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Abstract 

The main objective of this thesis is to study an emergent stream of research shedding 

light on social inclusion through higher entrepreneurial education in different contexts. 

Entrepreneurship is considered a promoter of social and economic development; 

however, the relationship between entrepreneurship education and social inclusion is 

unclear. Therefore, in this thesis we examine the following: social inclusion; the role of 

entrepreneurship education in universities and formal and informal institutions in 

determining this environment; and how entrepreneurship education influences social 

inclusion. At the methodological level, this research employs secondary data, and 

designs instruments that allow for both quantitative and qualitative research, allowing 

us to tackle the different objectives and triangulate the results through mixed methods. 

Finally, based on a review of current literature linking higher entrepreneurial education 

and social inclusion, the thesis contributes to a field that few have studied but that is 

one of the central promises of entrepreneurship in emerging countries.  

 

Keywords: social inclusion, entrepreneurship, institutions, formal, informal, higher 

education, entrepreneurial universities. 



 

 

Chapter 1  
Introduction
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1 Introduction 

1.1 Problem statement and objectives 

Globally, humanity faces persistently higher levels of unemployment and deficits in 

decent work; indeed, 192 million people around the world were unemployed in 2018 

(International Labour Organization, ILO, 2018). The labor market crisis caused by the 

COVID-19 pandemic has exacerbated this situation, the ILO (2021) expects a global 

unemployment rate of 5.7 percent and 205 million to be unemployed in 2022. The loss 

of employment and hours of work has resulted in a drastic reduction in income and an 

increase in poverty, severely affecting developing regions such as Latin America and the 

Caribbean (ILO, 2021). 

These problems require specific actions by all the actors of society who seek to 

promote economic and social development, in a historical stage characterized by the 

emergence of a new productive paradigm based on the power of knowledge, the proper 

management of information, new technologies, and globalization (Audretsch, 2014; 

David & Foray, 2002; Etzkowitz, 2003a; Gomes da Costa & Carvalho, 2011). One strategy 

to face these challenges is education: Article 26 of the Universal Declaration of Human 

Rights by the United Nations (1948) declares that everyone has the right to education, 

to strengthen, among other aspects, the development of human personality in a 

peaceful environment, and the maintenance of peace. These ideas remain relevant 

today and continue to evolve in the hope of facilitating development. The World 
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Education Forum 2015, held in Incheon in the Republic of Korea, reaffirmed that 

education is a public good, a fundamental human right, the basis to guarantee the 

realization of other rights, and key to achieving full employment and eradicating poverty 

(United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization, UNESCO, 2015a). 

Based on this, education must reach most of the population. 

Thus, within the 17 Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) promoted by the 

United Nations, SDG 4 refers to education, specifically expressing the need to ensure 

that such education is inclusive, equitable, and of good quality. Section 4.3 refers to 

higher education, indicating that by 2030, every nation must ensure equal access for all 

to quality higher education (UNESCO, 2015b). The relevance of equality in education is 

so great that multiple international organizations, such as UNESCO, the United Nations 

Children’s Fund (UNICEF), the United Nations Development Program (UNDP), the United 

Nations Population Fund (UNFPA), the World Bank, and the Organization for Economic 

Co-operation and Development (OECD), all recognize education as a life-transforming 

tool (UNESCO, 2015b). 

Along these lines, UNESCO (2015b) has warned that universities, through their 

research centers, should respond to the global challenges related to water, food 

security, urbanization, and climate change, which is impossible if people do not enjoy 

sufficient opportunities to access adequate higher education and research organizations 

in developing and emerging countries. Without such education, these countries will not 

be able to count on highly qualified personnel to utilize and apply the latest discoveries 

to meet each region’s specific needs and to contribute to their economic development 
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(Etzkowitz, 2003a, 2003b). In this sense, reducing the gap in higher education, research, 

and technological development (number of scientific and technical personnel, 

investment in R&D) is essential, as it currently separates developing and emerging 

countries from those of the developed world (UNESCO 1996). 

On the other hand, universities have gone through academic revolutions and 

changes in their traditional missions (Hayter & Cahoy, 2018). The first revolution 

centered on the generation of knowledge through research, preserving it and 

transmitting it to others (Schmitz et al., 2017). The second revolution focused on social 

and economic development (Etzkowitz, 2003a), requiring the interweaving of university, 

industry, and government, regarded as the triple helix of innovation (Etzkowitz et al., 

2000).  

Society demands that universities assume a leading role in involving people and 

in promoting social and economic development. Researchers attribute great importance 

to these changes and usually discuss them from the perspective of innovation (van 

Vught, 1999) and entrepreneurship (Clark, 1998; Etzkowitz et al., 2000; Kvedaraite, 

2014; Urbano & Guerrero, 2013), implying the need to foster the development of 

entrepreneurial skills and attributes such as innovation, communication, leadership, 

initiative, risk tolerance, creativity, self-confidence, proactivity, the ability to recognize 

and implement opportunities, and the ability to make swift and rational decisions 

(Kvedaraite, 2014). This reality helps explain why access to higher education and 

entrepreneurship have become an important part of most countries’ agendas, as well 

as one of the SDGs. Specifically, UNESCO (2015a) mentions in paragraph 4.4 of the SDGs 
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that by 2030, it will be necessary to “significantly increase the number of young people 

and adults who have the necessary skills, particularly technical and professional, to 

access employment, decent work and entrepreneurship.”  

Consequently, entrepreneurial education is deemed one of the most effective 

means of embedding an entrepreneurial culture (Fenton & Barry, 2014) that can enable 

individuals to develop the necessary abilities to become more competitive in the labor 

market. Furthermore, exist another less study field about inclusive and accessible 

entrepreneurial education, which “means ensuring that all students from any socio-

economic and cultural demographic, geographical location, gender, disability, ethnicity 

and discipline have equal opportunity to experience Entrepreneurship Education and 

access entrepreneurial learning environments” (Smith et al., 2017). However, this 

nuanced appreciation may confuse those operating without these areas of focus (Jones 

et al., 2018). In this context, it is relevant to explore the connections between social 

inclusion, innovation and entrepreneurship in higher or graduate-level education 

(Gomes da Costa & Carvalho, 2011), in order to seek viable strategies to meet the 

knowledge demands of contemporary emerging and developing countries.  

Considering the problem statement presented, the research questions that 

motivate and guide this research are: (1) What is the influence of the formal and 

informal institutions inside the higher entrepreneurial education on the social inclusion 

of low-income individuals. (2) How are these institutions interrelated and influence the 

social inclusion of low-income individuals? Consequently, the main objective of this 

research is to examine higher entrepreneurial education as a promoter of social 
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inclusion, using institutional conditions (formal and informal) as a theoretical 

framework. The specific objectives are the following: 

1. To study the content and evolution of research related to higher 

entrepreneurial education and social inclusion, as well as the convergence 

between them.  

2. To examine the influence of higher entrepreneurial education institutions on 

the social inclusion of low-income individuals.  

3. To understand how formal and informal institutions are embedded in higher 

entrepreneurial education, and how they are generating the social inclusion 

of low-income individuals. 

4. To analyze the relationship between formal and informal institutions within 

higher entrepreneurial education and their effectiveness in achieving social 

inclusion.  

1.2 General theoretical framework of the study 

1.2.1 Formal and informal institutions 

Since the last decade of the twentieth century there has been marked and growing 

interest in the role of institutions in economic development. This is due to several 

factors: 1) the continued deterioration of many African countries’ economic growth; 2) 

the severe problems suffered by many European countries in their transition from 

socialism to the market economy, and the frustrations that this process has implied 

regarding the expectations of the early 1990s; and 3) the decline of economic reforms 
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in Latin America during the second half of the 1990s, a time when these economies 

suffered slow growth and stagnation as well as social, financial, and political upheaval 

(Parada, 2001).  

Today, from a broader and more modern perspective, we refer to the notion of 

economic development as a contemporary problem faced by many societies in Latin 

America, Asia, and Africa, which is characterized by the fact that these societies have 

developed less quickly than others with respect to most of the main economic, social, 

and technological indicators. Along these lines, Parada (2001) has raised the need to 

view economic development as a multidimensional process that involves changes in 

social structures, popular attitudes, and national institutions, as well as the acceleration 

of economic growth, the reduction of inequality, and the eradication of poverty. 

Ayala (2000) has insisted on the need to have new and more efficient institutions 

to face the challenges of structural changes, to design new economic policies, and to 

encounter the most competitive international environment. He states that the role of 

institutions can explain differences in countries’ economic performance. According to 

Ayala, the market does not act in an institutional vacuum and without infrastructure in 

the broad sense of the term. Thus, it must include educational, technological, financial, 

physical, environmental, and social elements for the entire economy. Institutions are 

highly relevant in developing economies because often they are inadequate, weak, and 

inefficient, causing the emergence of numerous market and state failures. 

In order to understand the concept of “institutions,” one must bear in mind that 

social scientists have generalized the use of the term in recent years, reflecting the 
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growth of the institutional economy. Several other disciplines—including philosophy, 

sociology, politics, and geography—also use the concept (Hodgson, 2006). However, 

despite its long history, no consensus exists regarding its correct definition. Hodgson 

(2006) defines institutions as systems of established and prevailing social rules that 

structure social interactions, allowing orderly thinking, expectations and actions by 

imposing the form and coherence of human activities. Institutions restrict and allow 

behavior, hence regulation is not always the antithesis of freedom, but its ally. 

The original institutional economists, in the tradition of Thorstein Veblen and 

John R. Commons, understood institutions as a special type of social structure with the 

potential to change agents, including changes in their preferred purposes (Gruchy, 

1972). The institutional economists of the Veblenian tradition as well as both the original 

and modern pragmatic philosophers argue that institutions work only because societies 

integrate the rules involved into shared habits of thought and behavior (Gruchy, 1972). 

North (1991) defines institutions as rules of the game in society, or more formally 

as restrictions devised by human beings that shape human interaction through both 

informal (sanctions, taboos, customs, traditions, codes of conduct) and formal rules 

(constitutions, laws, property rights). North (1991) characterizes institutions and 

organizations as being different, stating that it is the interaction between them that 

shapes an economy’s institutional evolution: institutions are the rules of the game, while 

organizations and their entrepreneurs are the players. He adds that groups of individuals 

who are united by a common purpose to achieve certain objectives are those who form 

organizations. He then points out differentiations of organizations, including economic 
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organizations such as companies, unions, and cooperatives; political organizations such 

as parties, legislatures, and regulatory bodies; and education organizations such as 

universities, schools, and vocational training centers. In Entrepreneurship research, 

specifically formal and informal institutions have been considered to analyze how the 

institutional context influences entrepreneurship and entrepreneurial universities 

(Guerrero et al., 2014). However, this theoretical framework has not been used to 

analyze the social inclusion of the students specially in less developing countries, and 

how context matters in social inclusion as different authors propose (Salmi & D’Addio, 

2020; Silver, 2015).  

It is important to clarify that for the purposes of this research, we will refer to 

higher education institutions as higher education organizations, to avoid confusion with 

the term “institution,” which refers to formal and informal institutions within the higher 

education environment. This study adopts an institutional perspective as the theoretical 

framework, to analyze the factors associated with the formal and informal 

environmental factors, following North (1991). 

Smith et al. (2017) defines inclusive and accessible entrepreneurship education 

as one that ensures that all students regardless of socioeconomic and cultural 

demographic, geographical location, gender, disability, ethnicity and discipline have 

equal opportunity to experience entrepreneurship education and to access 

entrepreneurial learning environments. They also explained that ensuring inclusive and 

accessible education requires that all students be involved, that all students have equal 
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access to education, that they all are free to participate, and that they face no financial 

barriers. 

On the other hand, in this work we regard the concept of entrepreneurship as 

one that involves people more than organizations (Bonnet & Van Auken, 2010), focusing 

on the mindset of thinking in terms of opportunities rather than resources (Guerrero et 

al., 2015). 

1.2.2 Social inclusion 

There are different ways of understanding the concept of social inclusion. For example, 

Whiteford (2017) views social inclusion as different “frames”: as recognition, as 

capabilities, as opportunity, as resources, as choice, as participation, as solidarity, as 

equitable access, as being involved, as rights, and as citizenship. 

From the point of view of access to education, the concern for social inclusion 

stems from the existence of segments of the population that are not only excluded from 

accessing quality jobs and adequate income to support an appropriate standard of living, 

but that also do not possess the cultural and social capital needed to overcome such 

exclusion via higher education (Garcia, 2014). However, one should not view individuals’ 

social inclusion solely from the point of view of access, because although this 

perspective is important, it has certain limitations. For example, how people integrate 

into the labor market and generate social inclusion after passing through higher 

education is a relevant issue. In this sense, Ovichegan’s (2014) research addressing the 

definition of exclusion is useful. Ovichegan argues that social exclusion refers to the 
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relative ability of individuals, cohorts and/or communities to participate in society and 

benefit from what it offers. Some are excluded from aspects of society that are generally 

considered beneficial, such as education, health provision, and decent housing. 

However, social exclusion can take many forms, from reduced opportunities to systemic 

methods of exclusion whereby whole communities are shut out from what others 

consider basic necessities. Exclusion can also involve a lack of respect or a lack of 

recognition of difference and diversity. In response, in the West, many governments 

have attempted to tackle forms of social exclusion, for example by promoting policies 

and practices specifically designed to integrate those who have experienced exclusion 

in the past (women, for instance), and those currently deemed “at risk” of exclusion in 

their adult lives unless action is taken to prevent it (Ovichegan, 2014). Furthermore, 

according to Levitas et al., “[s]ocial exclusion is a complex and multi-dimensional 

process. It involves the lack of resources, rights, goods and services, and the inability to 

participate in normal relationships and activities, available to the majority of people in 

society, whether in economic, social, cultural, or political arenas. It affects both the 

quality of life of individuals and the equity and cohesion of society as a whole” (2007, p. 

9). Due to the existing forms of social exclusion, the current issues addressed by higher 

education should include acknowledging such exclusion, as well as addressing each form 

individually. 

Finally, as the social inclusion concept is essential in the development of this 

thesis, it is important to clarify what social inclusion means through the research. The 
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following conceptualization was an outcome of the exhaustive research and analysis of 

the literature review. 

Social inclusion is a multidimensional concept that has been associated in higher 

education with access to the education system. However, it includes other dimensions 

such as the educational process itself and the inclusion in society of productive people. 

Consequently, ensuring social inclusion in higher education implies the presence of 

equity conditions in access, participation, use, progress, and completion of studies. 

Furthermore, social inclusion in universities covers different, interrelated factors that 

impede students’ development and inclusion in university life and social participation 

(Levitas et al., 2007; Sedaghatnia et al., 2015). Moreover, opportunity generation, 

inclusive education and social cohesion through the university environment are also 

important dimensions of social inclusion within universities (Zapata & Ramírez, 2015), 

as are changing pedagogies to reach all students in the most appropriate way possible 

(Smith et al., 2017). Finally, regarding the outcomes of social inclusion (social inclusion 

post-university life), higher education organizations should generate opportunities for 

students to enter the labor market after their careers or start their own businesses 

successfully.  

1.2.3 Social inclusion and the impact of formal and informal institutions in 

higher entrepreneurial education 

As mentioned above, entrepreneurship education is widely recognized as a promoter of 

development, because it helps foster entrepreneurial skills (Kvedaraite, 2014). Such 

skills are necessary not only for the creation of new businesses, but for facilitating social 
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inclusion through enabling young people to access the labor market. Consequently, in 

this research, we seek to analyze how higher entrepreneurial education affects social 

inclusion, taking as a framework North’s institutional economic theory, because within 

the body of education studied here, both formal and informal institutions define the 

rules of the game. On the one hand, formal institutions, in this study, correspond to the 

regulations (national laws for the promotion of entrepreneurship), the strategies 

written in the strategic development plan, and the curricular meshes of each university 

(Guerrero et al., 2015, 2016; Kirby et al., 2011). On the other hand, informal institutions 

are related to the university’s culture, the university’s environment with respect to 

entrepreneurship, reference models, the individual’s perceptions about opportunities 

to start a new business, and the university support available to accomplish this 

(Guerrero et al., 2015, 2016; Kirby et al., 2011). Both formal and informal institutions 

allow people to acquire the expected capacities to face the working world (Iglesias-

Sánchez et al., 2016) and to accordingly improve their own conditions and contribute to 

development and social inclusion (Azqueta & Naval, 2019).  
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1.3 Structure of the research 

The previous section presented the main theoretical foundations between 

formal and informal institutions, higher entrepreneurial education, and social inclusion. 

This section outlines the thesis’s contents, divided into six chapters, highlighting the 

objectives and methodology in each one. As a general overview, this thesis is proposed 

as a mixed-method study to address the objectives adequately. A mixed-method 

approach integrates both quantitative and qualitative research and provides a holistic 

way that combines and analyzes statistical data with contextualized perspectives at a 

deeper level. Far from opposing views, they are highly complementary forms of 

knowledge production (Johnson et al., 2007). 

The institutional approach (considering both formal and informal) has gained 

attention to explain higher entrepreneurial activity across countries. However, it is still 

unclear how this approach has evolved and how have been used to explain social 

inclusion, which is one of the final objectives of entrepreneurship. Chapter 2 contributes 

to understanding the content and evolution of higher entrepreneurial education and 

social inclusion research through a rigorous systematic analysis of 64 articles published 

in journals within the Web of Science database from 2003 to 2021. The main findings 

reveal that few studies have integrated and analyzed higher entrepreneurial education 

and social inclusion; however, the number of articles is increasing, as are opportunities 

for future research.  
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Consequently, Chapter 3 examines the influence of specific formal institutions of 

higher entrepreneurial education on the social inclusion of low-income individuals. We 

developed a logistic regression using secondary information from the Departamento 

Administrativo Nacional de Estadística - DANE, with a sample of 6,524 individuals from 

13 Colombian departments. The main findings demonstrate a positive influence of 

formal institutions on social inclusion. 

Due to it is necessary to examine not only formal but also informal institutions, 

the objective of Chapter 4 is to understand how formal and informal institutions are 

embedded in higher entrepreneurial education and how they facilitate social inclusion. 

For this purpose, a Multiple-case study using primary data and secondary data is 

developed. The main result is identifying strategies regarding higher entrepreneurial 

education and the emergence of entrepreneurial spirit as a new category. 

Following, Chapter 5 analyzes the interaction among institutions within higher 

entrepreneurial education and their effectiveness in achieving social inclusion. This 

Chapter uses a mixed-method approach through Logistic regression and multiple-case 

study, considering primary data. Results in Chapter 5 show that graduates relate 

entrepreneurship education more to business creation than employment opportunities. 

On the other hand, teaching methodologies are essential in developing individuals’ skills 

for social inclusion. 

Finally, Chapter 6 presents the general conclusions, including the implications for 

theory, practice and future research lines.
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Chapter 2  
 

Social Inclusion Through Higher 
Entrepreneurial Education
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2 Social Inclusion Through Higher Entrepreneurial Education.  

A Literature Review 

2.1 Introduction 

As mentioned before, entrepreneurship is recognized as a driver of the economy and 

social change (Bjørnskov & Foss, 2016). Especially in developing countries, governments 

have passed laws to support the creation of new businesses. In this line, universities are 

expected to encourage the establishment of high-impact start-ups, not only through 

entrepreneurial education, but also through providing suitable environments to 

generate new ideas and identify opportunities (Fayolle & Gailly, 2015).  

