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Introduction

Entrepreneurship Education is fostered by all gonemts because it is considered as a major source
of social and economical value creation. Indeedethas been a boom in the number of programs at
university level in the last 20 years. Followingtimovement, pedagogical research about its final
goals, its impact and its methods is now recogniaedan important field in entrepreneurship
research. Naia and al. (2014) conclude from thigrature review of the field that most researches
produce knowledge about WHAT to teach in entrepsestep, HOW (with what kind of activities or
methods) or FOR WHICH RESULTS (impact studies). Budre is a lack of understanding about
WHY we should teach entrepreneurship: What arefitted goals of entrepreneurship education?
Does entrepreneurship education imply a new wajeafning? Moreover, although educational
practitioners like Gibb (2002), Surlemont and Kearrf2009) or Jones (2011) outline that future
entrepreneurs need to be socialized within theeprgéneurial ecosystem, we haven't found any clear
indication in the literature about WHERE entrepresbip education should take place: in what kind

of educational institution or specific learning @aomment?

If we consider that there is such a gap betweenetbcneeds and available knowledge in

entrepreneurship education, we propose to useativaaoute to design entrepreneurship education



of the future. Drawing on Polak (1973:1) suggestibat society is “pulled forward by its own
magnetic images of an idealized future and pushea behind by its realized past”, we tried to
investigate “pull-forward” creative visions of tifieture that are carried out by teachers, reseascher
students in entrepreneurship as well as entreprersmd coaches in entrepreneurship. Could all
these stakeholders reach a common understandingshat is desirable in entrepreneurship
education? Do these creative visions give an answiie WHY and WHERE questions?

For this purpose the scenario building method e liested as a ...cradle for imagining the future
of education. We concretely organized 7 creativekslmops with the three populations aiming at
letting participants elaborate scenarios for thduri of entrepreneurship education. This
communication analyses the preliminary resultsheé scenarios. First we expose the theoretical
framework of this explanatory research. The secpad of our communication presents the
workshop design and the methodology for scenaradyais. The third part displays our results. The

conclusion offers a discussion and future pathsdsearch.
1) Theoretical framework

Entrepreneurship education can be defined broasllyaay pedagogical program or process of
education for entrepreneurial attitudes and ski(Bayolle and al., 2006). But the absence of a
unified, accepted theory or definition of entregrership education is a problem that remains to be
solved (Sexton and Bowman, 1984; Hills 1988; Fa&00). Fayolle and Gailly (2008) argue that
there is a lack of a precise definition of entreyuaship as a teaching field, where philosophical
conceptions about teaching, the role of the teaghdrthe role of the students should be clarifred i
each course. In fact, the number of entreprenqumsthiication programs has shown an impressive
progression in all countries, and this boom in ged#cal programs was supported by an increase in
the diversity of pedagogic approaches, from traddl transmissive approaches in full academic
courses to more experiential learning approachel,case studies, business plans (fictive or k@al,

in support to a real entrepreneur), interviews vdtitrepreneurs, guest speakers, business games,
internships, development of small businesses otug® in project approaches...These approaches
usually meet success with students who appreciatee ractive pedagogies, enjoy to have the
opportunity to speak to “real” entrepreneurs analoalenged with projects...One could be satisfied
with this: a lot of work, a lot of energy and imagiion to propose those attractive pedagogical
sytem. As a matter of fact narrative reviews leadcontradictory findings about the supposed
positive link between entrepreneurship educatiahvarious entrepreneurship-related human capital
assets. Recently some interesting metaanalysis egréucted. For instance Martin, McNally and



Kay (2013) have studied 42 rigorous studies abbet impact of Entrepreneurship Education
Programs in Higher Education institutions. Thesules show that entrepreneurship education has a
global positive effect on entrepreneurial knowledgiells and intentions as well as on the number of
start-ups and their performance. Academic courkesvsa higher impact on firms' numbers and
performances but there is no significant impadiedénce between both categories on human capital
criteria. Despite these developments, the lack retipe understanding of what really works in
education to reach desirability and feasibilitygagtions towards entrepreneurial life and actisitie
is pointed out by many researchers (GENI10, GEM 2013).

