of the spectrum and is subjective in nature. While some traditionalists may
(perhaps) argue that this constructivist approach is also didactic, giving all the content authority to
the entrepreneurship educator, the unique aggregator role privileges the human factor. It allows the
entrepreneurship educator to account for context, as well as individual student interests, learning
styles, motivations and needs. Hence, entrepreneurship learning is contextualized, with the learner

Role of the future entrepreneurship educator

Traditional perspective Alternative perspective

Common curriculum approach
(With standard and pre-agreed components)
Considerable influence from education, research, policy & practice actors
Common framework determines EE content

‘Unique aggregator of content’ approach
(Without standard or pre-agreed components)
Filtered influence from education, research, policy & practice actors
Entrepreneurship educator determines EE content

Objective, purist Subjective, constructivist

Figure 4. The entrepreneurship educator as ‘unique aggregator’ of EE content: Traditional vs alternative perspective.
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directly involved in the entrepreneurial learning process. This must surely be an advantage, and one
that will really help entrepreneurship educators manage the complex content challenge in the
future.

5. Conclusions

This paper focused on a key challenge facing the future entrepreneurship educator – that of content,
i.e. deciding what to teach. This is an important area of inquiry because understanding the EE
content challenge and the role of the future entrepreneurship educator could help enhance the
quality and effectiveness of EE programmes.

This paper has contributed to existing EE theory and practice by enhancing understanding of the
myriad elements EE comprises, by highlighting the dangers of trying to do too much, and by
theorizing towards a reconceptualization of the role of the future entrepreneurship educator. With
particular regard to the latter, the paper presented a novel reconceptualization of the future
entrepreneurship educator who – shaped by his/her own personal experiences of entrepreneurship,
informed by his/her own perspectives, and filtering the various flows of several categories of external
influence – takes on the role of a ‘unique aggregator’ of entrepreneurship content. Such a role, if
accepted by the various stakeholders involved in the entrepreneurship education process, would not
only ease the pressure on both entrepreneurship educator and student, but could also make for
a more realistic, meaningful and effective entrepreneurship education experience. Reversing the
flow of content influence so that the entrepreneurship educator’s and, as a consequence, the
student’s perspective is better accommodated privileges the human factor, highlighting that neither
educators nor students are a homogenous group and, therefore, that one size cannot possibly fit all.
This builds on and extend Kyrö’s (2015) perspective, which recognizes that education is centred on
the human being.

Furthermore, this paper suggests that the principle of instructional alignment proposed by
Kamovich and Foss (2017) could be applied to the reconceptualized role of the future entrepreneur-
ship educator to help legitimize the ‘unique aggregator of content’ role. This would allow us to fully
embrace the heterogeneity of entrepreneurship programme content. Kamovich and Foss (2017)
view EE as a system in which many different elements constantly interact with each other until they
achieve an acceptable equilibrium. In the ‘unique aggregator’ conceptualization, it is the entrepre-
neurship educator who moderates such equilibrium by controlling the EE content. Linked to this
point, the reconceptualization illustrated in Figure 3 adds further support to the view that the
educator’s role in the entrepreneurial learning process is critical (Fretschner and Weber 2013). This
is because, by being allowed to take on the unique aggregator role, the entrepreneurship educator
can take account of the educational context and ensure individual student interests, experiences,
motivations and learning styles are catered for. Being allowed to filter the various categories of
influence will allow the entrepreneurship educator to decide on EE content that is best suited to the
student cohort.

5.1. Avenues for future entrepreneurship education

Reflecting on the wide spectrum of EE content illustrated in Figure 1, there are a number of new
areas within EE that might be further developed in the future. One such area is globalization. In this
regard, there may be opportunities within EE to develop content that is more international in nature.
While such global content development may already occurring, it could become much more
common and popular in the future. After all, entrepreneurship by its very nature is a global
phenomenon, and EE could become a highly effective vehicle for rapid internationalization through,
for example, a multi-national student start-up enterprise, where the university network provides
a ready-made route to the global marketplace.

16 C. HENRY



Another content area that could be further developed within EE is that of social and non-profit
enterprise. This topic has been attracting considerable attention in the field of entrepreneurship
generally, both from a research and teaching perspective. This is because it is now generally
acknowledged that new ventures should have some social dimension incorporated into their
mission statement. Consequently, social and non-profit enterprise could well predominate in future
EE programmes, as the concept of doing well by doing good becomes embedded in entrepreneur-
ship teaching.

While developing the above content opportunities within EE could be exciting and beneficial for
both EE students and educators, there would, of course, be consequences. Specialist knowledge
would be required on the part of the entrepreneurship educator, suggesting the need for a type of
continuous professional development that would potentially be more intense than that (if any)
currently provided. Additional human and financial resources would also be needed.

Regardless of their particular focus, future EE programmes will undoubtedly be more significantly
influenced by the entrepreneurship educator in his/her role as ‘unique aggregator of content.’ Indeed,
at some point in the future, this role could well be extended to entrepreneurship students who,
depending on their particular unique perspective on entrepreneurship, will be instrumental in deter-
mining EE content and designing their own à la carte EE programme – one that suits their particular
interests and the potential entrepreneurial role they aim to play in society.

5.2. Avenues for future entrepreneurship education research

The reconceptualization of the role of the entrepreneurship educator presented in this paper opens
up new questions which require further reflection. For example, this paper has focused on the EE
content challenge facing future entrepreneurship educators in HEIs, but to what extent is this
different within primary and secondary level educational contexts? What role might the future
entrepreneurship educator play in determining content across professional discipline areas, espe-
cially those where new venture creation is not the primary objective? Are there potential dangers in
allowing entrepreneurship educators toomuch freedomwith regard to the content decision? Finally,
what about the future entrepreneurship student? How will his/her role change as that of the
entrepreneurship educator is reconceptualized? Such questions present valuable avenues for future
research and could help alleviate the stress placed on the entrepreneurship educator of trying to do
too much to please too many. In pursuing these avenues of scholarly inquiry there is considerable
scope for both conceptual and empirical approaches, innovative methodologies, cross-country
comparative studies, and explorations of the EE content challenge in different contexts and cultures.
Given the reconceptualized role of the entrepreneurship educator presented here, it is expected that
the human factor will be privileged in such explorations. Hopefully, this paper has helped pave the
way for such studies.

Notes

1. By way of example, under the QQI-accredited Irish HE system, single entrepreneurship programmes (referred to
as modules in the Irish context) typically comprise around 36 class-contact hours and 5 academic ECTS. This
calculation is based on a typical undergraduate module timetabled for 3 class-contact hours per week over
12 weeks.

2. In the UK, the REF – Research Excellence Framework – assesses the quality of research outputs for academic
institutions, and relates this to funding awarded (http://www.ref.ac.uk).
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