Previous research, such as by Kirby et al. (2011), has shown how formal and 

informal institutions facilitate or hinder the development of entrepreneurial 

universities. Furthermore, Guerrero et al. (2015) have analyzed the relationship 

between the activities developed in universities regarding entrepreneurship and 

economic impact. Nevertheless, despite the importance given to higher education and 

entrepreneurship in stimulating social change and economic development, minimal 

research has examined the relationship between higher entrepreneurial education and 

social inclusion in society. Indeed, to our knowledge, only one study has linked 

entrepreneurial education and social inclusion (Gomes da Costa & Carvalho, 2011), 

while not a single investigation has been published on this relationship in a high-impact 

journal in the field of entrepreneurship research. Accordingly, this study aims to analyze 

the existing literature relating entrepreneurial education and social inclusion.  
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After this introduction, this chapter is structured as follows. In Section 2, we 

present the methodology, which is useful for understanding the steps we followed to 

reach our sample. In Section 3, we analyze the existing literature in terms of author and 

journal, year of publication, and techniques used, in order to analyze how it has evolved 

over time. Moreover, we present the results regarding the three main relationships or 

categories identified in our analysis of the literature (social inclusion and higher 

education; entrepreneurship innovation and higher education; social inclusion and 

higher entrepreneurial education). Finally, in Section 4 we provide conclusions and 

future research lines.  

2.2 Methodology 

We systematically reviewed the literature published on Web of Science. We conducted 

a search according to the following keywords in the title, abstract, and text of previous 

articles: “social inclusion”, Access*, Inclusion, “Social Mobility”, “Social Promotion”, 

Democratiz* “entrepreneur*”, and combinations with “Higher Education”, “University” 

and “entrepreneurial”, “entrepreneurship”, “entrepreneur”, Innovation. The search 

covered 64 articles from 2003 to 2021. We ended the search in June 2021. See Appendix 

1 for the complete list of articles.  

2.3 Results of the literature review 

The results of the systematic literature review are presented in two sections. In the first 

section, we present an exploratory analysis of the articles regarding their origin, journal, 

and year of publication (among other aspects), in order to gain a general overview of 
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the field and its evolution over time. In the second section, we present a thematic 

analysis of the literature: Following a deep reading of each paper, we analyze the most 

important results of the studies by categorizing them according to their content and 

objective. 

2.3.1 Quantitative results  

Table 2.1 presents the articles and the journal to which each belongs. We note that some 

of the journals are in the fields of education or entrepreneurship. However, any journal 

stands out for the number of publications related to education in entrepreneurship and 

social inclusion. 

On the other hand, we observe a growing trend in the publication of articles in 

our field of interest (see Figure 2.1). Nevertheless, the number of papers published per 

year is low and has not remained constant: For example, whereas in 2015 and 2017 six 

articles were published in our field of interest, in 2016 the search only revealed one 

article. Accordingly, it can be observed that any research relating entrepreneurship 

education and social inclusion is relatively new and lacks visibility in the most important 

journals in the fields of entrepreneurship or management research (see Table 2.1). 

Table 2.1 Journals and number of articles 

Journal No. 

6TH INTERNATIONAL CONFERENCE OF EDUCATION, RESEARCH AND INNOVATION (ICERI 
2013) 

1 

AD-MINISTER 1 

ASIAN CONFERENCE ON ENVIRONMENT-BEHAVIOUR STUDIES (ACE-BS 2014 SEOUL) 1 

ASIAN EDUCATION AND DEVELOPMENT STUDIES 1 

BRITISH JOURNAL OF SOCIOLOGY OF EDUCATION 1 

CLIO AMERICA 1 
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Journal No. 

DISTANCE EDUCATION 1 

EDUCAÇÃO E PESQUISA 1 

EDUCAÇÃO EM REVISTA 1 

EDUCATION AND TRAINING 4 

ENTREPRENEURSHIP AND REGIONAL DEVELOPMENT 1 

ENTREPRENEURSHIP EDUCATION: NEW PERSPECTIVES ON ENTREPRENEURSHIP EDUCATION 1 

EUROPEAN EDUCATIONAL RESEARCH JOURNAL 1 

HIGHER EDUCATION 1 

HIGHER EDUCATION POLICY 1 

INDUSTRY AND HIGHER EDUCATION 1 

INNOVATION 1 

INTERNATIONAL ENTREPRENEURSHIP AND MANAGEMENT JOURNAL 2 

INTERNATIONAL JOURNAL OF ENTREPRENEURIAL BEHAVIOUR AND RESEARCH 1 

INTERNATIONAL JOURNAL OF INCLUSIVE EDUCATION 3 

INTERNATIONAL JOURNAL OF THE FIRST YEAR IN HIGHER EDUCATION 1 

INTERNATIONAL SMALL BUSINESS JOURNAL 3 

JOURNAL OF ACADEMIC LANGUAGE AND LEARNING 1 

JOURNAL OF BUSINESS VENTURING 2 

JOURNAL OF ENGINEERING EDUCATION 1 

JOURNAL OF OCCUPATIONAL SCIENCE 1 

JOURNAL OF SMALL BUSINESS AND ENTERPRISE DEVELOPMENT 1 

JOURNAL OF SMALL BUSINESS MANAGEMENT 2 

JOURNAL OF TECHNOLOGY TRANSFER 1 

KYBERNETES 1 

MANAGEMENT: JOURNAL OF CONTEMPORARY MANAGEMENT ISSUES 1 

MITIGATING INEQUALITY: HIGHER EDUCATION RESEARCH, POLICY, AND PRACTICE IN AN 
ERA OF MASSIFICATION AND STRATIFICATION 

2 

NÓMADAS 1 

OECONOMIA COPERNICANA 1 

PÁGINAS DE EDUCACIÓN 1 

PROBLEMY ZARZADZANIA-MANAGEMENT ISSUES 1 

RADICAL PEDAGOGY 1 

REMIE – MULTIDISCIPLINARY JOURNAL OF EDUCATIONAL RESEARCH 1 

REVIEW OF HIGHER EDUCATION 1 

REVISTA ESPAÑOLA DE PEDAGOGÍA 1 

REVISTA IBEROAMERICANA DE CIENCIA TECNOLOGÍA Y SOCIEDAD 1 

REVISTA IBERO-AMERICANA DE ESTUDOS EM EDUCACAO 1 

REVISTA LUSÓFONA DE EDUCAÇÃO 1 

REVISTA MEDIACAO 1 
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Journal No. 

SOCIAL INCLUSION 1 

STUDIES IN HIGHER EDUCATION 1 

SUSTAINABILITY 4 

TECHNOLOGICAL FORECASTING AND SOCIAL CHANGE 2 

UNIVERSITY 3.0 – SOCIAL MISSION AND REALITY 1 

Total 64 

 

Figure 2.1 Evolution in publications 

 

 

Regarding the types of methodology used in these articles, Table 2.2 shows that 

43 percent have a qualitative methodology, with quantitative and theoretical articles 

the next most common. Only two articles use a mixed methodology. 

Table 2.2 Types of studies 

Methodology N° 

Qualitative 32 

Quantitative 16 

Theoretical 14 

Quantitative/Qualitative 2 

Total 64 
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The origins of the samples (see Table 2.3) used allows us to note that research in 

this field is of interest to academics around the world, including in developing countries 

such as Colombia, Brazil, Mexico, and Argentina. This is an intriguing result given that 

research in entrepreneurship has historically focused on developed countries. 

Table 2.3 Origins of the samples 

Country/Continent No. Country/Continent  No. 

Africa 4 India 1 

Argentina 1 Malaysia 1 

Australia 8 Mexico 1 

Brazil 4 Portugal 1 

China 1 Romania 2 

Colombia 4 Russia 1 

Cuba 1 Scotland 1 

Europe 11 United Kingdom 5 

United Kingdom and 
Australia 

1 United States 2 

Total  64 

 

The number of countries or continents represented does not correspond to the 

number of articles published because some of the former do not include any empirical 

work.  
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2.4 Thematic analysis 

Three categories emerge from our analysis. The first comprises research regarding social 

inclusion and higher education. The second considers entrepreneurship, innovation and 

higher education, as well as the relationships between them, such as entrepreneurial 

universities. The third combines the concepts between the first two categories and the 

research relates different aspects of higher entrepreneurial education and their 

influence on social inclusion, see Figure 2.2.  

Figure 2.2 Categories from the systematic review 

 

2.4.1 Social inclusion and higher education 

Social inclusion has become part of the public agenda of many countries around the 

world, with the aim of achieving more equitable participation among people in 

determining issues such as education, health and housing. Equitable access to education 

has received among the most attention in recent decades as a means of promoting 

inclusion, especially in developing countries (Domínguez, 2016; Moron et al., 2013; 

Ovichegan, 2014). Tertiary education represents a particular area of focus, because it 

increases human capital and promotes the use of new technologies and social inclusion, 

the modernization of governments, and convergence in countries’ levels of 
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development (Brunner, 2014). Consequently, the generation of social impact should be 

the most important responsibility of higher education (Hayter & Cahoy, 2018).  

To achieve the above, higher education processes regarding social inclusion need 

structures that consider diverse learning and support needs, so that all students have a 

reasonable chance of success. More than access to higher education it is an equity issue, 

due to is necessary the chance of individual success (Goldingay et al., 2014). In this line, 

Garcia (2014) has shown that although access to higher education has increased in Latin 

American countries, there are still high dropout rates from the lowest socioeconomic 

strata. As a result, a debate exists as to the effectiveness of higher education in retaining 

people and providing them with the tools to stay in higher education and ascend socially. 

Moron et al. (2013) have found that some universities’ strategies to improve the 

permanence conditions of people from low social strata are focused on financial 

support. Although the financial issue is crucial for the permanence of students with 

negligible economic resources, students’ basic education before reaching university is 

another structural aspect that policymakers must analyze and resolve. On the other 

hand, Pantea (2021) has identified a tendency among industries to claim that high 

dropout rates owe to economic and family problems as well as a common perception 

that learning is useless, and to blame universities for having obsolete curriculums and 

for an excessive focus on theory. 

Accordingly, in the literature these aspects have been explored from different 

perspectives. Whiteford (2017) has discussed access and participation in higher 

education as a form of social inclusion. Her results go beyond access to education and 
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additionally present a concern for participation, which should be understood as a 

process of transforming one’s identity and socioeconomic status, through which a 

student becomes a worker and a professional. Similarly, Sedaghatnia et al. view social 

exclusion “as a multidimensional concept, [which] reflects a combination of inter-

related factors with the potential to impede individuals from full participation in the 

society” (2015, p. 90). In their study they discuss how the campus environment on the 

whole can affect individuals’ personal and academic development. Thus, even though 

this study focuses on inclusion factors within universities as opposed to their effects on 

social inclusion after graduation, it is noteworthy because the authors adopt a holistic 

approach and consider important factors related to inclusion, such as legibility, social 

relation, hostel quality, facilities, extracurricular activities, accessibility, safety, comfort, 

academic services, and transportation. Furthermore, Zapata and Ramírez (2015) show 

that equity in access is not the only dimension of social inclusion in higher education 

organizations; indeed, other dimensions are related to the generation of new 

opportunities for social development, the positive impact on universities’ social 

environment, improved social cohesion, and reduced social exclusion risk among 

vulnerable groups in higher education. On the other hand, in recent years 

entrepreneurship and business development programs have been booming in 

universities, with important direct and indirect repercussions in multiple dimensions and 

at multiple scales. For instance, Wang (2021) has demonstrated how the 

implementation of these programs in underserved communities has great potential to 
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alter opportunity structures and bring social, physical, cultural and political benefits to 

such communities, thereby multiplying the benefits in the long term. 

Other issues to address in research regarding inclusion and higher education are 

teaching methods and strategies. Smith et al. (2017) have discussed how accessible and 

inclusive education presents additional challenges related to pedagogical barriers and 

curriculum design. Indeed, teaching strategies should not be the same for all people, yet 

for budgetary reasons, mainstream lectures and generic seminars are typical, bringing 

negative consequences such as dropping out or lack of interest. On the other hand, 

authors such as Balbachevsky et al. (2019) have explained that as a result of the policies 

adopted, access to higher education has increased. However, many students face 

significant educational barriers and are enrolled in low-quality, private-sector programs, 

meaning that they graduate with poorly valued academic degrees, limiting their 

subsequent academic options.  

In conclusion, social inclusion research on higher education has tended to focus 

on the social and economic dimensions of participation and access, while largely 

overlooking pedagogical and curricular issues (Bosanquet et al., 2012). Furthermore, 

social inclusion in higher education includes some significant background criteria: first, 

an environment where different forms of participation are encouraged; and second, the 

generation of opportunities and the availability of resources and infrastructure that can 

provide the conditions to engage successfully in social life (Whiteford, 2017). We have 

found from this review that to date, no research has identified how higher education 
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enables social inclusion after students finish their professional career. Instead, studies 

have focused much more on inclusion in higher education through access. 

2.4.2 Entrepreneurship, innovation and higher education 

Considerable literature has examined entrepreneurial education at the tertiary level. 

Although academics have made great progress in terms of the effects of education on 

the entrepreneurial intentions of university students, certain issues remain unresolved. 

These include how innovation interconnects with entrepreneurship, and how 

universities promote not only more innovative and entrepreneurial environments for 

the development of their teaching strategies, but a positive impact on economic and 

social environments (Schmitz et al., 2017). This is important, because universities are 

involved in research and technology transfer, and work together with industry, enabling 

the formation of innovative environments. In this way, universities have evolved into 

organizations concerned with generating profits and creating a social and economic 

impact (Budyldina, 2018). Therefore, the emergence of the entrepreneurial university 

represents a response to the increasing importance of knowledge in national and 

regional innovation systems of economic development. Moreover, universities and 

colleges face a tension between their multiple responsibilities of generating revenues 

and making social contributions, necessitating that they integrate these two objectives 

(Hayter & Cahoy, 2018). In addition, academics and policymakers increasingly regard 

universities as instruments for development, altering their role from their traditional 

functions to entrepreneurial entities (Budyldina, 2018). This is why authors such as 

Powers and McDougall (2005) term the process by which universities incorporate 
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economic development as part of their mission the “second academic revolution,” 

achieved via technology, entrepreneurship and innovation. In the digitalization era, an 

efficient and intelligent use of technology and information brings growth and 

development to countries. Indeed, several studies have shown that the promotion of 

entrepreneurship in schools and universities has a positive impact, because it helps 

students develop skills, knowledge and attitudes that encourage them to create 

companies after graduation (Pardo-Garcia & Barac, 2020; De Castro & Chaves, 2015; 

Sahoo & Panda, 2019). According to de Castro and Chaves (2015), the promotion of 

entrepreneurship has become a new role assumed by higher education, adding to all the 

other missions it has incorporated since the first half of the nineteenth century. This is 

thanks to the emerging notions of information society, knowledge society and learning 

society, which are guides for the interpretation of reality, for the orientation of 

institutional policies, and for the changes of pedagogical and curricular contents (de 

Castro & Chaves, 2015). More recently, educational institutions around the world have 

started to play a key role in strengthening entrepreneurial competencies by teaching 

and supporting future entrepreneurs from the early stages, thereby altering their focus 

from traditional education to entrepreneurship-oriented education (Sahoo & Panda, 

2019). 

In this context, it is necessary to define entrepreneurial and innovative 

universities. On the one hand, previous literature has focused on explaining the 

dimensions that can be used to classify universities as entrepreneurial (Budyldina, 

2018). In this subfield there are different approaches to defining entrepreneurial 



35 

 

universities, focusing on specific aspects such as “the quality and commercial value of 

academic research, strategic approaches to management, diversification of the funding 

base or the promotion of entrepreneurial culture” (Budyldina, 2018). The concept of the 

entrepreneurial university seeks to promote the transfer of knowledge implemented in 

the academy to enterprises, in order to foster economic development (Dalmarco et al., 

2018). However, most studies have highlighted the regionalized nature of higher 

entrepreneurial institutions, and their socioeconomic impact putting them first as 

regional actors. Guerrero et al. have identified five criteria used by the existing literature 

to classify entrepreneurial universities: “(1) promotion of an entrepreneurial culture 

across the university; (2) institutional efforts developing an entrepreneurial ecosystem; 

(3) their socioeconomic impact on their regions; (4) continuous transformation process, 

and (5) involvement of various socioeconomic actors in their activities, and objectives” 

(2018, p.156). Nevertheless, minimal research has examined graduate entrepreneurs in 

emerging economies and the relationship between entrepreneurial universities and 

firms’ performance (Guerrero et al., 2018). 

On the other hand, to deem a university innovative, De Pretelt and Hoyos (2015) 

have debated the necessity of a flexible organization with the capacity to effectively 

adapt to continuous changes in society. In this sense, universities should respond to 

some major guidelines. First, they should review of the programs they offer, in order to 

meet their students’ diverse profiles and thereby promote their goals and projects. 

Second, they should strengthen the profiles of their teachers, in order to encourage 

individuals’ intellectual openness, a pluralism of ideas, demonstrated management 
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knowledge discipline, in order to engage students as protagonists in the learning 

process, and to motivate the search for responses to societal issues, thereby generating 

inclusive development not only for the society but also the economy (De Pretelt & 

Hoyos, 2015). As a consequence, the need to generate income and facilitate economic 

development has increased universities’ interest in entering a new market dynamic, in 

which they not only support but are also part of the entrepreneurial activities. 

Universities are developing these capabilities by forming new technology companies, 

venturing into patent development, and even licensing to small private companies, 

changing the traditional commercialization with public companies (Powers & 

McDougall, 2005). 

Moreover, universities can generate means of increasing interest in creating new 

businesses that not only benefit students when they finish their career, but that have a 

positive impact on society (Walter & Block, 2016). De Castro and Chaves (2015) have 

proposed that universities are important to explain the student aspirations. The 

implementation of focused strategies with a specific interest in training young graduates 

to create new businesses increases the likelihood of achievement. Entrepreneurship 

education offers students relevant entrepreneurial competencies and experiences, 

which mold an innovative way of thinking and analyzing the world (Costa et al., 2018). 

However, entrepreneurial education should include experiential learning, focusing on 

individual cognition “as a way to create an entrepreneurial mindset,” which is relevant 

to any areas of study to contribute to individual interests (Costa et al., 2018; Pittaway & 

Cope, 2007). For instance, according to Jones and Lau (2010), entrepreneurial education 
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increases skills and knowledge, and as a result students’ confidence, too. In most cases, 

they identify individual satisfaction that they thought hard to achieve in their life. 

As social instruments, universities can enable improvements in students’ skills 

and capabilities to address social challenges such as agriculture and social services. 

However, they can also provide private benefits to individuals, companies, and regions 

(Hayter & Cahoy, 2018). For example, Gordon et al. (2012) have shown that 

entrepreneurial education has a positive impact not only on the managers of small and 

medium-sized enterprises, but also on the wider region. At the organizational level, 

another benefit of higher education is the extension of the owner’s networks, which 

allows growth and development (Gordon et al., 2012). 

Universities have become knowledge environments with an entrepreneurial 

orientation, and they provide students with various employment options, such as 

becoming entrepreneurs or employees with entrepreneurial and innovation capacities 

(Guerrero et al., 2018). Some of the aspects that universities cover in entrepreneurial 

education include employability, self-employment, venture creation, employment in 

small businesses, small business management, and the management of high-growth 

ventures (Pittaway & Cope, 2007). The existing literature also suggests other key aspects 

on which entrepreneurship education should focus, such as opportunity identification, 

creativity, and an entrepreneurial mindset, because those education programs that only 

attend to management competencies or writing business plans fail to support creative 

and innovative thinking (Costa et al., 2018). The widespread implementation of more 

effective, inclusive and scalable entrepreneurship education programs can produce the 
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innovative and entrepreneurial professionals that are needed today. The objectives of 

these programs range from supporting students in the creation of new businesses to 

developing an entrepreneurial mindset (Huang-Saad et al., 2018). 