What are the learning and teaching processes @mataise specific self-efficacy perceptions, self-
esteem, or entrepreneurial values and attitudeseh/\dne the achievable learning goals at different
ages, for different target groups? What are thejaale contents and activities? Are there more
appropriate methods than others? Are there rekttiipa between pre-post satisfaction rates of a
particular program, learning outcomes and longemntbehavioral transfer? A rather provocative
guestion is raised by Fayolle (2013): Do we re&ihpw what we are doing when we teach or
educate people in entrepreneurship? The recerdradsef Naia and al. (2014) seems to give him
reason. They studied 60 articles of peer-reviewditles over the period 2000-2011 using the
theoretical framework proposed by Mialaret (20038)9 Béchard and Grégoire (2005) and Fayolle
and Gailly (2008) to design and implement an edocgirogramme: objectives, contents, audience,
methodologies and evaluation. Surprisingly, two @lisions appear not to be addressed directly: the
objectives (why?) and the audience (for whom ?)} Thestion “why” can be analysed with two
levels of learning objectives: individual (or mig@nd socio-economical (or macro) objectives. They
are related with the development of an entreprealeorindset, the transmission of techniques to
create new ventures and the improvement of theeocnhindset concerning the entrepreneurial
phenomenon. Finally, we can only list the mainghss into best practices for entrepreneurship
educators: experiential learning rather than trassion of knowledge, diversity of educational

experiences, learner’s active participation, etcttigre’s a urge in researching the why question.

Facing these difficulties, how can we invent newusons if we, as professors, designers of
educational cursus and researchers in entreprdmeursmain stuck to our routines and mental
representations? In fact the amount of collectixgeeience is huge but, at this point of the framing

of the field, it's necessary to find means to takene distance with implicit pedagogical models.
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How could we create a fertile space of imaginationorder to reinvent the entrepreneurship

education with its present stakeholders?

For this purpose, we decided to reflect from a pective point of view in order to create a distance
from the present contingencies and to mobilizeinimagination resources: as Csikszentmihalyi puts
it, the flow of creativity needs forgetting Selfinfe, and Surroundings. A few attempts were made in
entrepreneurship research to study narrative inasigen resources. For instance Hindle (2010), on a
proposition of Gartner who launched this originaitiative, develops and tests a comprehensive
model of entrepreneurial process utilizing contamalysis of the bookhe Republic of tea, How an

Idea Becomes a Busin@s3his text presents in detail a venture creatiod bhow the founders

dreamed of their future company. Polak (1973) stsithow images of the future has always helped
Homo Sapienso shape the future. The exercise to elaborate emad the future allows to draw

boundaries in the thought-realm: it is only by eetiing the boundaries of the unknown that man can
increase his knowledge. The entrepreneur, as fanasy activist” manages to create the future, on

the of its vision and holistic guiding images ofute possibilities (Nystrom, 1995).

In order to help developing images of the future,faund that it could be interesting to use scenari
building, a collective method traditionally used #&trategy (Boaventura & Fishman, 2008). Scenario
planning consists in trying to imagine the futuredats different options: in this way this method
implies to fly away from the actual situation. OCamalyse of the literature on scenario planning
shows that they can be used into different contaxis$ objectives: planning tools (Schoemaker,
1995), methods to check the consistent of a vigBoaventura & Fischman, 2008), thought
experiments preparing action (Aligica, 2005), wagstry to control the future (Ringland, 2010;
Miller &Waller, 2003; Glykas, 2013) or tools to wobn ethics perceptions (Nguyen and al. 2008,
Persons, 2009). Control an unpredictable futues fmagination...scenario building can also lead, t
the point of view of certain researchers, to chamggnizational culture (Korte and al. 2007): this
proactive tool has the potential to help developaigrnative possible cultures. Organizational
culture is usually viewed as set of underlying agstions, beliefs and norms governing how
individuals should act in a specific context. Urelanding shared cognition helps to initiate change

in these deep representations.