For example, in emerging economies, perceptions and attitudes toward 

entrepreneurship are weak, and could therefore be strengthened through 

entrepreneurial education programs (Guerrero et al., 2018). Millán et al. (2014) argue 

that tertiary education, more than any other level, is important for innovation, new 

business creation and supporting economic growth. Moreover, one of the most 

important reasons explaining the importance of entrepreneurship education is the 

quality of human capital that is generated through it. Indeed, human capital is the factor 

that the existing literature considers the main determinant of new businesses’ 

performance, with other key drivers including social capital, business strategy, and 

family background (Millán et al., 2014).  

2.4.3 Social inclusion and higher entrepreneurial education  

Few previous studies have related higher entrepreneurial education to the social 

inclusion of individuals; exceptions include Gomes da Costa and Carvalho (2011) and 

Smith et al. (2017). Indeed, Gomes da Costa and Carvalho (2011) present 

entrepreneurial education as a fundamental instrument for social inclusion, through the 

formation and development of skills to enter the labor market, or through the creation 

of a job for oneself. Furthermore, entrepreneurial education is one of the strategies that 

universities implement to increase the inclusion and participation of students in the 

labor market, because many young people struggle to find a job, changing workplaces 
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and occupations several times before securing stable employment that meets their 

expectations. Especially in an uncertain labor sphere with many barriers to entry (de 

Castro & Chaves, 2015), the creation of new companies has become an alternative for 

individuals (particularly young people) to successfully transition from the education 

system to the workplace (Kvedaraite, 2014). Universities play a fundamental role in this 

transition, because they have the necessary tools and environments to train people to 

become competitive in their work. For instance, Smith et al. (2017) have examined the 

development of an entrepreneurship education program run by the Scottish 

government that integrates employability, enterprise and entrepreneurship in a higher 

education context. The broad vision of these types of initiatives is important because it 

not only promotes education in entrepreneurship, but is also based on a pedagogical 

design in line with current needs, with a joint work with employers to support 

entrepreneurial mentality and attributes of graduates according to the needs of the 

individuals, the governments and the labor market. Thus, the need to strengthen 

alliances between industry and universities and thereby enhances the entrepreneurial 

capacities and motivation of researchers, professors and students has become more and 

more important (Budyldina, 2018; Rosa, 2003). Improving the performance of education 

systems and enabling young people to be incorporated into the labor market are among 

the main challenges they face every day, higher education being considered the main 

creator and originator of education, research and technology. A higher level of 

education improves individual as well as collective well-being (Pan, 2019). Moreover, 

authors such as Soetanto and van Geenhuizen (2019) argue that universities are moving 
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away from their traditional functions of research and teaching, toward a more advanced 

and complex role in the promotion of academic entrepreneurship, with entrepreneurial 

universities representing an engine of economic growth through the creation of spin-

offs. 

Gordon et al. (2012) have found that higher entrepreneurial education has 

economic benefits not only for small and medium-sized business owners/managers, but 

also for the region in which they operate. The authors show that the most important 

benefit of this type of education is in terms of “network supported business growth and 

development” (2012, p. 767). In addition, the promotion of entrepreneurship plays a 

fundamental role in society, with authors such as Dvorský et al. (2019) demonstrating 

that there is a direct relationship between entrepreneurship and a country’s economic 

growth; moreover, university education is one of the pillars on which to build an 

entrepreneurial environment for students through providing classes in 

entrepreneurship. Accordingly, Jones and Lau (2010) have shown that in Wales, 

entrepreneurial education is an instrument by which to promote social inclusion, 

participation and dynamism, through the agenda of an “entrepreneurial country.” In the 

Welsh context, and to respond to this agenda, universities are therefore starting to 

develop long-term projects to provide entrepreneurial courses to individuals and 

organizations. 

From a critical perspective regarding the discourse of higher entrepreneurial 

education in different universities, Ararat (2010) have found that in theory, universities 

have a discourse based on opportunities for everyone, inclusion and social equality, 
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whereas in practice, the evidence indicates exclusion, through the use of strategies that 

present the stereotypes and ideologies of specific groups. Authors such as Azqueta et 

al. (2019) argue that investment in entrepreneurship in the medium and long term 

reactivates economies and balances industrial systems. Indeed, as a current 

international trend, entrepreneurial education has gained strength in educational 

institutions at all stages from early education to higher education, because the market 

is demanding workers with specific skills who can add value. 

In recent years, the European Council has not hidden its concerns about the 

results of the implementation of the Lisbon Strategy with regard to job creation. Thus, 

the redefinition of the Lisbon Strategy for 2020 enables focus on the following priorities: 

(1) value creation based on the growth of knowledge supported by innovation; (2) 

development of people and their inclusion in society through the acquisition of new 

skills, developing entrepreneurship and promoting labor market flexibility; (3) creating 

a competitive, networked and environmentally responsible economy, increasing 

productivity and spending less resources” (Gomes da Costa & Carvalho, 2011) 

Budyldina (2018) has found that the impact of universities that make a 

commitment to entrepreneurial education extends far beyond technology transfer, and 

is reflected in the formation of informal networks, entrepreneurship capital, human 

capital, new ideas and more. Furthermore, Budyldina calls for different metrics to 

evaluate the strategies implemented by universities, such as investment in 

entrepreneurial culture related to conferences, workshops and short entrepreneurship 



42 

 

courses, the engagement of students and staff in entrepreneurial activities, and a 

disposition to make alliances with industry and policymakers at the regional level. 

Finally, it is important clarify that not only the education and the entrepreneurial 

formation is important for entrepreneurs or individuals with high entrepreneurial 

intentions, also people well educated at different levels influence the productivity in 

small firms (Millán et al., 2014). This is why entrepreneurship education today is facing 

challenges in being taught in institutions. Authors such as Williams et al. (2020) have 

shown that traditional methods do not correlate well with the development of an 

entrepreneurial mentality. In this sense, universities should not only focus on 

entrepreneurial education to encourage the creation of new companies, but also on the 

development of strategies that can allow individuals to improve their capacities, enter 

the labor market and achieve social inclusion from a broad point of view. 
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2.5 Discussion and conclusions 

Although entrepreneurship education and the role of universities as promoters of social 

inclusion have been recognized, the academic literature discussing this line of research 

remains scarce. This is especially true of empirical research. Moreover, specialized, 

internationally recognized journals have published few studies on this topic. 

This chapter contributes to the knowledge in this topic by filling relevant gaps in 

the literature as follows. First, studies tend to regard social inclusion as a single aspect 

of access to higher education, while other issues, such as the educational process and 

the inclusion in society of productive people, have been studied to a lesser extent from 

the institutional theory. Consequently, ensuring social inclusion in higher education 

implies the presence of equity conditions in access, participation, use, progress, and 

completion of studies. Second, many authors claim the importance of analyzing the 

influence of higher education on social inclusion from different perspectives (Bosanquet 

et al., 2012; Kamanzi et al., 2021; Silver, 2015; Whiteford, 2017). However, literature 

does not exist specifically in developing economies in the Latin American region. 

Another contribution is that we have identified important literature focusing on 

a broad perspective of inclusion in universities that covers different, interrelated factors 

that impede students’ development and inclusion in university life, and their social 

participation as a result (Sedaghatnia et al., 2015). Moreover, inclusion is not restricted 

to these factors, despite their importance; opportunity generation and social cohesion 

through the university environment are also important dimensions of social inclusion 

within universities (Zapata & Ramírez, 2015), as are changing pedagogies to reach all 
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students in the most appropriate way possible (Smith et al., 2017). About outcomes, 

universities should generate opportunities for students to enter the labor market after 

their careers. Therefore, universities should not only increase their strategies to 

contribute to the different dimensions of social inclusion through entrepreneurial 

education, but also their research on this subject.  

However, some of the most recent research has addressed the issue of 

participation and the need for transformation within higher education so that students 

can enter the labor market (Whiteford, 2017). Nevertheless, the issue of higher 

entrepreneurial education is not generally regarded as one of the tools that can bring 

about this change and process of the individual to its social inclusion. 

In addition, we have found that pedagogical tools and curricular design have 

been considered in the literature on inclusion and participation in higher education. 

Therefore, in future research, the teaching methodology of entrepreneurship should be 

an important focus to consider, as entrepreneurship is widely considered a key to 

economic growth and recovery, introducing new technologies, creating jobs and 

improving people’s quality of life. Most students are positive about the idea of becoming 

entrepreneurs, because it has been shown that entrepreneurship courses at universities 

not only increase their intention but also their capacity to become entrepreneurs (Smith 

et al., 2020). 

Regarding the contribution for researchers, we found that at the methodological 

level, the use of broader metrics that can capture all the potential of entrepreneurship 

of the universities becomes relevant and necessary for evaluating higher 
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entrepreneurial education strategies, and longitudinal analyses can allow policymakers, 

higher education organizations’ managers and leaders to evaluate their efficacy.  

On the other hand, it is important to carefully analyze the alliances that have 

developed between higher education organizations, government and industry. In this 

sense, more evaluation is needed of how these strategies, together with higher 

entrepreneurial education, affect the social inclusion of individuals.  

Some regional studies exist (Budyldina, 2018), which is important at this 

exploratory stage. However, the field also needs comparative studies to understand how 

entrepreneurial education influences social inclusion in different contexts. As we 

mentioned before, such research is especially relevant in emerging economies where 

entrepreneurial universities should increase students’ participation in high-impact 

entrepreneurial activity. This is expected to be reflected in the social inclusion of 

students and therefore the economic and social development of developing countries. 

Likewise, considering the different actors who interact in higher entrepreneurial 

education is fundamental to understanding the field. 
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Chapter 3  
 

Influence of formal institutions 

within higher education on social 

inclusion in an emerging economy
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3 Influence of formal institutions within higher education on social 

inclusion in an emerging economy 

3.1 Introduction  

As mentioned before, entrepreneurial activity is considered a catalyst for the economy 

(Urbano et al., 2019), because it is used by policymakers as a tool to reduce 

unemployment (Kucel & Vilalta-Bufi, 2016), generate economic growth (van Stel et al., 

2005), reduce inequality and facilitate social inclusion (Jones et al., 2011). For its part, 

entrepreneurship education is one means of generating more and better entrepreneurs 

thanks to the tools and capabilities that this type of training offers. However, there is a 

paradox at play: most entrepreneurial countries are among the least developed in the 

world. For example, Latin American countries are the most entrepreneurial (Bosma et 

al., 2020), yet in this region, entrepreneurs lack high impact and technology. In this 

scenario, entrepreneurial education at the tertiary education level has the responsibility 

not only to incentivize entrepreneurial intentions (Fayolle et al., 2006), but also to 

provide the necessary skills to create new businesses that can generate the desired 

employment and growth.  

Urbano et al. (2017) have demonstrated that entrepreneurship education is the 

most relevant variable for explaining new business generation at the tertiary level. 

Fenton and Barry (2014) have affirmed that entrepreneurial education is one of the most 

effective means of embedding an entrepreneurial culture. Moreover, this type of 

education generates the necessary abilities in individuals to become more competitive 
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in the labor market. For example, Jones and Lau (2010) have found that 

entrepreneurship education programs are important not only to increase 

entrepreneurial activity but also to generate new opportunities that allow the 

integration of part of the population that cannot otherwise find a place in society due 

to a lack of opportunities.  

Analyses of the influence of education on university entrepreneurship have not 

necessarily focused on individual characteristics, but on the influence of the institutional 

context in question and how it affects individuals’ decisions and possibilities. By 

understanding this relationship, universities can generate better strategies to improve 

individuals’ skills. 

Despite these results, the relationship between entrepreneurship education and 

social inclusion has yet to be analyzed; instead, most of the existing literature has 

analyzed the antecedents of entrepreneurial intention (Lopez & Alvarez, 2019). 

Nevertheless, the final outcome of social inclusion and employment seems to have been 

taken for granted and studied by few authors (Bell, 2016; Iglesias-Sánchez et al., 2019; 

Urbano et al., 2017). As a consequence, as discussed above, and according to the second 

objective of this research, the main objective of this chapter is to examine the influence 

of institutions of higher entrepreneurial education on the social inclusion of low-income 

individuals in a developing economy.  

In particular, the main findings of this chapter demonstrate that 

entrepreneurship education positively influences individuals’ transition from school to 

work. Furthermore, we find that prior experience in the labor market increases young 
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people’s probability of finding a stable and satisfactory job, either as an entrepreneur or 

as a salaried employee. We empirically demonstrate that low-income young people are 

most vulnerable, because it is particularly difficult for them to attain a stable and 

satisfactory job, which prevents their social inclusion. 

As a consequence, the main contribution of this chapter is the analysis not only 

focusing on the entrepreneurial education influencing entrepreneurial intention as most 

prior research (Entrialgo & Iglesias, 2016; Karimi et al., 2016), but also identifying other 

capacities that encourage social inclusion. Additionally, this research has practical 

implications, as higher entrepreneurial organizations should encourage internship 

programs, which are essential for transition. The assessments to guarantee that 

students receive quality education, that includes theory but also practical experience of 

the concepts.  

The structure of this chapter is as follows. Section 2 examines the literature on 

formal institutions and university entrepreneurship. Section 3 then describes the 

methodology used to empirically examine the influence of formal institutions on higher 

education organization and the transition from education to employment. Section 4 

presents the results and the robustness check, and Section 5 discusses some of the 

policy implications related to the significance of entrepreneurial education and its 

contribution to society. In the final section, the chapter concludes and suggests future 

research lines. 
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3.2 Theoretical framework  

Institutions are the rules of the game in society. Specifically, they are the restrictions 

devised by humans that determine human interaction and which are shaped by both 

informal (sanctions, taboos, customs, traditions, codes of conduct) and formal rules 

(constitutions, laws, property rights) (North, 1991).  

North (1991) has distinguished between institutions and organizations by stating 

that it is the interaction between them that shapes the institutional evolution of an 

economy. Thus, whereas institutions are the rules of the game, organizations and their 

entrepreneurs are the players. He adds that organizations are formed by groups of 

individuals united by a common purpose to achieve certain objectives, and notes the 

existence of economic organizations such as companies, unions, and cooperatives; 

political organizations such as parties, legislatures, and regulatory bodies; and education 

organizations such as universities, schools, and vocational training centers. As we 

mentioned before, we refer to higher education institutions as higher education 

organizations.  

Higher education organizations today are expected to go beyond their traditional 

teaching and research functions. For this reason, they participate in spheres of 

innovation and entrepreneurship through different paths, such as linking industry and 

research, technology transfer, and enabling the generation of innovation infrastructure. 

Consequently, higher education organizations have adopted a mission of directly 

generating social and economic impact (Budyldina, 2018; Powers & McDougall, 2005). 

Entrepreneurial education is part of the strategies defined to comply with such a 
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mission, hence this type of education should reach all students and not just some of 

them. In the literature, we find works such as Smith et al. (2017) discussing inclusive and 

accessible entrepreneurship education, which in this study is included in the definition 

of social inclusion. For instance, Smith et al. (2017) show that access to entrepreneurship 

education can ensure that students regardless of socioeconomic and cultural 

demographic, geographical location, gender, disability, ethnicity and discipline have 

equal opportunity to experience entrepreneurship education and access 

entrepreneurial learning environments. Inclusive and accessible education also requires 

that all students are involved, have equal access to education, are free to participate 

and face no financial barriers. This is especially relevant in emerging economies, where 

poverty and inequality are challenges that governments must constantly confront. In its 

quest to generate accessible entrepreneurial education, the Colombian government 

enacted the 1014 law promoting the culture of entrepreneurship (Congreso de 

Colombia, 2006). This was followed by the 2069 law promoting entrepreneurship and 

regulating specific aspects of higher education, such as the development of 

entrepreneurial or innovation projects as a requirement and option for obtaining 

professional degrees (Congreso de Colombia, 2020). 

It is important to highlight that in this research we adopt the concept of 

entrepreneurship as one that involves people more than organizations (Bonnet & Van 

Auken, 2010), focusing on the mindset of thinking in terms of opportunities rather than 

in terms of resources (Guerrero et al., 2015). In this sense, it is also relevant to consider 

the concepts related to entrepreneurship and entrepreneurship education in the 1014 
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law, especially due to the close connection with the objectives of this research and the 

effect this law has had on higher entrepreneurial education.  

According to the Congreso de Colombia (2006), an entrepreneur is a person with 

the capacity to innovate. This is understood as the ability to generate goods and services 

in a creative, methodical, ethical, responsible and effective way. For its part, 

entrepreneurship is defined as a way of thinking and acting oriented toward the creation 

of wealth. It is a way of reasoning and acting focused on opportunities, raised with a 

global vision, and carried out through balanced leadership and the management of a 

calculated risk. Its result is the creation of value that benefits the company, the economy 

and the society. Finally, entrepreneurship education seeks to develop a culture of 

entrepreneurship with actions that pursue, among others, training in basic skills, job 

skills, civic skills, and business skills within the formal and non-formal educational 

system, and its articulation with the productive sector. As a consequence, it is clear that 

entrepreneurship education in higher education organizations should follow more than 

new business creation.  

3.2.1 Effect of formal institutions of higher entrepreneurial education on social 

inclusion 

As mentioned before, this research seeks to analyze how education, specifically higher 

entrepreneurship education, has an effect on social inclusion. We use as our framework 

institutional theory, because as noted earlier, within higher entrepreneurial education 

the conditioning factors are given by formal and informal institutions (Guerrero et al., 

2014). Formal institutions, in this research, correspond to the regulations (national laws 
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for the promotion of entrepreneurship) that in practice are evidence of 

entrepreneurship courses at all educational levels. Such strategies are written in 

strategic development plans and curricula from primary to tertiary education. The 

expectation of implementing such formal institutions is to allow people to acquire the 

capacities needed to face the world of work and contribute to development (Kucel & 

Vilalta-Bufi, 2016).  

As we stated before, social inclusion considers in their outcomes the 

opportunities for students to enter the labor market after their careers or become 

successful entrepreneurs. In consequence, employment is regarded as one of the most 

effective means of integrating people into society. However, in recent years it has 

suffered a deterioration, and it has been noted that the position in the labor market of 

young people in general and specifically with disabilities is challenging (Manzanera-

Román & Brändle, 2019). Furthermore, Mešić and Ålund (2011) claim that there is 

evidence that changes in normal market conditions force people to adjust and mostly 

become specialized entrepreneurs. On the other hand, Jones and Lau (2010) affirm that 

the impact of a program called Enterprise College Wales (ECW), which provides online 

courses to offer business programs to individuals and organizations, can be measured 

not only in terms of business creation but also its impact on students’ subsequent 

employment. Moreover, it has contributed to the development of continuous learning 

opportunities for many who otherwise would not have had access to higher education. 

In the same way, in their seminal paper Vesper and Gartner (1997) have measured the 

impact of entrepreneurship education programs, among other factors, in terms of 
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student start-ups, students employed in new enterprises, and students working in start-

up assistance positions. 

At a global level, it is necessary that universities adopt a model with the capacity 

to respond appropriately to the daily and pressing demands of communities. In the case 

of Colombia, it was determined that public universities would work for the social 

inclusion of economically disadvantaged sectors and other vulnerable populations, 

because their role is to serve and improve the community and society in general (De 

Pretelt & Hoyos, 2015). 

Over the years, interest in entrepreneurial culture has been gaining strength, 

which is why medium- and long-term investment in entrepreneurial education is so 

important. Authors such as Azqueta and Naval (2019) argue that education in 

entrepreneurship contributes to personal development and social change. This is why it 

has been introduced into curricula in a progressive way, alongside the promotion of a 

change in mentality that is needed to adapt to the requirements of the twenty-first 

century. 

It has been demonstrated that training in quality education must also be 

appropriate, and provide students with the competencies, skills and tools they need to 

develop as individuals and to play a role in society (Fisher et al., 2009). In this way, 

Vesper and Gartner (1997) highlight the necessity of measuring the impact of 

entrepreneurship education programs not only through the quantity of publications but 

also the impact on the community, the performance and satisfaction of students and 
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the development in their professional life, considering the fact that social inclusion is a 

way to prove the impact of entrepreneurship education.  

Seikkula-Leino et al. (2012) affirm that entrepreneurship is increasingly regarded 

as an important subject in many contexts; in the European Union (EU), for instance, it is 

seen as a starting point for developing social and economic well-being. The interaction 

between education organizations and the labor market could be thought of as the 

foundation of how entrepreneurship education should be incorporated into higher 

education curricula in each university. 

Greater skills and knowledge have in turn increased students’ self-confidence, 

and for many, a personal satisfaction that previously they never considered achievable 

(Jones & Lau, 2010). This finding is in line with Yuan et al. (2020), who highlight how 

according to different studies comparing students who were offered an 

entrepreneurship education with those who were not, the former tend to be more 

satisfied with their careers and have greater work commitments. Moreover, 

Chienwattanasook and Jermsittiparsert (2019) have investigated the impact of 

communication and innovation on business graduates in the case of schools in Thailand, 

noting a significant and positive impact on self-employment, because the acquisition of 

these skills provides people with the ability and knowledge to create their own 

employment or, in other words, to be entrepreneurs. In the process, these authors 

refute the hypothesis that some people are born as entrepreneurs, because 

entrepreneurship can in fact be taught. In the same line, Hosseini et al. (2012) have 
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found that the implementation of entrepreneurship training courses in the agricultural 

sector provides greater opportunities for identifying entrepreneurship opportunities. 

The online courses offered as part of the program Enterprise College Wales 

(ECW), which mainly focus on business skills, continuous assessment and work-based 

evaluation, have been suggested as different assessment methodologies to those 

commonly used, allowing students to integrate new skills in addition to the knowledge 

learned through their courses (Jones & Lau, 2010). In addition, Jones and Lau’s (2010) 

research reveals that entry qualifications are one of the key issues of concern for 

students from the lowest socioeconomic groups. Moreover, entry requirements can act 

as a barrier to widening participation and social inclusion. According to the existing 

literature, we therefore formulate the following hypothesis. 

 Hypothesis 1: Entrepreneurial education positively influences social inclusion  

Many theoretical frameworks allow the relationship between the characteristics 

of the educational process and the success of the professional career. Educational 

experience is one of the crucial factors influencing an employer’s evaluation of a 

potential worker’s productivity. However, education and theoretical knowledge are not 

enough to evaluate the possibility of securing a new job. Research by authors such as 

Gajderowicz et al. (2014) has shown that having a study program as a base considerably 

increases a person’s job satisfaction as well as likelihood of personal development. It has 

also been shown that a higher level of studies has a higher level of employment, as is 

true of completing a program that is perceived as academically prestigious or a good 

base for personal development has a positive impact on the job satisfaction.  
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Different studies have shown that the level of economic growth and 

development achieved by a country depends on the level of education activity. It is 

known that having a degree plays an important role in the employability of young 

graduates in all countries and at all times. Studies by authors such as Garrouste and 

Rodrigues (2014) have shown that reaching the new European target of a minimum of 

82 percent employment among young graduates requires that countries invest wisely in 

the most “employable” sectors of education. 

Recent studies have demonstrated the importance of internships for students 

before they graduate. Several universities have decided to incorporate internships as a 

credit course in their academic curricula grounded on the argument that learning should 

be built not only on pedagogies based in the classroom, but also on practical experience 

acquired in real work environments. Kapareliotis et al.'s (2019) research with a group of 

students on internships in Europe and the United States has shown that internship 

programs effectively increase students’ employment opportunities, because they 

prepare them to adapt to the realities of working life. Moreover, organizations 

incorporate internships in their curricula to facilitate the transition of students from the 

education system to the business world, and to allow them to close the gap between 

the abstract theory of the classroom and the practical reality of the workplace. 

There has been a growing trend of hiring students who have undertaken 

internships in companies, because they tend to have favorable results that facilitate 

their transition from school to work. However, many schools place much more emphasis 

on their scientific research than on business practice. In response to criticisms of this, 
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some business schools are modifying their course content, introducing new courses and 

teaching methods, or expanding work experience opportunities, because many students 

have found that the scientific environment of the classroom does not prepare them well 

to become successful workers (Voskuilen, 2015). 

Hypothesis 2: Internship programs positively influence social inclusion  

Figure 3.1 shows the theoretical model tested in this Chapter.  

Figure 3.1 Theoretical model to analyze formal institutions and their influence 

on social inclusion 

 

Source: Own elaboration based on Guerrero and Urbano (2012) 
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3.3 Methodology 

As stated before, this chapter analyzes the effect of formal institutions of higher 

entrepreneurial education on social inclusion. 

3.3.1 Sample 

This chapter employs secondary data obtained from the Colombian National 

Administrative Department of Statistics (Departamento Administrativo Nacional de 

Estadística, DANE), which collected data from the labor market in Colombia through a 

2015 survey called “Encuesta de Transición de la Escuela al Trabajo” (ETET), translating 

as the “School-to-Work Transition Survey” (DANE, 2015). The objective of this survey 

was to collect in-depth information on the labor market situation of young men and 

women in Colombia, and to quantify young people’s relative ease or difficulty of 

accessing the labor market after completing the education process. 

Regarding the sample, the survey collected data from 6,524 individuals, from 13 

Colombian departments. Among the individuals, 3,119 were male and 3,405 were 

female, with a mean age of 21 years. In terms of education, 1,906 had finished secondary 

education, 2,085 had finished high school, and 2,456 had finished tertiary education 

(technical, technological or university).  

To provide a fuller context of the ETET survey, it is essential to know the concepts 

it considered: first, transition from school to work was defined as the passage of a young 

person (14 to 29 years old) from the end of their schooling to obtaining a stable or 

satisfactory job. Stable employment was defined in terms of the duration of the contract 
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(written or verbal); that is, it referred to a job with an indefinite contract as opposed to 

temporary or limited-term employment. Satisfactory employment was a subjective 

concept based on the worker’s self-evaluation, involving a job that the respondent 

deemed appropriate to their idea of desired employment at that time. 

This survey is relevant to this chapter because it enables the institutional context 

and its influence on the achievement of employment (whether self-employed or 

salaried) to be analyzed as a general approximation of the social inclusion field of study. 

3.3.2 Variables  

Transition is the proxy to operationalize social inclusion which is our interest dependent 

variable in this study. This variable is appropriate for measuring social inclusion because 

to the extent that a young person has access to a job or is an entrepreneur, their 

possibilities change. Furthermore, this is the outcome sought through entrepreneurship 

policies.  

Table 3.1 presents the variables and measures implemented in this study.  
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Table 3.1 Variables and measures 

Variables Description Measure 

Dependent 
variable  

Transition (T) 

The transition from school to 
work is defined as the passage of 
a young person (14 to 29 years 
old) from the end of their 
schooling to obtaining a stable or 
satisfactory job. 

1. Transition complete  

0. Transition incomplete  

 

Independent 
variables  

Education (E) 
Refers to the level of education of 
each individual  

1. Primary 

2. Secondary  

3. Tertiary  

Formal institutions 

Internship experience 
(IE) 

Identifies whether the young 
person completed an internship 
or not 

1. Yes 
0. No 

Formal institutions 

Entrepreneurial 
courses (EE) 

Identifies whether the young 
person took courses in 
entrepreneurship 

1. Yes 
0. No  

Control 
variables 

Sociodemographic 
variables 

(X) 

The characteristics of the 
individual that determine the 
part of the transition that is not 
given by the independent 
variables. 

Age  

Number of years  

 

Gender 
1. Male 
2. Female 

Economic conditions 

How would you describe: 
the economic conditions 
of your home? 

1.Very good 

2. Good 

3. Regular 

4. Bad 

5. Very bad  
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3.3.3 Data analysis and model 

We analyzed the effect of formal institutions on social inclusion through models for 

binary response, known as logistic regressions, because the dependent variable was 

dichotomous (binary) (Hair et al., 2014). The estimation of logistic coefficients is 

generally similar to regressions, although in this case the dependent variable took two 

values (0 and 1), and the mean of estimating the model was the maximum likelihood 

(Hair et al., 2014). The binomial logit model assumed that the social inclusion measure, 

as the transition to work of the individual (j), would depend on an unobservable utility 

index 𝑈𝑗 (also known as a latent variable), determined by one or more explanatory 

variables, in such a way that the larger the value of the index 𝑈𝑗, the greater the 

probability of the dependent variable taking the value of one. 

Considering the above, the equation of the model to be estimated was the 

following: 

𝑈𝑗 = 𝑃 (𝑇𝑗 = 1) = 𝛽0 + 𝛽1𝐸𝑗 +  𝛽2 𝐼𝐸𝑗 +  𝛽3𝐸𝐸𝑗 + 𝛽4 𝑋𝑗 + 𝑉𝑗 

Where: 𝑇𝑗 is a categorical dependent variable that collects information about 

employment status after completing education; 𝐸𝑗 is a categorical variable that 

identifies the individual’s level of study; 𝐼𝐸𝑗 identifies if the student has internship 

experience; 𝐸𝐸𝑗  identifies if the student has an entrepreneurship education, that is, if 

they have attended entrepreneurship courses; 𝑋𝑗 collects information on individual 

control variables of university students; and 𝑉𝑗 corresponds to the disturbance or error 

term. 
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3.4 Results 

Table 3.2 provides the means, standard deviations, and pairwise correlation coefficients 

of the variables in this chapter. The correlations in Table 3.2 show that some variables 

are correlated, but the correlation coefficients are not high, with the exception of the 

bivariate correlation among the age and education level variables and internship 

experience. These correlations can be considered moderated because the coefficients 

are above 0.4; moreover, they are not high enough to worry about multicollinearity 

issues. It is likely that education level is correlated with age and internship experience, 

as with greater age the individual tends to have a higher level of education and more 

chance of accessing an internship program.  

Table 3.2 Pairwise correlations and descriptive statistics 

Variables N Mean 
Std. 
Dev 

Transition 
Education 

level 

Internship 
experience 

Entrepren. 
Education 

Gender Age 

Transition 4,652 0.62 0.48 1.000      

Education level 6,447 2.09 0.82 0.122*** 1.000     

Internship 
Experience 

6,448 1.75 0.43 –0.072*** –0.459*** 1.000    

Entrepreneurship 
education 

4,600 0.15 0.36 0.063*** 0.004 0.025* 1.000   

Gender 6,524 1.52 0.50 –0.130*** 0.132*** –0.145*** –0.018 1.000  

Age 6,524 21.26 4.56 0.247*** 0.442*** –0.229*** 0.010 0.016 1.000 

Economic 
conditions 

6,524 2.34 0.61 –0.124*** –0.128*** 0.091*** –0.011 –0.024* 0.058*** 

Note: ***p < .001, **p < .05 *p < .1 

Any pairwise correlation exceed the rule of thumb coefficient 0.70 or higher (Hair 

et al., 2014, p. 201). To ensure that the moderated correlations are not a problem. 
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Table 3.3 shows the diagnostic test of multicollinearity examining the variance 

inflation factors (VIFs) of all the variables, thereby showing whether any variable 

exceeds the cutoff > 10 (Hair et al., 2014). Regarding the R2  in the multicollinearity test, 

it is expected a coefficient low of less than 0.4, because it refers to the regression of 

each explanatory variable. 

Table 3.3 Test of multicollinearity: examining the variance inflation factors (VIFs) 

Variable VIF SQRT VIF Tolerance R2 

Transition 1.11 1.06 0.8982 0.1018 

Education level 1.44 1.2 0.6952 0.3048 

Internship experience 1.32 1.15 0.7592 0.2408 

Entrepreneurship education 1.01 1.00 0.995 0.005 

Gender 1.07 1.03 0.9346 0.0654 

Age 1.16 1.07 0.8658 0.1342 

Economic conditions 1.06 1.03 0.941 0.059 

Mean VIF 1.17    

 

Table 3.4 presents the logistic regression results; all models are statistically 

significant at a confidence level of 99 percent. Models 1 and 2 present the interest 

variables and the control variables separately. Given that the control variables are 

statistically significant to explain transition, we include them in our model to avoid 

specification errors (Hair et al., 2014, p. 168). Models 3 and 4 introduce the dependent 

variables one by one, while Model 5 presents the full model with all variables. As the 

Akaike information criterion (AIC) and the Bayesian information criterion (BIC), the 

addition of the interest variables related to education and experience decrease those 
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indicators, which means the variables added to the model improve its fit. Model 5 is 

significant because the log pseudolikelihood statistic is –2792.74 with a p-value < 0.05.  

Table 3.4 Logistic regression results 

   (M1)  (M2)  (M3)  (M4)  (M5) 

High School 0.333***  0.179** 0.168* 0.163* 

  (0.083)  (0.088) (0.089) (0.089) 

Tertiary education 0.595***  0.309*** 0.235** 0.228** 

  (0.089)  (0.090) (0.098) (0.098) 

Experience of internship: no –0.103   –0.155* –0.167** 

  (0.079)   (0.082) (0.083) 

Entrepreneurial education  0.385***    0.388*** 

  (0.090)    (0.094) 

Gender: female  –0.599*** –0.633*** –0.647*** –0.647*** 

   (0.064) (0.066) (0.067) (0.067) 

Age  0.135*** 0.128*** 0.128*** 0.128*** 

   (0.008) (0.008) (0.008) (0.008) 

Economic conditions      

Good  0.261 0.282* 0.288* 0.292* 

   (0.163) (0.165) (0.165) (0.165) 

Regular  -0.290* –0.217 –0.208 –0.202 

   (0.166) (0.169) (0.169) (0.169) 

Bad  –1.188*** –1.152*** –1.140*** –1.134*** 

   (0.262) (0.268) (0.268) (0.269) 

Very bad  –1.009 –0.881 –0.877 –0.944 

   (0.657) (0.724) (0.725) (0.725) 

Constant 0.147 –2.216*** –2.283*** –2.130*** –2.182*** 

  (0.099) (0.237) (0.241) (0.254) (0.255) 

Number of observations 4,600 4,652 4,600 4,600 4,600 

Pseudo R-squared McFadden 0.014 0.077 0.080 0.081 0.084 

Log pseudolikelihood –3004.33*** –2845.49*** –2803.22*** –2801.45*** –2792.74*** 

AIC 6018.676 5704.994 5624.457  5622.917  5607.482  

BIC 6050.845 5750.109 5682.362 5687.256 5678.254 

 

Standard errors are in parentheses  

*** p < 0.001, ** p < 0.05, * p < 0.1 AIC: Akaike information criterion; BIC: Bayesian information criterion 
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Most coefficients are significant, with a p-value ≤ 0.001, and have the expected 

sign. Regarding hypothesis 1, we consider education level (β = 0.228, p ≤ 0.05) when the 

education level increases the probability of transition from school to work increases (get 

an employment stable and satisfactory). Furthermore, when the individual receives 

entrepreneurship education, the probability of employment increases (β = 0.388, p ≤ 

0.05), regarding the hypothesis 2 we consider the internship experience, when the 

individual does not have prior experience the probability of transition from school to 

work decreases (β = –0.167, p ≤ 0.05). 

Regarding the control variables, there are interesting results. Regarding gender, 

being a woman decreases the probability of transition (β = –0.647, p ≤ 0.001). 

Furthermore, the results show that good economic conditions increase the probability 

of transition (β = 0.292, p ≤ 0.1), while having regular, very bad, or bad economic 

conditions have a negative sign on the probability of transition. However, this result is 

only statistically significant for bad economic conditions (β = –1.134, p ≤ 0.001). Finally, 

age positively increases the probability of an individual being in transition (β = 1.128, p 

≤ 0.001) and the results are statistically significant.  
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Table 3.5 shows separate regressions for the three different levels of education 

subsamples as a robustness check. The signs of the coefficients are in the same direction 

as the total sample (Model 5), although the significance levels decline for some variables 

due to the lower statistical power associated with regressions with smaller samples.  
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Table 3.5 Logit results: robustness check 

Transition model according to 
level of education  

Until secondary  High school Tertiary education 

Experience of internship: no  –0.146 –0.287*** 

   (0.162) (0.100) 

Entrepreneurial education: yes 0.332 0.475*** 0.341** 

  (0.202) (0.161) (0.145) 

Gender: Female –1.315*** –0.690*** –0.265*** 

  (0.146) (0.111) (0.103) 

Age 0.124*** 0.132*** 0.124*** 

 (0.015) (0.015) (0.015) 

Economic conditions    

Good 0.520 0.388 0.207 

  (0.472) (0.296) (0.228) 

Regular 0.093 0.073 –0.527** 

  (0.475) (0.300) (0.238) 

Bad –0.658 –0.961** –1.600*** 

  (0.592) (0.456) (0.467) 

Very bad  0.206 –0.745 

   (1.073) (1.440) 

 _cons –2.606*** –2.545*** –1.881*** 

  (0.610) (0.439) (0.443) 

Observations 993 1546 2057 

Pseudo R-squared McFadden  0.1288 0.0798 0.0608 

Log pseudolikelihood –598.30*** –951.38*** –1212.26*** 

 

Standard errors are in parentheses  

*** p < 0.001, ** p < 0.05, * p < 0.1  
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3.5 Discussion  

The school-to-work transition is central to strategies that organizations at different 

levels of education develop to integrate students into society (Garrouste & Rodrigues, 

2014). In this sense, the transition is an excellent indicator of social inclusion. We have 

investigated the role of two relevant variables—entrepreneurship education and 

internship experience—which are formal factors related to education organizations that 

explain part of this transition. Although entrepreneurship education has received 

considerable attention in the literature as a means of explaining entrepreneurial 

intention (Lopez & Alvarez, 2019; Oosterbeek et al., 2010; Saeed et al., 2015), its 

expected outcomes (e.g., reduced inequalities, economic growth, human development) 

remain largely neglected (Bell, 2016; Urbano et al., 2017). This is somewhat surprising 

in light of the wide recognition of the importance of entrepreneurial education in 

policies in both developed and developing economics (World Economic Forum, 2009).  

Regarding entrepreneurship courses and their positive influence on transition, 

our results show how efforts at different levels of education are bringing about 

important outcomes. Nevertheless, we cannot identify the optimal type of education. 

These findings corroborate prior research observing that individuals who undertook 

entrepreneurship courses saw improvements in their personal traits (Azqueta & Naval, 

2019), such as self-confidence (Jones & Lau, 2010), leadership, creativity, innovation 

(Gonghua, 2017), and the ability to think “outside the box” to solve problems, all of 

which can increase their chances of obtaining a job or becoming entrepreneurs (Iglesias-

Sánchez et al., 2019; Otache, 2019; Yuan et al., 2020). These results are crucial because 
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by developing such competencies, entrepreneurship education can increase students’ 

employability (Kozlinska et al., 2020). Moreover, they highlight the role of 

entrepreneurship education and the efforts being made at all educational levels to 

develop entrepreneurial attitudes, skills and behaviors (United Nations Conference on 

Trade and Development, UNCTAD, Secretariat, 2011). 

Individuals without prior internship experience are relatively unlikely to 

experience a successful transition. Our results corroborate Kapareliotis et al.’s (2019) 

findings showing that students who attended internship programs felt more ready to 

work and were better able to apply the skills they had learned through their education 

than those who did not attend such programs. This shows how pedagogies that lead 

students to solve practical problems and that use a real-life approach have a positive 

effect on their possibilities of employment or self-employment. Accordingly, Garrouste 

and Rodrigues (2014) found that students who worked as part of their curricula 

increased their chances of attaining either a full-time or a temporary contract in the 

three years after graduating. Consequently, not only should education focus on 

entrepreneurship theory, but the methodology used should be practical in order to 

obtain better results. 