We launched a research program based on the d&stanimation of a creative workshop open to
educators, researchers and entrepreneurs involvediucational entrepreneurship programs. The

participants were proposed to explore new ways roggining the future of entrepreneurship



education. The workshop design is based on praspedhinking, creative imagination
(Csikszentmihalyi, 1996, Nystrom, 1993, Fillis & mschler, 2005), “experimental fumbling”
(Freinet, 1937), “Empty Habitable Frameworks” (Fmade and KrichewsKy, “Bricolage”
(Stinchfield, Nelson and Wood, 2013) and Effectpatlagogy (Sarasavathy and Venkataraman,
2011).

2) Methodology

Data were collected during four sessions of thigskslmop, between January 2013 and February

2014, gathering a total of 176 persons and 65 siosn@ee table lannexes for more details).

The workshop was structured in 3 parts. The fitetge (1h) was dedicated to creative designing of
Entrepreneurship Education (EE) in 2044. Partidpaitting in groups of 6 were asked to imagine
EE in 2044 through a brainwriting procedure. Eaelnspn wrote the first sentence of a scenario
starting with*Once upon a time in 2044...4nd passed this story starting point to his neaghlwvho
was asked to follow the story; The procedure wentntil each of the 6 members had added one
sentence to the story. Then the group chose hissbey and prepared a poster of the scenario.
During the second phase (45 mn) each group pesemis poster to all participants of . Thirdlyeth
researches, as facilitators, helped to formulasyrdhesis and a critical reflective analysis on the
major common features of the scenarios which haah Ipgoduced (30 mn). A common discussion
took place with participants to explore either pbidphical features (learning principles, EE final
goals or teacher-students stands), didactic feai{srgecific activities, learning outcomes, audisnce
or assessment), environmental features (imagesoeg@hization of learning space, institutional
aspects), or characteristics of posters (main ngesseonveyed, visualization properties).

The 65 scenarios were then systematically analygedesearchers. This analysis was conducted
following the grounded theory methodological prples. A first list of anchors was produced by
two independent researchers after reading all @&masws. This list of 15 anchors was then
organized in 4 main concepts (philosophical meamhgcenario exploring the WHY questions,
didactic features of scenario exploring the HOW dfieas, environmental features of scenario
exploring the WHERE questions, and also narrateegures of scenario). These 4 concepts were
inspired by different bodies of literature. The @ueational concepts were borrowed from Fayolle
and Gailly (2008) entrepreneurship teaching mo&ags (1999, 2003) constructive alignment
model, from Carré (1992) 3 macro/meso/micro leV@tobserving an educational system and from

% To be published.



Nunes and McPherson (2004) Educational ManagemetirmAResearch Model. The fourth concept
about narrative features of scenario was inspirgdBbemont (1966) semiologic analysis of
narratives, emphasizing the importance of the iwgmeent goal and of obstacles and setting 3
possible active or passive roles (agent-hero,sallied adversaries). The third step of our analysis
was to refine our coding by systematically applyihg 15 anchors and 4 concepts-grid to all
scenarios. Two independent researchers codedeslbsos through NVivo, compared and corrected
their codings so as to reach a satisfactory Cohiéafspa coefficient of inter-rater reliability (71%
codings above 0.41). 260 codings emerged out obfhecenarios. They were grouped in 4 broad
categories of nodes, with 15 subnodes. These sebrfuglp draw out a coherent picture of the most

important messages conveyed by creative scendrmg ¢he future of entrepreneurship education.

3) First Results

e Relevant categories to investigate scenarios regang) entrepreneurship education
Philosophical, Didactical, Environmental and Narrative levels.

Scenario interpretation brought out very detailatbgories on most nodes. (see table 2 below)
The philosophical level appears to be the mostilddtaone, with very clear codings implicitly
referring to active pedagogy educational principlB&ll 1) but also to a large view of human
development finalities (PHI 2). Not surprisinglylaage diversity of activities are described on the
didactic level, but with little development of learg goals, assessment or audience. The learning
environment is balanced between organizationalni@olgical, timeframe and spatial meanings.
Narrative striking characteristics of scenarios ag very much developed: we could only
distinguish heroes from obstacles (rarely humad)amideal tone as opposed to a catastrophic tone.