It is important to highlight our control variable findings regarding the influence 

of gender and economic conditions on transition in the Colombian context. Our findings 

confirm the worrying reality about the barriers that women face when looking for a 

stable job. This is especially true in developing economies, where women form the vast 

majority of the world’s working poor, earn less, and are more affected by long-term 
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unemployment than are men (ILO, 2020). As in many emerging societies, the results of 

our study show that women in Colombia have less access to productive resources, 

education, skills development and labor market opportunities than men (Otobe, 2014). 

These disadvantages mainly owe to gender-based discrimination and the multiple roles 

women play as both workers and caretakers (ILO, 2020). In addition, young people with 

poor economic conditions find it particularly difficult to obtain stable and satisfactory 

work. Education and especially entrepreneurship education for this vulnerable 

population is essential, hence access and specific education programs must be provided. 

3.6 Conclusions  

The objective of this chapter has been to analyze the influence of formal higher 

education institutions on the social inclusion of low-income individuals in a developing 

economy. As we have shown, this study has important theoretical and practical 

implications. Regarding theory, this research is an important advance, because it has 

focused not only on entrepreneurial education and its influence on new business, but 

also on other strategies such as internships that encourage social inclusion. Moreover, 

this study analyzes for the first-time formal institutions based on a secondary database. 

Also, we innovatively operationalize this theory. Finally, this source's selection and 

analysis help us overcome the lack of data to conduct research in this field. 

Some implications for public policies include continuing with efforts to 

incorporate entrepreneurial education into curricula as a national law. Moreover, 

internship programs especially at tertiary levels of education are essential for transition. 

Policies should be established both by education organizations and governments to 
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implement assessments to ensure that students receive quality education, in which they 

have access not only to theory but also to practical tools in which they can experience 

the concepts about which they are learning. Finally, the results show the necessity of 

developing specific programs for women, especially those with low incomes, these being 

the individuals who face the most difficulties in transition.  

This study has some limitations, which could be tackled by future research. First, 

we have adopted a macro perspective, evaluating whether an individual is enabled to 

become an entrepreneur or not, but we have not considered the specific characteristics 

of the quality of education or the methodology used. Second, we have evaluated formal 

institutions, but informal institutions such as role models, entrepreneurship fairs, fear 

of failure, and social image (Urbano et al., 2017) need to be addressed in future research. 

Third, other factors related to regions may also influence the transition, such as the 

availability of jobs. Fourth, our methodology was limited in scope to the ETET survey 

issued and small sample sizes. A more extensive survey of young people to obtain data 

on employment destinations could provide more information on successes and 

challenges, for example in entrepreneurship education beyond courses. Finally, there is 

a lack of empirical evidence that relates formal institutions and social inclusion in 

developing economies; further research should also address this issue. 

In the following chapters we address and expand on some of the limitations of 

this chapter, such as the specific characteristics of entrepreneurship education at the 

tertiary level, and how different formal and informal institutions in higher education 

organizations influence social inclusion. 
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Chapter 4  
Formal and informal institutions 

embedded in higher entrepreneurial 
education and social inclusion  
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4. Formal and informal institutions embedded in higher entrepreneurial 

education and social inclusion  

4.1. Introduction  

As we showed in Chapter 3, entrepreneurial education and higher levels of education 

influence young people’s social inclusion in Colombia when the latter is measured as the 

school-to-work transition. However, within higher education organizations there are 

more initiatives than just entrepreneurship courses (Berglund & Holmgren, 2013; Miller 

& Acs, 2017), which are also important in developing both the entrepreneurial 

intentions (Liñán et al., 2011; Souitaris et al., 2007), and the entrepreneurial capabilities 

of students (Urbano et al., 2017).  

As mentioned before, most previous literature analyzing entrepreneurship 

education has focused on the effect of this education on the antecedents of 

entrepreneurial intention as the previous step to entrepreneurial behavior (García-

Rodríguez et al., 2016; Oosterbeek et al., 2010). This is why the acquisition of such 

knowledge by students is a responsibility attributed to higher education organizations: 

They are in charge of training young people in a specific subject through different 

courses. On the other hand, entrepreneurial universities have been analyzed as they 

have an impact on the creation of new companies; indeed, not only can they promote 

multiple measures to support entrepreneurship, but they can also develop 

administrative techniques, strategies and competitiveness in students. Over time, what 

is now known as an entrepreneurial culture has been slowly changing, because in 



75 

 

organizations it has become a fundamental pillar. Moreover, some studies have shown 

how it can influence economic growth and job creation (Fayolle et al., 2016; Guerrero & 

Urbano, 2012). 

Other studies have analyzed the effect of entrepreneurship education on social 

inclusion through employability (Gonghua, 2017; Henry, 2013). One of the main 

strategies to address the unemployment problem in different higher education 

organizations comes from the conviction that education can be used to influence 

people’s behavior and entrepreneurial skills and knowledge can be taught and learned 

(Otache, 2019). A few authors such as Anosike (2019) have focused on stable developed 

economies and have therefore attempted to predict whether the provision of human 

capital and entrepreneurial education in higher education will lead to greater 

entrepreneurial success. However, research on these aspects is scarce in developing 

economies (Lopez & Alvarez, 2019). Moreover, the impact of entrepreneurship 

education and entrepreneurial universities on social inclusion is rarely discussed, even 

though such universities play an important role as knowledge producers and as 

disseminating institutions (Guerrero & Urbano, 2012), and developing countries are 

most in need of university entrepreneurship with a social and economic impact (Lopez 

& Alvarez, 2019). Specifically in Colombia, a country with high levels of inequality—for 

instance, the departments of Antioquia and Atlántico have Gini coefficients of 0.51 and 

0.45, respectively (DANE, 2020)—not a single study has analyzed how higher education 

organizations develop entrepreneurship law so that it includes entrepreneurship 

education in strategic plans and curricula, and its effect on social inclusion.  
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As a consequence, the objective of this chapter is to identify the formal and 

informal institutions that are immersed in higher entrepreneurial education, and how 

they are facilitating the social inclusion of students from a qualitative perspective. The 

identification of formal and informal institutions within higher education organizations 

is the first step to ascertaining whether the strategies adopted by universities and 

dictated by the national government are fulfilling their purpose. 

The methodology adopted was a comparison of case studies developed as 

follows. First, following a mapping process, a group of eight higher education 

organizations were selected through purposive sampling as organizations with an 

entrepreneurial base in their strategic plans. Subsequently, the people in charge of 

entrepreneurship in each of these organizations were contacted, and the instrument 

developed was applied through an interview, to allow for the generation of clear 

conclusions and to serve as an example for other comparable policies. A total of 25 

interviews were conducted. These were coded in Atlas TI. 

This chapter is organized as follows. Section 2 presents the conceptual 

framework regarding the formal and informal institutions within the higher education 

organizations. Section 3 describes the methodology designed to identify the relationship 

between formal and informal institutions and their associations with social inclusion. 

Section 4 presents the results and a discussion. Finally, Section 5 provides some 

concluding remarks. 
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4.2. Formal and informal institutions, higher entrepreneurial education, and 

social inclusion  

Previous studies have evaluated different formal and informal institutions within 

entrepreneurial universities (Gianiodis & Meek, 2020; Urbano et al., 2017). As 

mentioned before, formal institutions in the higher education organization context are 

related to fixed structures mostly found in the development plans of the universities. 

While informal institutions refer to the culture, the dynamics developed thanks to the 

interaction inside the organizations. To analyze the presence or absence of such 

institutions within entrepreneurial organizations as well as their influence, we use the 

model proposed by Guerrero and Urbano (2012), which has been empirically tested in 

different studies (Guerrero et al., 2014; Urbano & Guerrero, 2013). In fact, we go further, 

first identifying the presence of such institutions in higher education organizations in 

two Colombian regions, and second analyzing how these institutions affect social 

inclusion in this emerging economy from the perspective of the persons in charge at 

each organization. The next chapter will analyze the actual effect on students’ social 

inclusion.  

 

4.2.1.1. Formal institutions  

As mentioned earlier, formal institutions in society are established and applied through 

accepted official organizations such as courts and bureaucracies, and state-enforced 

rules such as constitutions and laws (North, 1991). Regarding higher entrepreneurship 

education, formal institutions are the official and prescribed norms that support 
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entrepreneurship activities and courses. These formal institutions are written into 

strategic development plans and curricula.  

 

4.2.1.2. Entrepreneurial organization and governance structure 

Authors such as Smith et al. (2017) explain how successive governments over the years 

have designed entrepreneurial policies to address the social and economic problems of 

the time, as well as the progress made by the higher education sector in incorporating 

entrepreneurship and employability into curricula. This is why several EU countries have 

begun to develop strategies to promote business innovation at higher education levels, 

while some universities have signed trades and partnerships with other public and 

private organizations to strengthen their missions, with the main objective of providing 

the university community with several mechanisms to promote entrepreneurship 

through a combination of commercial and financial resources (Guerrero & Urbano, 

2012). In developing countries such as Colombia, the law regarding entrepreneurship 

(Congreso de Colombia, 2006) in higher education organizations has helped increase 

entrepreneurial education at the formal level. Entrepreneurship education has the 

objective of equipping young people with knowledge and functional skills to strengthen 

their character, attitude and vision. Around the world, few universities have positive 

outcomes exploiting their entrepreneurial potential (Gianiodis & Meek, 2020). Authors 

such as Ahmad Kwaido (2019) advocate entrepreneurship as a means of laying the 

foundation for innovation and creating a value system, as well as developing an 

entrepreneurial culture that can drive wealth creation and give greater impetus to 
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innovation. This is why it is necessary to acquire infrastructure to develop an 

entrepreneurial culture that can promote a supportive ecosystem. Indeed, students may 

feel motivated in an environment where they can develop their skills. 

4.2.1.3. Program 

In an effort to increase their income, many higher education institutions are focusing on 

the generation of profits through exploiting their own technologies, investing in 

infrastructure programs, installations, centers and incubators in order to promote 

entrepreneurial activity in their organization as well as provide students with an 

adequate space for the application of their ideas (Gianiodis & Meek, 2020). Indeed, it 

has been demonstrated that one of the main principles of inclusive entrepreneurship 

education is to create accessible learning environments that allow students to function 

better in a unique space where they can implement their ideas regarding the business 

environment. In addition, these structures have evolved in their infrastructure, services, 

interfaces with industry and government, and strategies implemented; in other words, 

when we talk about a program, we are referring to all those rules that govern the 

entrepreneurship program, the infrastructure that organizations have for the 

development of entrepreneurial skills in students, and the inclusion that this implies 

(Guerrero & Urbano, 2012). Certainly, it is important to make entrepreneurial education 

accessible and inclusive, because of the benefits it brings to society, including the 

reduction of unemployment indicators and consequently the reduction of poverty in 

many countries. 
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4.2.1.4. Support and measures for entrepreneurship 

When a higher education organization decides to implement entrepreneurial education 

in its curricula, it leads to the elaboration of several classifications to measure the quality 

of each university in this regard. Most use indicators associated with the research 

productivity indexes, so most of the current research has been based on the 

measurement of this growth in universities since it is teaching students to be creative 

and how to execute their ideas. This is why in recent years universities have balanced 

the needs of the labor market with the aspirations of their students. Moreover, this is 

where metrics for evaluating a university’s entrepreneurial capital and performance 

have emerged (Guerrero & Urbano, 2012). Indeed, it is important for universities and 

other institutions to include entrepreneurship education in their curricula, because it 

provides a lot of new knowledge that can be used in professional life. Such knowledge 

allows students to take the initiative, which reflect innovative ideas with competitive 

advantages, within structures that promote learning and that can be translated into 

explanatory models of development within social structures that stimulate social 

progress. This leads to the improvement of processes, not from a particular need, but 

from students’ environment, with the initiative of learning. 

4.2.1.5. Entrepreneurship education 

High rates of unemployment and inflation, poor pay and the low insertion of new 

professionals in the labor market all require that universities offer entrepreneurship 

courses and workshops in their curricula (Ararat Herrera, 2010), and thus make 

entrepreneurial education inclusive and accessible to all students. 
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Innovation and entrepreneurial education principally consist in the promotion of 

people’s entrepreneurial spirit and pioneering personality. In this sense, entrepreneurial 

education is defined as a collection of formalized teachings that informs, teaches, and 

trains any person interested in establishing a business. Entrepreneurship education can 

also be defined as a pedagogical process that supports entrepreneurial activities, 

behaviors, and perspectives. Over time, entrepreneurial education has generated 

significant interest, explained by the positive effects obtained in the economic growth 

of small and medium-sized enterprises, the creation of new jobs, innovation, and the 

generation of income (Daniel, 2016).  

4.2.2. Informal Institutions 

Informal institutions are also important. Regarding higher entrepreneurship education, 

such institutions are related to the university culture and environment that students 

perceive regarding the possibilities of and support for entrepreneurship.  

4.2.2.1. Role models 

Guerrero and Urbano (2012) argue that knowledge and technology transfer in a business 

society produces that the actors of the economy can influence the behavior and 

activities of others, it is also argued that the university culture is changing slowly and the 

academic entrepreneur would be considered such a role model who can impact 

positively in the university community, because knowing someone who has been 

successful in entrepreneurship makes the perspective of starting a project and the 

whole process that this implies more feasible.  
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Accordingly, a role model is someone who represents an inspirational ideal, and 

inspires others to imitate their good behavior. Authors such as Morgenroth et al. (2015) 

define role models as people who seek to inspire others to set and achieve ambitious 

goals. Universities should generate strategies that reflect the presence of role models 

who can inspire their students; indeed, if the latter realize that a classmate with similar 

characteristics can obtain a job or start their own business, an environment is developed 

where such possibilities seem more evident and achievable. 

4.2.2.2. Reward systems 

Furthermore, Guerrero and Urbano (2012) have explained the factors involved in the 

process that requires the transition to an entrepreneurial university, including strategic 

measures to promote entrepreneurship associated with complex issues such as reward 

systems, that include monetary (bonuses, use of business resources, profit sharing) and 

non-monetary (promotion and recognition systems), also the reward system in the 

departments and faculties has been based on the evaluation of the quality of research 

and teaching capacity. 

In this sense, reward systems are critical because they are designed not only to 

attract people with talent but also to motivate them to better adapt to the organization, 

having a direct impact on the latter’s financial situation (Franco-Santos & Gomez-Mejia, 

2015). An example are the incentives that higher education organizations obtain when 

they decide to incorporate entrepreneurship education into their curricula because of 

the contribution it makes to job creation, economic growth and competitiveness (Henry, 

2013). Entrepreneurial education and learning play an important role in preparing 
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children and young people for working life. Moreover, authors such as Isaacs et al. 

(2007) indicate that education and training for entrepreneurship at school contribute 

significantly to economic growth. Furthermore, it is believed that the development of 

countries, the accessibility of good jobs and the creation of new enterprises are all 

enhanced where entrepreneurial education is applied from the school level and is 

intensified at the professional level.  

4.2.2.3. Entrepreneurial teaching methodologies 

In the process of incorporating entrepreneurial education, universities have assumed 

the responsibility of creating continuing entrepreneurial education programs, exchange 

programs and university-business collaboration strategies, because all of these 

strategies allow students to strengthen their entrepreneurial skills and capabilities 

(Guerrero et al., 2014). 

Accordingly, a teaching methodology comprises the methods and principles used 

by teachers to facilitate student learning. This is essentially the same as how a teacher 

chooses to explain or teach students so that they can learn the material, being based on 

the teacher’s personal educational philosophy and preferences. As classes become more 

practical, students acquire the skills and knowledge that are necessary for them to be 

more confident in their entrepreneurial intentions, because they can deal with 

situations that are similar to reality (Piperopoulos, 2015).   
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4.2.2.4. University community: attitudes toward entrepreneurship 

Entrepreneurial universities not only act as generators of knowledge but also as diffusers 

in the society. In other words, they are natural incubators that through adopting a 

coordinated strategy of critical activities (teaching, research and entrepreneurship), try 

to provide an appropriate atmosphere in which the university community (academics, 

students and staff) may explore, evaluate and exploit ideas that can be transformed into 

social and economic entrepreneurial activities (Urbano & Guerrero, 2013).  

Universities play an important role in their communities through research, 

development and the promotion of culture, thereby increasing access for students from 

rural or low-income backgrounds. For this reason, the university community plays an 

important role in generating entrepreneurial activity, because the nature of an 

entrepreneurial unit is such that graduates are perceived not only as future job seekers, 

but also as future job creators (Guerrero et al., 2014). For this reason, the support of the 

community allows students to focus on the skills they have learned through their 

courses that allow them to be more open-minded and that inculcate an entrepreneurial 

spirit and an interest in entrepreneurship. Moreover, this can reduce the risk of 

unemployment, as students can decide to create their own businesses or in the case of 

employees create entrepreneurial initiatives in their workplaces. 

Figure 4.1 shows the theoretical model tested in this Chapter.  
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Figure 4.1 Theoretical model to analyze formal and informal institutions and their influence 
on social inclusion 

 

Source: Own elaboration based on Guerrero and Urbano (2012) 

4.3. Methods 

As stated before, this chapter examines how formal and informal institutions are 

embedded in higher entrepreneurial education to generate social inclusion. Considering 

the scarcity of literature in this specific research field, we decided that an inductive 

qualitative research approach would be most adequate (Eisenhardt & Graebner, 2007). 

Indeed, we conducted a case study, suitable because our objective is related to the 

question “how?” (Yin, 2009).  

This research strategy allowed us to identify specific formal and informal 

institutions within the higher education organizations related to entrepreneurship 
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education. Further, we identified how such strategies impact these organizations as well 

as the social inclusion of individuals. Regarding the research design, we combined two 

different data collection methods: archives and interviews (Eisenhardt, 1989). We 

conducted semi-structured interviews in a purposive sample, identifying key informants 

(Patton, 1990). Moreover, we examined different content analysis sources, such as the 

strategic development plans and web pages of higher education organizations.  

4.3.1. Sample selection 

In Colombia there are 300 higher education organizations approved by the Ministry of 

National Education, which are distributed throughout the nation’s territory in different 

departments and municipalities: 174 have a student population in 71 percent of 

socioeconomic levels 1 and 2, which are composed of 17 techniques, 33 technological, 

70 university organizations and 54 universities. In terms of the student population, of 

the 174 organizations, there were 32 higher education organizations registered in 

socioeconomic level 1, and 142 in for socioeconomic level 21. 

The organizations were classified according to sector: public or private. Sixty-six 

organizations were enrolled in the public sector, and 108 in the private. Within these 

categorizations, in the public sector there were 19 organizations registered in 

socioeconomic level 1, and 47 organizations in level 2. In the private sector, 13 

 
1 According to DANE (2022), socioeconomic stratification categorizes real estate into strata. It is 

carried out mainly to charge residential public services differentially by strata, allowing subsidies to be 
assigned and contributions to be collected in this area. Thus, those with more economic capacity pay more 
for public services and contribute so that the lower strata can pay their bills. There are six socioeconomic 
strata into which dwellings and properties can be classified, named as follows: 1. Low-low - 2. Low 3. 
Medium-low 4. Medium 5. Medium-high 6. High. Of these, strata 1, 2 and 3 correspond to low strata that 
house users with fewer resources beneficiate from subsidies. 
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organizations had a student population of more than 71 percent in socioeconomic level 

1, and 95 higher education organizations had students from level 2. We found that the 

174 higher entrepreneurial organizations are distributed in 29 of the country’s 

departments, according to the SNIES (National Higher Education Information System) 

code, and the geographical presence obtained a final result of 190, considering that 

some sectionals are unique within the department in which they are located. 