Level 1 level 2 Level3 |Leveia
- ) IPHIiAi-mbiemsolw'ng
T B |pm1A2-Generztingnewideas
|PH|1A3-Excpefimenﬁng-wing-a:ﬁng
PHIL- |PHI 4 B 1- Takinginiatives - making free choices
Principles about PHI 1B - Transformative leaming |PHI1 B 2- Personalized leaming
education and leaming |PHI 1 B 3- Developing oneself - changing-growing up |
] = |PHI 1 € 1- Philosophy - critical thinking
[ -
A s T [PRI1C2- Leamingto leam
. - PHI1 D 1- Obsenving-modeling
PH - Collabora | I
PHILOSOPHICAL i Ko |PHI1 D 2- Collaborating with others
MEANING OF PH 1E - Transmissive learning IPHIiEi-AMngdasmmdmnfmes
- PHI2 A 1- - protect
SCENARIO Pr2a-sumnmesevdopmen 21241 O AR o e e e
_ Evical : |PHI2 B 1- Develop market and e @ nomica value
WHY ? Pl 2- A |PHI2 B 2- Become more mighty and powerful
Finabities and values of PHI2 C- Innovation, developmentof  |PHI2 C 1- Develop innovation & regeneration forces
Bntrepreneurship exchanges |PHI2 € 2- Develop gobal eco-social exchanges
ST |PH12 D 1- Humanism- produce abetter life for al
PH 2D - Human & knowledge development [PHI2 D 2- Develop a universal language
|PHI2 D 3- Build knowledge on entrepreneurship
. PHI 2 E 1 - Help stud ents to find work
PHIZ E- Professional development |
R — PHI 2 E2 - Develop anew conception of work (no work..
== PHI 3A - Teacher-learner relationship :
) learner cente red mode!
& : ““m“::s |PHI 38 - Role of other eduators [peers,...)
|PHI 3¢ - Entrepreneurs roles
DIDACTICAL |pic 2A - space building
MEANING OF |DIC 2B - Ieisure - recreative activities
SCENARIO |pic 2¢ - Projects
DIC 2- Leaming |DIc 2D - Real startup projects
e |DIC 2E- Journeys
HOW ? |DIC 2F- Meetings
WHAT? |DIC 2G - Games & simulations
FOR WHOM ? |DIC 2H - Artistic activities
: |oic 21 - Classes and conferences
FOR WHICH DIC3- Assessment |DIC 3A - Assessment criteria
RESULTS ? |DIC 38 - Assessment procedure
o |DIC 4A - Diversity of participants
|DIC 4B - Status of participants
ENV1-Technologyand |ENV 1A - Technology
ENVIRONMENTAL | technopedagogy  [ENV 18- Technopedagogy
MEANING OF s . iENVZA-Fi\anoemdot;udgnofhsituﬁon
- Educati ENV 2B - Reputation of institution
SCENARIO institution |eNv 2¢ - Business Model and governance of
institution
WHERE ? ENV3 - Learning space
ENV 4- Timeframe
NARR 1 - Heroes
NARRATIVE NARR 2 - Obstacies
FEATURES OF e NARR 3A -ided tone
SCENARIO NARR 3 B - catastrophic tone
NARRS - T |NARR 4 A - positive emotions
|NARR 4B - negative emotions

Table 1: Analytic levels and nodes related

e Dominant nodes:Environmental Level and Philosophical Level

We applied the “Tree Map” analysis to show visuddbw our coding is distributed (comparison of



nodes) and the density within nodes (humber ofeefmes they contain). The greener the node is, the
more significant it is.

Results presented below indicate that the futureemfepreneurship education is related to a
Learning Spacewhere learners caexperiment with a particularrelationship between learner
and teacher

Figure: Tree Map Analysis -comparing number of refiees by encoded nodes.

Those three themes dominate the scenarios content:

- “Learning Spacé -Environmental Level: 62% of scenarios / 103 etexb references. This node
describes where the learning may emerge. It deittseither concrete spaces (garden, under the sea,
on a boat, a big entrepreneurship house, on thehpear with virtual spaces (bubble spaces,
spaceship, flying structure, through dreams, iigiefit clothes)(We will detail the content of this
node in the following paragraph)

- “Experimenting- Acting and Trying”- Philosophical Level: 51% of scenarios / 68 erexd
references. This node belongs to the “Experientedrning” node which is centered on real
activities (projects, building schools, practicabrkshops, laboratory) and approaches (practicing,
applying, learning by doing, entrepreneurial effietion method) that can be useful to learn
entrepreneurship. Participants insist on the poggito try and to fail by transforming directlgleas
into concrete businessThere will be no content anymore, just exchanging eeflecting between
people. They will use an ideas modeling room wheelds to an action room that helps to launch

ideas”

- “Learner and Teacher Relationshig- Philosophical Level: 51% of scenarios / 67 ersxbd



references. This node expresses the relationshtpettists between the learner and the teacher: the
roles (learning facilitators, actors of their oweatning, openers of possibilities, help to reveal
talents, explore learner’'s mind, adapt to learnevip the teachers are (robots, serial entrepreneur
experts, wise people) , the nature of interacficmoperation, exchanges, mentoring, tutorship,
meeting in various places), the frequency of theraction (sometimes, just when it is needed, new

teachers appearing).

e Encoded level by population:Action (Coaches and Entrepreneurs) versus Reflection
(Researchers and Students)

We wanted to compare the encoded references deygeadithe population profile: who talks about
what ? The table below highlights the levels enddale points of view. We apply a smoothing factor
to ensure that each population is well representeatever its size during the data collection.
Populations who are daily in action mode (Entrepues and Coaches in Entrepreneurship) use less
easily the narrative level than those who are noreflection mode (Students in Entrepreneurship
and Researchers). We observe that Researcherstaheh® in entrepreneurship can easily project
into the Learning Space and can use a narrativel lgheroes, overcome obstacles, emotions,
particular tone) to describe their scenarios coegb&n the others populations. However there ig litt
difference concerning the didactic level. From gilosophical level, we observe that researchers

and entrepreneurs seem to be more visionary.

Ratio by population A-Philosophical level B-Didactical level C- Environmental level D-Narrative level
1: Coaches in entrepreneurship 1,8 2,0 0,8 0,5
2: Researchers in entrepreneurship 2,8 2,0 2,0 1172

Average =1,6
3 : Entrepreneurs 257 1,8 1,3 0,4 * Significant > 1,6
4 : Students in entrepreneurship 2,0 1,8 1,8 1,0

Table 2: Encoded references by population and bcatatjory of code (level 1)..

e Learning Space: afacilitator for experimenting, dreaming, achieving finalities
This request helps us to underline the elemenesr{tides) with which the Learning Space is often
associated. The results below show that Learnire&gPEnvironmental Level) is mainly linked to
the Philosophical Level (50% of references), therthe Didactic Level (38% of references) and

finally to the Environment Level (12% of references



Code Noeuds C1-Learning space

PHI1A 2 : Experiential Learning 17
NARR3A 47 : ideal tone 13
ENV1 39 : technology + knowledge media 13
PHI3A 13 : learner teacher relationship 11
PHI1B 3 : Personal Development Learning 10
PHI2A 11 : Sustainable Developement 9
DIC2E 20 : journeys 9
PHI2D 8 : Human and Knowledge Development 7
DIC2B 21 : leisure - recreation 7
DIC2F 22 : meeting others 7
DIC2C 23 : projects 7
DIC4B 33 : students 6
DIC4A 32 : diversity 5
NARR1 44 : D2-Heroes 5

Table 3: Crossing Learning Space node with its smmked nodes

This table reveals that the Learning Space helmihieve the Educational Principles (Experiential
Learning, Personal Development Learning) and Ergregurship Education final goals (Human and
Knowledge Development, Sustainable Developmentt.glsb provides a space where activities can
be led (projects, journeys, leisure -recreationeting others) by learners (students, diversity) who
live adventures (Narrative Level: ideal tone andobs) in a techno-pedagogic environment