We analyzed the 174 organizations that incorporate elements of 

entrepreneurship and innovation in their mission statements, considering that this study 

focuses on higher education organizations in Colombia that according to the student 

population of the partner economic levels 1 and 2 have evident training in the field of 

entrepreneurship, with the purpose of determining the impact and transformation from 

their graduates’ being in these populations and the improvement in their quality of life. 

According to the above, it was possible to identify that of the 174 higher 

education organizations classified between socioeconomic levels 1 and 2 concerning 

their student populations, 57 have an entrepreneurial component in their mission, 114 

do not, and in three it was not possible to determine. We were also able to identify that 

86 of the higher education organizations have entrepreneurship and innovation centers, 

85 do not, and in three it was not possible to determine. 

In the identification exercise, a mapping of the development plans of each of the 

relevant higher education organizations was carried out to verify whether they had the 

entrepreneur component in their strategic planning. In total, 116 of the organizations 

do, 55 do not, and in three it was not possible to determine. 
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Ultimately, then, it was possible to specify that only 34 organizations have the 

following aspects: an entrepreneurial component in their mission, an innovation and 

entrepreneurship center, and the entrepreneurship component in their strategic 

planning among public and private entities. 

After the mapping process, we finally chose 22 organizations between the coast 

and the department of Antioquia, on the basis that they alone provide on their websites 

the contact information and email addresses of their directors in charge of 

entrepreneurship. Subsequently, we wrote an email to each of the organizations in this 

group asking whether they would be interested in participating in the research. 

In March 2020, the world was hit by the COVID-19 pandemic and consequently 

the whole fieldwork process was delayed. For this reason, it was very difficult to travel 

to each of the organizations and conduct face-to-face interviews as planned. 

After making the decision to conduct the interviews virtually, an invitation email 

was sent to those in charge of entrepreneurship, explaining what the research was 

about and what information would be specifically requested of them if they agreed to 

participate. Indeed, these individuals were asked to complete an online survey regarding 

the experiences and achievements of their graduates concerning the application of 

knowledge acquired in the university classroom, environment related to 

entrepreneurial skills. They were also asked to participate in an interview of no more 

than an hour, aimed at ascertaining their perspectives regarding the social inclusion of 

students. 
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After approximately one to two shipments and a waiting time of 10 to 15 days, 

nine of the 22 organizations’ representatives decided to participate in the research. The 

individuals who agreed received a thank-you email giving them a date to meet and start 

the process. 

Interviewing all of the directors and those in charge of entrepreneurship in the 

different organizations took about three months. After an individual agreed to 

participate, a first meeting was held on Zoom, where the project’s focus and the 

interviewee’s role was explained again. The respondents told us a little about how the 

entrepreneurship issue was developing in their organization, and gave us the contact 

details of the people in charge. Furthermore, a second meeting was scheduled if they 

were the person in charge. Second interviews were also conducted on Zoom. All the 

questions were asked, and they answered. 

The interviews took an average of 40 minutes. The shortest interview lasted 30 

minutes and the longest 50 minutes. Indeed, some respondents were a little more 

concise in their answers, while others gave longer explanations and even told us 

anecdotes about the process of implementing entrepreneurship in their organization. 

After interviewing one of the two people required, this first person contacted us with 

the other person he/she thought convenient according to the questions that were being 

asked, since in some cases, in the middle of the interviews, when we asked about the 

methodologies implemented in the classes, many directors expressed that in that case 

we should ask the teacher in charge of the area. 
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At the end of the first interview, we were put in contact with the second person 

to be interviewed, we checked which days were available, and interviewed them in the 

same way as the first person. 

Six interviews were conducted with directors or heads of entrepreneurship in 

Antioquia, and 11 interviews with people in the same roles on the coast. However, even 

though more organizations on the coast decided to participate in the initial part of the 

research, few of them continued to the second part of the process. A content analysis 

of eight strategic plans and eight web pages was conducted next. Table 4.1 shows some 

of the main characteristics of the organizations that formed part of our sample.  

 

Table 4.1 Characteristics of the sample 

N Higher education 
organizations 

Region Public or 
private 

Foundation 
year 

1 PCJI  Antioquia Public 1964 

2 CUAM Antioquia Private 2006 

3 CMA Antioquia Public 1946 

4 CUAB Coast  Private 2006 

5 TCC Coast Private 1984 

6 UMU Coast Public 1958 

7 CEC Coast Private 1978 

8 CU  Coast Private 1965 

Source: Web page of each higher education organization 
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4.3.2. Context  

Two regions of Colombia  

Although there are many similarities between the regions of Colombia, we cannot 

overlook the diversity that characterizes them, including in terms of accents, sayings, 

customs, attitudes of the people, architecture and much more. Indeed, the regions are 

distinguished not only by cultural differences, but also in how their inhabitants perceive 

entrepreneurship or have the capacity to start or create their own businesses depending 

on their knowledge and culture. Certainly, one may notice very marked differences 

between the Andean and Caribbean regions, for instance. Focusing specifically on 

Antioquia, a Paisa is known as a person with a productive spirit, who is always thrifty, 

demonstrates entrepreneurial thinking, is proud of their territory and culture, and loves 

to explore and innovate. On the other hand, on the Caribbean coast, people are typically 

well-educated, festive, friendly and very hospitable. They are also characterized as being 

merchants, although people from many other regions of the country regard them as 

“tropical,” “folkloric” and “lazy” (El Heraldo, 2015). 

Entrepreneurship is defined as the capacity and desire to develop, organize and 

manage a business. Authors such as Schumpeter (1934) claim that the entrepreneurial 

spirit is one of the greatest motors of economic development. Several studies have 

measured entrepreneurship in the different regions; for instance, the Global 

Entrepreneurship Monitor (GEM), founded in 1999, is one of the most successful studies 

worldwide that measures entrepreneurial activity and the factors associated with it. It 

was created for three main reasons: to respond to a lack of data related to the creation 
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of enterprises; to challenge the traditional exclusion of entrepreneurs by theory and the 

economy; and to recognize that the creation of enterprises is the main engine of 

economic growth (Gómez et al., 2013).  

This study is conducted annually and evaluates not only Colombia in general, but 

also each of its regions, starting with the Caribbean region. Over the years, one of the 

biggest challenges that this region has been facing is the promotion of entrepreneurship 

and the orange economy, which would help facilitate its future growth, increase 

business productivity and enable the formalization of enterprises (Orozco & Arraut, 

2013). 

According to the GEM’s research, the indicators of opportunity perception, 

knowledge and skills are highly valued by individuals in the Caribbean region. The 

consortium’s research highlights how more people perceive that there are good 

opportunities available than believe they have the knowledge and skills to set up a new 

business. In all cities, fear of failure is lower than the national average, while with regard 

to social beliefs, entrepreneurs are perceived highly. Furthermore, coastal residents 

consider entrepreneurship a valid choice of career, and affirm that media coverage of 

successful cases of entrepreneurs is good (Gómez et al., 2013). 

On the other hand, in the Andean region, specifically in Antioquia, over the years 

the entrepreneurial ecosystem has been strengthened, resulting in the creation of new 

enterprises and the revitalization of the region’s productive profile. Many experts in the 

area say that more than a decade ago in Medellin specifically, the entrepreneurial issue 
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began to be addressed by public policy as an engine for the productive transformation 

of the department (Semana, 2018) 

The GEM’s research indicates that after the capital district of Bogota, Antioquia 

is second in the country in terms of its size and its economy’s dynamism: 16.6 percent 

of the Antioquian population is involved in entrepreneurial initiatives; men are more 

entrepreneurial than women; and the age at which people decide to start their own 

business ranges from 25 to 44 years old. However, the region is also characterized by 

certain weaknesses, including a lack of financing and working capital to start a new 

business, and a low level of innovation (Universidad de Medellín et al., 2012) 

In conclusion, people in different regions of Colombia face varied difficulties 

when deciding to enter the entrepreneurial process. One factor is the particular culture 

of each region. In the Caribbean region, people generally show a positive attitude 

toward entrepreneurship and recognize that entrepreneurs are important economic 

agents, but they lack financial support (Cardona et al., 2017). By contrast, people in all 

nine regions of Antioquia have the intention to start a new business, but they need more 

knowledge and skills to do so (Morales-Gualdrón & Zapata, 2015). 

4.4. Findings and discussion  

The empirical evidence shows that higher education organizations regard 

entrepreneurship and innovation as priorities in their structure and strategies, and 

deem it necessary to strengthen entrepreneurship education beyond the law, which 

requires the provision of entrepreneurship courses within curricula. This is corroborated 
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by the establishment of formal institutions, and well known for the people in charge of 

the strategies. Table 4.2 presents the co-occurrence of codes, where in the classification 

of information, some codes or categories are associated with greater intensity. Indeed, 

the strongest relationships are: 

● Entrepreneurial organization and governance structure + Program;  

● Program + Entrepreneurship education; 

● Entrepreneurial organization and governance structure + Entrepreneurship education; 

● Entrepreneurial teaching methodologies + Entrepreneurship education; 

● Entrepreneurial spirit + Social inclusion; 

● Entrepreneurial activities + Social inclusion; 

● University community +Social inclusion.



95 

 

Table 4.2 Co-occurrence formal and informal institutions related to social inclusion 
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Entrepreneurial organization and governance structure 

Regulations regarding university support for entrepreneurship have become very 

important, which is why several organizations have made them part of their mission and 

vision, thus making them known to students and establishing different ways in which 

such rules are fulfilled. Indeed, university mission statements refer to the promotion of 

exchange and the enrichment of knowledge between the organization, the company, 

the state and the community, in order to help solve the most pressing problems in 

society. The areas in charge of entrepreneurship in each organization are the promoters 

of innovation and entrepreneurship policies, follow up and constant improvement in 

order to respond to the needs of the environment, daily problems of the territory and 

propose innovative solutions through products and services, and also generate an 

entrepreneurial culture that is identifying the problems and turn them into products and 

services that are sustainable in both companies and the products they develop. In 

addition, with the help of the innovation and entrepreneurship center that gives 

institutional support, if they need advice, a connection, if they need something to take 

that idea or that which they came up with to some place, some space; they see that they 

are not alone with the teacher, but also that the organization cares to give them 

assistance and support to the initiatives. 

37:16 The strategy consists of the implementation of institutional processes to 
guide the academic work of the programs offered by the organization, toward 
the development of competencies and skills in innovation and entrepreneurship, 
which would allow students or graduates greater possibility of developing 
projects that have an impact on society. 
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Program 

One of the main principles of entrepreneurship education is the creation of different 

learning environments that allow students to develop their skills in a space specifically 

designed to implement their ideas regarding entrepreneurship. For this reason, many 

organizations have placed great emphasis on the exploitation of their own technologies 

and have invested in spaces such as centers, incubators and science and technology 

parks in order to promote entrepreneurial activity. This whole process helps guide and 

advise students during the incubation process of their ideas, allowing these to become 

consolidated. As a result, students can realize their business ideas and projects in the 

future.  

1:2 From the center of innovation and entrepreneurship we are focused on the 
entire student community and also the entire community of Magdalena. 

2:7 It is free for students and graduates in most things, but some services are 
paid. But let’s say that in general terms it has a line that is free. 

7:2 Create an innovation and entrepreneurship policy, execute it, follow it up and 
constantly improve it in order to respond to the needs of the environment and 
the daily problems of the territory, and propose innovative solutions through 
products and services. 

18:20 Design and strengthen curricular offerings in entrepreneurship, connecting 
the different academic programs, and defining the academic units in charge. 

 

Support and measures for entrepreneurship 

It is very important to provide help and support to students with regard to 

administrative issues, and to obtain the resources they need to develop their business 

ideas, because by doing so they feel motivated and accompanied in the process. Most 
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students want to see results quickly, because their subsistence depends on it; if they see 

that entrepreneurship does not work, they abandon it and go out to find a job. It is 

important not only to generate an entrepreneurial culture in classes, but also to ensure 

that students and graduates can approach organizations and receive advice in order to 

initiate their business ideas. 

In terms of metrics, it is very important to follow up internally in each 

organization, because this is how it is possible to show the usefulness of all the 

pedagogical strategies implemented in the teaching of entrepreneurship topics, to 

ascertain whether they are benefiting students and thus whether they need to be 

maintained or improved. With respect to entrepreneurship, it can be observed that 

every day there are new methodologies that must be implemented, and teachers are 

constantly being instructed to provide a new topic in each class that can contribute and 

help students to initiate their ideas. 

7:5 We measure how many people attend the workshops we conduct, and we 
follow up with those who attend to see which of them then present a business 
idea. Then they are guided by a team that follows up on their idea, and we see if 
this idea survives this process of accompaniment and if it ends up becoming a 
business. 

 

42:7 In terms of graduates, we mainly measure their satisfaction in terms of the 
activities carried out for them and the entire follow-up process after they 
complete their studies. 

 

Entrepreneurship education 

Entrepreneurship education can be defined as a formalized set of teachings that inform, 

educate and train anyone interested in establishing a business. Entrepreneurship 
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education can also be defined as a pedagogical process that supports entrepreneurial 

activities, behaviors and perspectives. The decision to incorporate these subjects in 

organizations’ curricula is of particular interest, as can be explained by the positive 

effects obtained in the economic growth of small and medium-sized enterprises and in 

the creation of new jobs. This is all reflected in the promotion and encouragement of 

entrepreneurship and innovation in the academic community through conferences, 

seminars and workshops to consolidate entrepreneurial projects.  

5:3 Each semester we accompany entrepreneurial students; this accompaniment 
goes from the development of the initiative, the business plan, so we cover all 
stages of the incubation and pre-incubation of students’ ideas. We also provide 
entrepreneurship and employment fairs. 

 

Informal institutions 

Role models 

In relation to entrepreneurship, universities have assumed a leading role in promoting 

the creation of companies, which is why in order to teach entrepreneurship, it is 

essential to have such role models in order to make the whole process more 

manageable. Indeed, teachers can be mentors, as people who have already been 

entrepreneurs, and can thus teach from their own example: They can invite students 

who want to develop their business ideas to lecture spaces and show them that 

entrepreneurship is possible. 

3:16 I have been able to verify this in the monthly meetings held at the city’s 
entrepreneurship table, where we share many experiences, and we see that 
there are many similar entrepreneurships. We are on a very good scale 
compared to other universities. 
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Reward systems 

Numerous rules and incentives promoted by the national government through its 

orange economy program also help motivate many people to become entrepreneurs. 

The challenge is to provide all these tools to entrepreneurial students so that they can 

access government programs. Based on the strategic plan, the expectation is that 

students not only consider enrolling on a course to obtain a certain grade, but also to 

have the opportunity to develop their own businesses in line with corporations’ shared 

perspective and vision, which is to create new entrepreneurs and businesspeople in the 

country. 

5:10 Now there are lots of regulations and incentives that the national 
government has been promoting through its orange economy program, so the 
challenge for us is to provide all these tools to student entrepreneurs so that they 
can access all the programs offered by the government. 

 

Entrepreneurial teaching methodologies 

The implementation of methodologies and the way that entrepreneurship is taught to 

students is very important in providing adequate entrepreneurial training. Several 

strategies may be adopted to ensure a suitable environment where students can 

explore, evaluate and exploit ideas that can be transformed into social and economic 

enterprises. Consequently, the methodologies used by teachers are becoming more and 

more practical: Workshops in particular are often conducted so that students can be 

approached and enabled to desire entrepreneurship. 

1:14 The methodology we used was the CANVAS business model. 
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2:18 There are several methodologies: Some are related to the entrepreneurial 
process, including the generation of an entrepreneurial culture, so everything 
that has to do with creativity, how you encourage a person to generate ideas or 
to identify ideas. There are also other methodologies based on Osterwalder’s 
business model, which is the CANVAS, there are other methodologies. 

6:19 The idea is work with them on strategies such as learning by doing, 
empowerment, and critical thinking, using a lot of methodological tools. 

University community: Attitudes toward entrepreneurship 

The general perception of the entrepreneurial culture in the educational community is 

very important. Indeed, entrepreneurial universities not only act as generators of 

knowledge, but also as diffusers of knowledge in society, through various alternatives to 

the teaching of entrepreneurship. In recent years, it has been noted that 

entrepreneurship is an engine of economic growth. This is why many organizations have 

begun to implement and generate culture in their students, and in this way see their 

perceptions of entrepreneurship and its applicability to everyday life. 

12:2 The students have always shown good motivation in the process, but 
suddenly it is necessary to train teachers more on the subject, because what we 
have noticed is that teachers somehow do not relate it to the day to day of their 
classes. 
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Outcomes  

Entrepreneurial spirit 

Generating a thirst for entrepreneurship is one of the biggest challenges that 

organizations face today. Law 1014 regarding entrepreneurship refers to awakening in 

people a spirit of entrepreneurship even beyond the process of creating a company, 

because a person can be an entrepreneur in their work and encourage the 

implementation of entrepreneurial projects that affect their region and country, as an 

effect of its relationship with academic units, research of the institution, with the 

productive, academic and social local, national and international sector. Students have 

always shown good motivation in the process, but suddenly it is necessary to train 

teachers more on the subject, because some do not relate it to the everyday lives of 

their students, preventing the latter from developing the necessary attitude and skills. 

37:23 Encourage the development of innovation and entrepreneurship 
communities, in order to share experiences, carry out reflection processes on 
success stories, and increase the number of people who can develop a culture of 
innovation and entrepreneurship. 

42:9 These entrepreneurial skills are not only necessary for people who are in 
the process of creating a business ideas or projects; they are also necessary for 
people who are going to incur in a job. It is these entrepreneurial skills that allow 
the execution of ideas, exponential thinking, profit-oriented thinking, and the 
development of a resilient person. 

 

Social inclusion 

Develop actions that support an adequate employment placement of the graduate and 

the appropriation of the culture of entrepreneurship, all these skills that focus on all this 
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projection of entrepreneurship allows strengthening some elements that today’s 

companies require, tolerance, frustration, the ability to solve problems and that the 

student has the ability to identify problems, propose and develop solutions, so when 

you work on the skills of students this makes it much easier for them to enter the labor 

market because they have a different mentality and thus also contribute to the solution 

of the most pressing problems of society. 

2:36 Working on entrepreneurial activities provides students with the ability to 
identify problems, and propose and develop solutions. 

6:15 A degree is important, but it is not fundamental. Most important are the 
soft skills of the students, who can solve problems, who can handle technology, 
etc. 

 

Decreased business mortality 

Insertion in the labor market has several variables: It is not simply about the dependence 

of the young person, but also the economic sector and the economic situation in the 

region. The employment sector seeks young people who have soft skills like empathy, 

decision-making ability, a positive attitude toward the development of projects, and a 

willingness to work as part of a team. All these skills are developed in entrepreneurship. 

This is why it is important to encourage young people enrolled on different programs 

with the option of business practice to opt for this, and to motivate them with fairs 

aimed not at generating a profit, but at developing students’ belief that they have a 

market interested in their business ideas, which they have been developing throughout 

the academic process. Previous literature has demonstrated that entrepreneurship 
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education benefits entrepreneurs, managers, and the regions in which where they are 

located (Gordon et al., 2012). 

34:18 The good thing is that even at the fair, products are sold if they are 
attractive to the visitors, so the students also receive economic support when 
they sell their products. 

 

Entrepreneurial activities 

Creating a company is not easy because it involves a number of external factors plus 

entrepreneurs’ internal attitudinal and motivational aspects. Indeed, most of the time 

entrepreneurs are the ones to build barriers for themselves, so it is when the mentors 

in the field should motivate through their experiences to the students who are trying to 

start this process. This is why it is vital that this series of business ideas solve or respond 

to one of the objectives of sustainable development evident in the environment, so in 

this way they will be able to carry them out because of how beneficial it can be for those 

around them and that they don't do it for the needs they may have in their everyday life 

because is a business that in the short term fails or they decide to abandon it. 