(intelligent clothes, virtual class, big data).

e Learning Space :Main images used within the scenarios

The Learning Space node includes 103 encoded nefeseamong the 40 scenarios. We highlight
here the main images which have been used by thieipants to describe the Learning Space. Four

main images emerge from data:

- “Ephemeral sites”. The Learning Space helps participants (learneashers...) to travel from one
place to another one (spaceship, flying machirestransportation)the students built a spaceship
to go to another planet and create a schodt’ encourages also to learn by travelling whére t
activity happens:Students travel from third-space to others in arde meet various groups of
people and they refused to settle a base-canigie learning space has no frontier to help

developing freedom of movements.
- “Harmony with Nature” . The Learning space is frequently associatedem#iure (ocean, beach,

mountains, countryside, garden) and to its pawitig:“All the building suspend in the sky, move

around and fly. The school will look like a gardeThey live, they change togethéChildren can
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be on a mountain or closed to the sea. Dependinthein biotic environment, children can create

the place in which they feel like small fishes”

- “Technological tools”. The Learning Space is equipped with differenhtetogies that should
help to improve learning“Massive Open Course on the web”: “intelligent didi), travelling
(“flying carpets”; “a transport mean has been inveuktto explore the solar system&xperimenting
(“This is not a school, but a laboratory, a workshppexperiment spaces thanks to the

instantaneous transfej”

- “Caring and stimulating environment” . The Learning Space is described as a place vpeege

can learn comfortably‘g soothing and relaxing placg” and experiment freely new ideas being
protected by different system&soap-bubbles; bubbles-city; entrepreneurship’'scaary”. Or they

can create their own space that will be sharédélveryone creates a life-space in which everyone
can look for original and fantastic ideas which baween cooked by the owner (...). No one is gonna

judge, we give, we exchange, serving the idea toxhy.

4) Conclusion

We trace a path from critical reflective analysMegirow, 1991) of existing higher education

institutions and their educational practices toguedjical refoundation (Fayolle, 2013).

The scenario building method appeared to be arci@ifti shuttle towards the future of

entrepreneurship education with different stakedéwscind different contexts. The results were quite
surprising in the sense that scenarios were nafivggent as we could have expected: a few
categories emerged quite easily from the first irgp@s relevant to the grounded theory. When a
deeper analyse was conducted, we found that, asaal al. (2014) demonstrated, the pedagogical
activities were described with precision and variait little development was noted on the subject

of learning goals, assessment or audience.

The main result relies on the fact that we finatignaged to explicit the controversial most of the
time implicit “WHY” debate about the final goals cireducational principles associated with

entrepreneurship education (see the “Philosopheat|” node).

The second main result concerns the descriptidheofLearning Space” that has been imagined by

participants, which was deeply linked to the futofeentrepreneurship education. This Learning

11



Space appears close to Krichewsky and Fourcade t{EhRgbitable Framework” because it : 1)
allows learners to explore possibilities by tryiaugd failing thanks to ephemeral sites 2) stimulates
harmony between learners and their environmentffg)ys technological tools to access and open
knowledge, 4) provides a caring and stimulatingremment.
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Annexes

Entrepreneurs, Students |n
Entrepreneurship, Coachgs
in Entrepreneurship.

Date / place Number Participants Data collected
January 2013, 23 persons Mixted: 13 professors 18 scenarios
Chambéry (1 workshop) and/or researchers, 1
(France) entrepreneur, 6 coacheslin
entrepreneurship, 3
consultants.
September 111 persons| Master Students, french 18 scenarios
2013 Paris | (4 workshops), and english speaking.
(France)
October 2013 | 26 persons | Researchers attending the 13 scenarios
Fribourg (1 workshop) | french entrepreneurship,
(Switzerland) association annual
conference.
April 2014, 16 persons Mixed: 4 coaches in 16 scenarios
Lille (France) | (1 workshop) entrepreneurship, 12
entrepreneurs.
TOTAL 176 Researchers, 65

Table 1: Data collection
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