4:20 They arrive at the institution and enter with the idea of setting up their own 
business, because they are looking for a way to improve their life conditions. 

18:18 Promote a real approach to the productive, social, and public sectors so that 
students identify and imitate valuable and attractive entrepreneurial behaviors, 
both individually and collectively. 

4.5. Conclusions  

By identifying the formal and informal institutions that are immersed in higher 

entrepreneurial education, we are able to understand the strategies used and the 
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importance given by each organization to entrepreneurship education. It is also helpful 

to identify those institutions in which more attention is being paid, as well as those that 

need to be supported to continue developing with respect to both theory and practice.  

To facilitate social inclusion through higher entrepreneurship education, a 

multifaceted analysis of key factors must be considered. This is why institutional theory, 

considering not only formal but also informal institutions (North, 1991), has been 

relevant to and appropriate for this analysis. Here we have presented a comparative 

case study of higher education organizations that are mostly attended by low-income 

students. This analysis has provided insights into how higher entrepreneurship 

education is designed and implemented in two different regions to close the inequality 

gap faced by students with scarce opportunities. This research has yielded three key 

results and theoretical contributions.  

First, the objective of social inclusion is clear to the higher education 

organizations, and is accomplished through the development of entrepreneurship 

education, which can improve students’ skills so that they have better chances of 

entering the labor market or creating their own businesses. In this sense, there is an 

affirmation of prior literature that relates to higher entrepreneurial education and social 

inclusion (Smith, 2017).  

Second, the importance of generating an entrepreneurship culture is especially 

evident in the high ratio of three formal institutions: entrepreneurial organization and 

governance structure, program and entrepreneurial education. Moreover, courses 

aimed at generating an entrepreneurial spirit need to be complemented by education 
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into management skills, especially in areas that are less related to business and 

economics. This is essential to reduce the mortality of new businesses, and enable a 

growth culture within existing businesses (Jones et al., 2011), but it remains an issue 

that is less widely addressed in organizations’ strategies. Moreover, those skills and 

culture would support those capabilities that higher entrepreneurial education provides 

to graduate students with the employability abilities that employers require (Damoah 

et al., 2021) 

Third, formal institutions that support entrepreneurship, such as programs 

related to curriculum design, also need to include strategies to enhance an 

entrepreneurial culture, alongside formal courses. Such strategies, although informal, 

should be directed by the people in charge of the entrepreneurship center, and by 

entrepreneurship professors. This is very relevant at the theoretical level because it 

emphasized and demonstrated the interrelationship between both formal and informal 

institutions inside higher entrepreneurial education.  

Finally, this study also has some limitations, which provide potential areas for 

future research. First, it is necessary to corroborate how effectively the efforts of higher 

education organizations that we have identified in this chapter translate into the 

expected outcomes of enabling students to enter the labor market or create their own 

companies, both of which contribute to social inclusion and economic development. 

Nevertheless, it is also important to highlight that this study represents a starting point 

to understand and analyze these relationships, so future research can advance from 

here both in theory and in practice. Second, despite the fact that the information 



108 

 

collected was triangulated between the files and the interviews, this chapter has not 

presented the perceptions of other actors within the higher education organizations 

analyzed in the case study. Therefore, the next chapter will seek to address some of 

these limitations.
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5. Relationship between formal and informal institutions within higher 

entrepreneurial education and their impact on social inclusion. A 

mixed-methods approach 

5.1. Introduction  

The findings of the preceding chapters have demonstrated the importance of analyzing 

formal and informal institutions regarding entrepreneurship education’s influence on 

social inclusion. For instance, Chapter 3 showed the influence of formal institutions on 

social inclusion. However, one of the chapter’s limitations was a lack of data regarding 

specific institutions with respect to higher entrepreneurial education. Moreover, based 

on the results from Chapter 4 that evidence of how higher education organizations 

implement in their programs formal and informal institutions to promote 

entrepreneurship from the directives perspective. The present chapter goes further by 

analyzing the impact of these strategies on two different proxies of social inclusion 

(transition and income improvement) from graduates’ point of view. Accordingly, we 

propose and validate relevant instruments in order to collect primary data through 

surveys and semi-structured interviews.  

The unemployment rate in Colombia in April 2021 was 15 percent, or 3.6 million 

people (DANE, 2021). In such a context, higher education organizations often include 

within their strategic plans a pledge to ensure that their graduates are competitive in 

the labor market, so that they can find a stable job that will increase their income. In 

recent years, entrepreneurship education has been significantly strengthened, because 
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it has great potential to allow young people to acquire skills, and is thus widely 

considered an appropriate policy to promote job creation and economic growth 

(Kozlinska et al., 2020). Part of this responsibility in society is assumed by tertiary 

education, because universities play an important role as knowledge producers and 

disseminators. Indeed, an entrepreneurial university not only promotes multiple 

measures to support entrepreneurship, but also develops management capabilities, 

strategies or competitive positions, thereby establishing links between education, 

research and public and private organizations. Despite the efforts of higher education 

organizations to promote entrepreneurship, in Colombia the development of 

entrepreneurial universities is only just beginning, and in general, emerging economies 

lag far behind developed economies such as the United States (Temel et al., 2015). There 

is still a lack of understanding of the elements needed to be an entrepreneurial 

university, as well as studies showing how being an entrepreneurial university improves 

students’ and subsequently graduates’ lives. 

The EU considers entrepreneurial skills a crucial factor for generating well-being; 

for this reason, entrepreneurship education is today included in teacher training 

curricula (Seikkula-Leino et al., 2012). Moreover, universities are recognized as 

facilitators of economic development, especially in underserved communities (Wang, 

2021). Entrepreneurial education strategies face challenges in imparting knowledge 

regarding personal aspects of entrepreneurial competence, and not only to create new 

companies (Williams et al., 2020). As a consequence, in countries such as Colombia with 

high levels of corruption and a significant informal economy, entrepreneurship 



112 

 

education should include focus on managing uncertainty (Baughn & Neupert, 2003) and 

fear of failure (Kollmann et al., 2017). In the same line, there must be coherence 

between the bets of the universities and regional productive needs, necessitating a close 

relationship between universities and the regional context, which can thereby bring 

students closer to the reality of the development needs of their region (Alvarado & 

Rivera, 2011). These challenges mean that most entrepreneurship education research 

has focused on knowledge and skills development, while paying much less attention to 

the actual effects on aspects of social inclusion, such as employment generation or 

income improvement. This calls into question the role of higher education organizations 

in facilitating social inclusion through entrepreneurship education. For this reason, the 

aim of this chapter is to analyze the interaction between the formal and informal 

institutions within higher entrepreneurial education, and their effectiveness in achieving 

social inclusion. 

We draw on a mixed-methods study involving logistic regression analysis and a 

case study comparing specific new ventures in two regions of a developing economy. 

Thus, the data collection process comprised two parts. First, for the quantitative 

analysis, we collected primary data from graduates, to examine the direct relationship 

between higher education institutions and social inclusion. For the case study, we 

collected primary information through in-depth, semi-structured interviews with 10 

graduates in two Colombian regions. The results of the quantitative analysis validate the 

positive influence of informal institutions on social inclusion. However, the formal 

institutions in this sample have a negative effect, which is counterintuitive and raises 
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interesting points for discussion. Going deeper into the qualitative analysis, the results 

show the importance that formal institutions align with informal ones, in order to ensure 

that students develop the necessary entrepreneurial skills before they graduate.  

This chapter makes several significant contributions to theory and practice. The 

first is that it builds on the negligible empirical literature regarding how the institutions 

within higher education organizations represent determinants of social inclusion. The 

second is that it determines the important interaction between the formal and informal 

institutions driving social inclusion in two specific contexts. We find no differences 

between the two regions regarding the challenges faced by tertiary education. Third, we 

contribute to practice by allowing governments and policymakers to design policy 

initiatives that focus on informal institutions, rather than laws and regulations for 

increasing incomes and graduates’ employability. Finally, the mixed-methods approach 

used is important to advance in the research field and triangulate the results (McDonald 

et al., 2015).  

This chapter is organized as follows. First, the theoretical framework reviews the 

existing literature linking higher entrepreneurship education and social inclusion. Next, 

the methodology describes the research methods, including the model, measurements, 

and data. The results section presents and discusses the findings. The final section 

provides a brief conclusion, addressing the implications and suggesting directions for 

future research. 
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5.2. Theoretical framework  

5.2.1. Relationship between formal and informal institutions that promote 

entrepreneurship education and social inclusion  

As we have presented in previous chapters, institutions (both formal and informal) in 

the entrepreneurship research context establish the rules that structure the 

relationships among policymakers and organizations concerned with entrepreneurship 

and society. Within higher education organizations, formal institutions are represented 

by governance and structure, curricula, and programs defined in statutes, while informal 

institutions include the entrepreneurship culture and teaching methodologies. All these 

institutions represent the conditioning factors that influence the outcomes of teaching 

and research activities, entrepreneurial activities that constitute the precedents of 

economic and social outputs (Guerrero et al., 2014).  

The strategies and institutions that support entrepreneurship education all have 

different objectives, a fact that tends to be overlooked. Some of these objectives are the 

creation of welfare (Seikkula-Leino et al., 2012), enhancing students’ employability 

(Pardo-Garcia & Barac, 2020), and responding to students’ needs. All these objectives 

contribute to students’ integral development, enabling them to foster an intention to 

transform themselves and improve their environment (Azqueta & Naval, 2019), and all 

are directed toward social inclusion (Balbachevsky et al., 2019).  

One of the main challenges in the literature is the lack of empirical studies in 

developing economies that analyze the relationship between higher entrepreneurship 
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education and social inclusion. For instance, Kamanzi (2021) reaffirm the difficulty of 

finding studies with samples regarding social inclusion and access to higher education in 

developing economies. This situation makes it more difficult to find prior research that 

study specifically entrepreneurship education and social inclusion in developing 

countries’ contexts.   

However, being a very important issue, the discussion has been growing, 

especially in recent years. Unterhalter and Howell (2021) looked at the role of tertiary 

education in low- and lower-middle-income countries from a theoretical perspective. 

They found that universities offer a curriculum that fails to appreciate what is needed in 

practice. Damoah et al. (2021) study whether higher education provides graduate 

students with the employability skills employers require in a developing country like 

Ghana. Among those skills is enterprise leadership, which can be associated with 

entrepreneurial skills. Furthermore, students can learn it through entrepreneurship 

education. Ebekozien et al. (2022) study how the development of generic skills, including 

entrepreneurship ones increase employability in South Africa. 

Authors such as Premand et al. (2016) have shown that entrepreneurship 

education has great potential to enable young people to acquire the skills that will 

encourage them to set up their own businesses or develop entrepreneurship in the 

workplace if they are employed. In Tunisia, a curriculum reform was implemented to 

offer entrepreneurship training and mentoring to help university students confront the 

labor market and prepare their own business plans. Even though general employment 

rates did not change as a result, there was a significant increase in self-employment as 
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well as in graduates’ future aspirations. Implementing adequate educational programs 

may provide methods and objectives oriented toward improving entrepreneurial 

capacity, so that students can develop critical and creative thinking. This is because early 

inclusion in undergraduate programs can improve students’ attitudes toward 

entrepreneurial activity to easily perceive entrepreneurial opportunities (Fayolle, 2007). 

Moreover, such creative thinking allows students and graduates to demonstrate more 

attitudes and skills when employers are evaluating them. As a result, they present more 

abilities than those merely acquired in their professional studies, because critical 

thinking helps people who are seeking to become more entrepreneurial. According to 

previous literature, we therefore propose the following hypothesis. 

Hypothesis 1: Favorable formal institutions regarding entrepreneurial education 

increase graduates’ probability of social inclusion. 

In all the process informal institutions as methodologies are fundamental. For 

instance, Norman and Hyland (2003) have demonstrated that teaching methodologies 

that provide support, encouragement, and constructive feedback offer students more 

ways to be successful and avoid the feeling of failure that is caused by the conventional 

teaching system and a culture demanding the full completion of a degree in a regular 

university program. 

In addition, the university community should have reward systems in place that 

enable students to feel motivated. This can create scenarios in which experienced 

entrepreneurs interact with potential entrepreneurs, with the objective that the system 

contributes to regional and national development by providing qualified entrepreneurs 
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(Urbano et al., 2017). Such scenarios are also a source of networking for students, 

allowing them to find new job opportunities.  

Authors such as Guerrero et al. (2014) have determined that entrepreneurial 

universities can influence economic growth through the knowledge they acquire. 

Moreover, Fellnhofer and Mueller (2018) have argued that the level of uncertainty could 

be reduced and students could develop more confidence based on role models, as 

knowing entrepreneurs and learning from them can increase their probability of starting 

a new business. On the one hand, universities contribute to those role models through 

conferences with experienced entrepreneurs with failure and success stories. Those 

stories may inspire the students and help them understand the importance of certain 

skills to overcome difficulty. On the other hand, role models are also present in the 

student families. For instance, children with entrepreneurial parents often work from a 

very young age, enabling them to acquire experience and a practical attitude to start 

their own business. Furthermore, the skills and self-confidence acquired both from 

entrepreneurial universities and previous experience in a family business benefit 

students’ new business creation and market labor insertion (Pardo-Garcia & Barac, 

2020). Other studies have considered how informal institutions such as reputation 

explain entrepreneurship. Powers and McDougall (2005) have found that the quality of 

university faculty is significant in explaining entrepreneurship; such quality is also 

related to reputation, which in this study can be considered both a cultural factor and 

an informal institution. These results show the influence of culture on the generation of 

new businesses and the inclusion of students in the labor market.  
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Showed that informal institutions such as social networks and universities 

support more than curses influencing entrepreneurial orientation (Sahoo & Panda, 

2019). As mentioned before, higher education through cross-curricular 

entrepreneurship programs plays a significant role in shaping students’ perceptions, 

confidence, competencies and conviction (Iglesias-Sánchez et al., 2016).  

Networks, innovative methodologies, entrepreneurial culture and reputation are 

not generated by themselves. Therefore, a formal framework is necessary for 

entrepreneurship courses, requiring will from the directors of higher education 

organizations to strengthen entrepreneurship. As a consequence and according to the 

literature review and the results of previous chapters, we propose the following 

hypothesis. 

Hypothesis 2: Favorable informal institutions regarding entrepreneurial 

education increase graduates’ probability of social inclusion. 

Although previous research has focused on specific aspects of entrepreneurship 

education that explain intention, we cannot find a model able to integrate the formal 

and informal factors regarding entrepreneurship education that influence social 

inclusion specifically. Therefore, this study is necessary to advance empirical evidence 

to understand the institutional and contextual factors at play, especially how institutions 

interact with one another and how these relationships influence social inclusion. 

Figure 5.1 shows the theoretical model tested in this Chapter.  
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Figure 5.1 Theoretical model to analyze formal and informal institutions and their influence 
on two different measures of social inclusion 

 

Source: Own elaboration based on Guerrero and Urbano (2012) 

 

5.3. Methodology  

As mentioned before, this study adopted a mixed-methods design involving two phases. 

The first analyzed primary quantitative data to find the paths and significant 

relationships between formal and informal institutions ins and two proxies of social 

inclusion through logistic regression. The second phase took these relationships and 

reviewed how they develop such relationships from graduates’ perspective via in-depth 

interviews, with a multiple-case study conducted to provide a deeper analysis and to 

shed light on the quantitative results, in order to respond to the study’s objective. The 
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samples in both stages comprised students from the Andean and Caribbean regions of 

Colombia 

Our mixed-methods approach provided complementary strengths from each 

data source, with the resultant analyses enabling an understanding that would not have 

been obtained by either approach in isolation (Brewer & Hunter, 2005). The 

methodology of both the quantitative and the qualitative phases is detailed below. 
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5.3.1. Quantitative phase 

5.3.1.1. Method 

Following a similar method as that used in Chapter 3, we analyzed the effect of formal 

and informal institutions on social inclusion through models for binary response (Hair et 

al., 2014). The estimation of logistic coefficients is typically similar to a regression. 

However, in this case, the dependent variables took two values (0 and 1), and the mean 

of estimating the model was the maximum likelihood (Hair et al., 2014). The binomial 

logit model assumed that the social inclusion measure, which used two proxies—the 

individual’s transition to work, and their income improvement (j)—would depend on an 

unobservable utility index 𝑈𝑗 (also known as a latent variable), determined by one or 

more explanatory variables in such a way that the larger value of the index 𝑈𝑗, the 

greater the probability of the dependent variable taking the value of 1. 

Considering the above, the equation to be estimated was the following: 

𝑈𝑗 = 𝑃 (𝑆𝐼𝑗 = 1) = 𝛽0 + 𝛽1𝐹𝑗 +  𝛽2 𝐶𝐶𝑗 +  𝛽3𝐸𝐶𝑗 + 𝛽4𝐼𝑗 + 𝛽5 𝑋𝑗 + 𝑉𝑗  

Where: 𝑆𝐼𝑗 is a categorical dependent variable that collects information about 

social inclusion, through the proxies transition and income before and after the studies; 

𝐹𝑗 is a categorical variable that identifies formal institutions regarding the 

entrepreneurship plan and center; 𝐶𝐶𝑗 identifies whether the student attended 

compulsory courses; 𝐸𝐶𝑗 identifies whether the student attended elective courses; 𝐼𝑗 

identifies the informal institutions regarding entrepreneurship culture and support; 𝑋𝑗 
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collects information on the student’s individual control variables; and 𝑉𝑗  corresponds to 

the disturbance or error term. 

All the models were run using Stata software (StataCorp, 2015). We ran two 

models to analyze the influence of institutions on social inclusion. After establishing the 

influence of formal and informal institutions on income improvement, we analyzed a 

second model to examine the influence of formal and informal institutions on transition. 

 

5.3.1.2. Sample selection 

We sent an online survey to graduates of the organizations that had agreed to 

participate in the research. This task was not easy: We made requests to each of the 

nine organizations 10 to 12 times, and obtained responses from only five of those that 

had agreed to participate in the research. Specifically, a total sample of 836 graduates 

answered the questionary. 50.87% of the sample are women, while 49.13% are men. 

Regarding the age, 75% of the graduates were 19 to 40 years old and 25% were 41 to 65 

years old. We received the following number of responses per higher education 

organization: 

PCJI: 185 responses. 

CUAM: 195 responses. 

CUAB: 212 responses. 

TCC: 180 responses. 

CU: 64 responses.  
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Collecting the responses in the stage of the online survey took two months, and 

was additionally complicated by the COVID-19 global pandemic. Indeed, the research 

was not a priority for the organizations, considering that they had to implement new 

methodologies for virtual classes at the same time. 

Finally, once all the responses had been collected, the sample was analyzed to 

avoid late response bias and to check for duplicate responses. A single database was 

filtered by zones and then organized and coded.  
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5.3.1.3. Variables  

Table 5.1 presents descriptions of the dependent, independent and control variables in 

the model.  

Table 5.1 Description of variables 

Variables Proxies Description 

Social inclusion  Income improvement 1: If the income range improved after graduation  

0: If the income range did not improve after 
graduation 

Transition 1: Entrepreneur or employee after graduating 

0: Unemployed  

Formal institutions 

Entrepreneurial 
organization and 
governance structure 
program 

Entrepreneurship 
plan or center within 
the higher education 
organization  

1: If the organization had an entrepreneurship plan or 
center 

0: If the organization did not have an 
entrepreneurship plan or center 

Entrepreneurship 
education 

Compulsory courses Number of compulsory courses attended 

Elective courses Number of elective courses attended 

Informal institutions 

University 
community  

University 
environment 

 

The items answered on a seven-point scale (1 = not at 
all; 7 = very much) were: 

-The atmosphere at my university inspires me to 
develop ideas for new businesses 

-There is a favorable climate for becoming an 
entrepreneur at my university 

-At my university, students are encouraged to engage 
in entrepreneurial activities 

Entrepreneurial 
teaching 
methodologies 

Program of learning  

 

The items answered on a seven-point scale (1 = not at 
all; 7 = very much) were: 

The courses and offerings I attended: 
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Variables Proxies Description 

- Increased my understanding of the attitudes, values, 
and motivations of entrepreneurs 

- Increased my understanding of the actions someone 
has to take to start a business 

- Enhanced my practical management skills to start a 
business 

- Enhanced my ability to develop networks 

- Enhanced my ability to identify an opportunity 

Control Age  Number of years  

Gender 0: Female; 1: Male 

Area of studies  What is your main area of study? 

Business/Law/Economy/Other Social Science 
(including Education)/Engineering and 
Architecture/Mathematics and Natural 
Sciences/Information and Communications 
Technology/Medicine and Health 
Sciences/Agricultural, Forestry and Nutritional 
Science/Languages and Humanities (including 
Psychology, Philosophy, and Religion)/Art and Art 
Sciences/Other 

Level of studies  1: Grade; 2: Master’s degree/specialization; 3: 
Doctorate 

Region  1: Andean; 2: Caribbean 

 

5.3.2. Qualitative phase 

5.3.2.1. Method 

To determine how formal and informal institutions within higher entrepreneurial 

education are interrelated and influence the social inclusion of graduates, we conducted 

a comparative case study among graduates from two regions of Colombia. Such a 

research method is helpful in examining a phenomenon within its context (Yin, 2009), 



126 

 

and allows for greater flexibility in analyzing the results (Roesch, 2005). We developed 

a semi-structured questionnaire, because according to Roesch (2005), open questions 

provide relevant and rich information with insights into the answers. Three academic 

entrepreneurship researchers validated the questionnaire. A total of 10 interviews were 

conducted with graduates, four in the Andean region and six in the Caribbean.  

The instrument was developed based on the theoretical model, and due to the 

nature of our study, provided the initial base for the codes. Other emerging codes 

appeared during the analysis. 

 

5.3.2.2. Sample selection 

The list of graduates invited to take part in the study was determined by the person in 

charge of the entrepreneurship area whom we interviewed in the data collection stage 

of Chapter 4, based on four criteria: (1) graduates from different cohorts; (2) not only 

entrepreneurs; (3) different ages; (4) low-income at the time of starting their studies.  

The interview process of the graduates in each organization was fluent because 

these people were very collaborative with the organization. Contact was made with 

these graduates through the people in charge of the entrepreneurship area. We then 

sent an email inviting the graduates who met the criteria, telling them about the project 

and the objectives of the interview. Subsequently, a meeting was scheduled on Zoom. 

The results were categorized through content analysis, which allows for a 

systematic description that enriches comprehension of the relationships and results 
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attained. Furthermore, the categories in the instrument were aligned to the 

environmental factors from the entrepreneurial university model (Guerrero & Urbano, 

2012; Guerrero et al., 2014), following the results from Chapter 3 focused on the 

directives’ perspective. 

The shortest interview lasted 30 minutes and the longest 50 minutes, with an 

average duration of 40 minutes. Indeed, most were at the longer end, because the 

people interviewed had been or were currently entrepreneurs, and thus told us about 

the whole process of establishing their business, and whether the application of 

knowledge was helpful to decide to start. Most of the respondents were very open in 

answering the questions. At the time when some of the graduates were studying, some 

of the organizations had not fully implemented the classes and the subject of 

entrepreneurship in general, so many of them were not familiar with it, while in other 

cases, many of the other graduates interviewed did not remember the exact contents 

of those classes. 

5.4. Findings and discussion  

5.4.1. Quantitative analysis  

Table 5.2 presents the means, standard deviations, and intercorrelations for the study 

variables. Any pairwise correlation in the table exceed the rule of thumb coefficient 0.70 

or higher (Hair et al., 2014), indicating that multicollinearity is not a problem in the 

model. For the analysis of informal institutions, two proxies were considered: 

perceptions of the university environment and the program of learning. These two 

factors were measured using Likert scales, as presented in Table 5.1 The indicators of 
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both factors were highly correlated in the previous analysis, so in order to avoid 

collinearity problems, we decided to focus on a single factor, called the informal factor. 

Table 5.2 Pairwise correlations and Descriptive Statistics 

Variables N Mea
n 

Std. Dev 1 2 3 4 

1. Employability (SI) 763 0.45 0.5 1.00    

2. Income improvement (SI) 866 0.37 0.48 0.00 1.00   

3. Plan or center (FI) 866 0.74 0.44 -0.12*** -0.33*** 1.00  

4. Compulsory courses (FI) 866 0.68 0.47 -0.10*** -0.07** 0.18*** 1.00 

5. Elective courses (FI) 866 0.6 0.49 0.12*** 0.12*** 0.28*** 0.66*** 

6. Informal factor (II) 861 0 1 0.01* 0.01* 0.19*** 0.28*** 

7. Experience 866 0.57 0.5 -1.00*** -0.01 0.13*** 0.12*** 

8. Age 866 1.26 0.44 -0.25*** 0.00 0.05 -0.07** 

9. Gender 865 0.49 0.5 -0.09** 0.04 0.01 -0.03 

10. Area of studies 866 2.63 1.49 0.14*** 0.15*** -0.23*** -0.10*** 

11. Level of studies 865 0.3 0.47 -0.07** 0.20*** -0.01 -0.06* 

12. Region 866 1.52 0.5 0.13*** -0.18*** 0.61*** 0.22*** 

 

Variables  5 6 7 8 9 10 11 

5. Elective courses (FI) 1.00       

6. Informal factor (II) 0.30*** 1.00      

7. Experience 0.14*** 0.01 1.00     

8. Age -0.01 -0.04 0.26*** 1.00    

9. Gender -0.03 0.03 0.10*** 0.16*** 1.00   

10. Area of studies -0.13*** -0.12*** -0.14*** -0.09*** 0.08** 1.00  

11. Level of studies -0.02 0.02 0.07** 0.23*** 0.06* -0.02 1.00 

12. Region 0.30*** 0.21*** -0.12*** -0.21*** -0.04 -0.07** -0.02 

*** p<0.001, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 SI = Social inclusion; FI = Formal institutions; II = Informal institutions 
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Given that the formal institutions were measured at the university level 

(entrepreneurship plan or center within the higher education organization), we analyzed 

the possibility of conducting a multilevel analysis, acknowledging the variance explained 

by differences by university. For this purpose, we calculated the intraclass correlation 

coefficient. We first examined the degree of variance associated with between-

university differences, estimating the intraclass coefficient correlation (ICC). The analysis 

revealed an ICC of 0.03, indicating that three percent of the variability in the 

improvement of social inclusion outcomes was explained by between-university 

variance. This was a small ICC, with previous literature suggesting that > 0.05 is 

necessary to conduct a multilevel analysis (Hox, 2010). This result suggested that 

meaningful university-level variance did not exist in the social inclusion of the students.  

We also conducted a t-test to assess the statistical significance of the difference 

between the two sample means for our dependent variable (Hair et al., 2014). All the 

results showed that the differences in means of the dependent variable income 

improvement for the different ages and graduation year were not statistically different. 

In the case of the employability variable, there were significant differences regarding 

the mean at different ages, which is to be expected, because as a graduate becomes 

older, they naturally have more job options available to them.  

Table 5.3 presents the logistic regression results regarding the social inclusion 

measure as income improvement after attaining a degree. All models are statistically 

significant at a confidence level of 99 percent. Models 1 and 2 present the interest 

variables and control variables independently. Model 3 introduces all the dependent 
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variables. Given that the control variables age and gender are not statistically significant 

to explain the dependent variable (income improvement), we did not include them in 

our model, in order to avoid specification errors (Hair et al., 2014, p. 168). Following the 

rule of the AIC and the BIC, we chose Model 4 as the one that best explains the 

dependent variable. 

Table 5.3 Logit results predicting social inclusion through income improvement 

   M1  M2  M3  M4 

Entrepreneurship plan or center: Yes –1.598*** 

(0.176) 

 –1.698*** 

(0.265) 

–1.628*** 

(0.188) 

Compulsory courses –0.037  0.079  

  (0.208)  (0.217)  

Elective courses –0.201  –0.226  

  (0.202)  (0.209)  

Informal factor 0.188**  0.186** 0.179** 

  (0.081)  (0.086) (0.084) 

Age  –0.242 –0.095  

   (0.200) (0.212)  

Gender: Male  0.141 0.113  

   (0.155) (0.162)  

Law  –0.380 0.261 0.225 

   (0.249) (0.273) (0.244) 

Social Science/Education  0.623* 0.540 0.550 

   (0.320) (0.351) (0.346) 

Engineering/Technology  0.760*** 0.542*** 0.599*** 

   (0.189) (0.204) (0.197) 

Other areas  0.410* 0.351 0.369 

   (0.246) (0.262) (0.260) 

Master’s degree  1.061*** 1.029*** 1.014*** 

   (0.168) (0.179) (0.174) 

PhD  0.856 0.313 0.337 

   (1.387) (1.296) (1.359) 

Caribbean region  0.852 0.147  

   (0.160) (0.237)  
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   M1  M2  M3  M4 

Obs. 861 864 859 860 

Pseudo R-squared Mcfaden 0.0896 0.0855 0.1299 0.1288 

Log pseudolikelihood –514.28 –519.36 –490.23 –491.73 

AIC 1038.564  1058.732  1008.466  1001.47  

BIC 1062.354 1106.348 1075.047 1044.283 

 

Standard errors are in parentheses *** p < 0.001, ** p < 0.05, * p < 0.1 

AIC: Akaike information criterion; BIC: Bayesian information criterion 

Coefficients regarding formal and informal institutions are significant, with p-

values of ≤ 0.001 and ≤ 0.05, respectively. With respect to Hypothesis 1, we consider 

entrepreneurial organization and governance structure regarding entrepreneurship (β = 

–1.628, p ≤ 0.001). Where the graduate had attended a higher education organization 

with a center and an entrepreneurship plan, their probability of improving their income 

after graduating decreases. This is a counterintuitive result, as such institutions are not 

reflected in the expected results. Moreover, where the individual had received 

entrepreneurship education (compulsory and elective courses), the results are not 

statistically significant to explain social inclusion through income improvement. 

Regarding Hypothesis 2, we consider the informal institutions regarding perceptions of 

the university environment and the program of learning, when the graduated have 

better perception of the environment, the university community for entrepreneurship 

generate networks, among others the probability of income improvement increases (β 

= 0.179, p ≤ 0.05). 

Regarding the control variables, area of studies influences income improvement, 

as being an Engineering/Technology graduate has a significant effect in explaining 

income improvement compared to Business and Economics (β = 0.599, p ≤ 0.001). 



132 

 

Finally, compared to graduating with an undergraduate degree, having a Master’s 

degree or specialization positively increases the probability of income improvement (β 

= 1.014, p ≤ 0.001), and the results are statistically significant.  

As mentioned before, the social inclusion concept is difficult to define and 

measure. This is why we considered an additional proxy to understand the variables 

affecting it. Table 5.4 presents the logistic regression results regarding the social 

inclusion measure as transition to work after attaining a degree. All models are 

statistically significant at a confidence level of 99 percent. Models 5 and 6 present the 

interest variables and control variables independently. Model 7 introduces all the 

dependent variables. Given that the control variables age and gender are statistically 

significant to explain the dependent variable (transition), we included them to our 

model to avoid specification errors (Hair et al., 2014, p. 168). Following the rule of the 

AIC and the BIC, the model that best explains transition is Model 8.   
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Table 5.4 Logit results predicting social inclusion through transition 

  M5 M6 M7 M8 

Entrepreneurship plan or center: Yes –
0.510*** 

(0.176) 

 –
1.822*** 

(0.304) 

–
1.809*** 

(0.300) 

Compulsory courses –0.222  –0.311  

  (0.214)  (0.235)  

Elective courses 0.302  0.476** 0.659*** 

  (0.208)  (0.228) (0.183) 

Informal factor 0.130  0.163* 0.153* 

  (0.080)  (0.090) (0.089) 

Age  –
1.160*** 

–
1.123*** 

–
1.115*** 

   (0.205) (0.210) (0.212) 

Gender: Male  –0.280* –0.329** –0.327** 

   (0.160) (0.166) (0.166) 

Law  0.389 0.940*** 0.971*** 

   (0.238) (0.275) (0.273) 

Social Science/Education  1.007*** 0.693* 0.743** 

   (0.338) (0.363) (0.363) 

Engineering/Technology  0.717*** 0.435** 0.449** 

   (0.195) (0.206) (0.206) 

Other areas  0.564** 0.397 0.412 

   (0.272) (0.274) (0.273) 

Master’s degree  –0.139 -0.281  

   (0.181) (0.188)  

PhD  0.490 0.174  

   (1.745) (1.314)  

Caribbean region  0.414*** 1.703*** 1.692*** 

   (0.158) (0.269) (0.265) 

Obs. 758 762 757 757 

Pseudo R-squared Mcfaden 0.0202 0.0757 0.1295 0.1278 

Log pseudolikelihood –510.44 –484.51 –453.00 –453.87 

AIC 1030.897  989.0307  934.0085  933.7501  

BIC 1054.051 1035.39 998.8196 993.9319 

 

Standard errors are in parentheses *** p < 0.001, ** p < 0.05, * p < 0.1 

AIC: Akaike information criterion; BIC: Bayesian information criterion 
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Coefficients regarding formal and informal institutions are significant, with p-

values of ≤ 0.001 and ≤ 0.05, respectively. With respect to Hypothesis 1, we consider 

entrepreneurial organization and governance structure regarding entrepreneurship (β = 

–1.809, p ≤ 0.001). Where the graduate had attended a higher education organization 

with a center and an entrepreneurship plan, their probability of making the transition 

after graduating decreases. This counterintuitive result is similar to the model regarding 

income improvement, which needs to be analyzed in light of the context of the informal 

economy and the scarce resources of the sample. However, also with respect to the 

formal institutions where students receive entrepreneurship education (specifically 

elective courses), the results are statistically significant to explain social inclusion 

through transition (β = 0.659, p ≤ 0.001). With respect to Hypothesis 2, we again consider 

informal institutions regarding perceptions of the university environment and the 

program of learning. Indeed, where graduates have better perception of the 

environment, the university community for entrepreneurship generate networks, 

among others, the probability of income transition in contrast to being unemployed 

increases (β = 0.153, p ≤ 0.05). 

With respect to the control variables, the results differ from the model using the 

dependent variable income improvement. In this case, age and gender influence the 

transition. Being a graduate of Law, a Social Science such as Education, Psychology, 

Engineering or Technology has a significant effect in explaining the transition relative to 

being a graduate of Business or Economics. Table 5.5 presents a summary of the main 

quantitative results. 
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Table 5.5 Quantitative finding’s summary: formal and informal institutions influencing social 
inclusion 

Social inclusion 

proxies 

Hypothesis 1  

Formal institutions 

(Entrepreneurship plan or center, 

entrepreneurship courses) 

Hypothesis 2  

Informal institutions 

(Perceptions of university environment and 

program of learning) 

 

Model 4: Income 

improvement 

Counterintuitive Supported 

Model 8: Transition  Counterintuitive 

Elective courses: Supported 

Supported 

Conclusions  Formal institutions regarding 

entrepreneurship (structure and 

governance) reduce the 

probability of social inclusion, 

whereas formal institutions 

regarding elective courses 

increase the probability of social 

inclusion measured as transition 

Informal institutions, such as 

perceptions of a favorable 

university environment and 

program of learning regarding 

entrepreneurship, increase the 

probability of social inclusion  

 

5.4.2. Qualitative analysis  

Formal institutions 

Entrepreneurial organization and governance structure 

The graduates were aware of the efforts made by their higher education organizations 

at the formal level, and some of them talked about the different programs on offer. This 

evidences efficacy, at least in terms of individuals’ understanding of the strategies used. 

Indeed, as long as students understand the strategies developed by their organizations, 
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these strategies can achieve their intended objectives. For instance, we found that 

graduates were positive regarding the organizations’ and the entrepreneurship 

programs’ ability to generate an interest in entrepreneurship (Rojas de Francisco et al., 

2017). 

2:6 One of the pillars of the university was and I believe will always be 

entrepreneurship, and this is what innovation and entrepreneurship are focused 

on. 

4:6 The university promoted an entrepreneurship program. For the university 

the teaching of entrepreneurship is a very important pillar, because in the 

development of a sustainable society I consider it something the university 

needed, because it was not seen in the past. 

5:8 Part of the whole structure and vision of the university is not only to train 

students to become integral professionals, but also to ensure that students have 

the ability to create their own companies, which is why they are designing an 

entrepreneurship route where they [students] start with entrepreneurial spirit 

and end with the creation of a company. 

10:5 Many careers have implemented the study of entrepreneurship in their 

curriculum and in their mission. 

 

Entrepreneurship education program: courses 

Some of the graduates claimed they attended just one course on entrepreneurship, 

although depending on their interest others decided to attend more than one.  

1:1 and 7:1 We only attended one course on entrepreneurship. 

3:2 The classes on entrepreneurship were based on teaching us the importance 

of innovation within entrepreneurship, the steps to follow to establish a start-

up. 
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Perceptions of such courses and programs are crucial because they directly 

influence entrepreneurial intention (Karimi et al., 2016; Lopez & Alvarez, 2019). 

However, the graduates showed a disconnection between the programs and the reality 

that should be considered when planning the contents of these classes.  

6:9 The university tries to promote entrepreneurship, they try to encourage 

students to be entrepreneurs, but I think that they don’t really teach the 

necessary tools to face it as it really is in real life.  

Following the law regarding entrepreneurship in Colombia, all higher education 

organizations must offer a course in entrepreneurship within their curricula. However, 

this course is often the only means available for students to approach this topic, and it 

may therefore be insufficient.  

1:15 I consider that the entrepreneurial spirit needs to be cultivated much more 

in people through more activities and classes, because just one is not enough. 

These statements indicate why previous research evaluating courses and 

entrepreneurship behavior or intentions have yielded inconsistent results. Indeed, some 

have shown positive relationships (Galloway & Brown, 2002), while others have 

revealed negative or insignificant findings (Mentoor & Friedrich, 2007; Oosterbeek et 

al., 2010). 

Formal institutions related to support and measures for entrepreneurship did 

not emerge consistently in interviews, suggesting a lack of measurement strategies in 

promoting entrepreneurial activity.  

Informal institutions  

University community: attitude toward entrepreneurship  
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In addition to courses and programs, it is important that there is a culture of 

entrepreneurship within higher education organizations, as this can provide additional 

spaces where networks are generated. Indeed, organizations should dedicate resources 

to coordinate informal opportunities and enable interaction with different actors 

(Williams et al., 2020). 

4:4 Entrepreneurship was not seen then as it is now by universities ... the 

university invites everyone to be part of this through workshops and work teams. 

 

Entrepreneurial teaching methodologies  

Experiential approaches are more closely associated with the generation of an 

entrepreneurial mindset than are traditional methods (Lackéus, 2015; Nabi et al., 2017). 

Norman and Hyland (2003) note that self-confidence helps students learn, rendering it 

key to the development of occupational skills for economic competitiveness and the 

promotion of social inclusion. Most of our respondents referred to the development of 

a business plan and model in order to apply the theory learned in class related to 

entrepreneurship. In this sense, experiential approaches build self-confidence in 

students, stimulating higher education organizations to recognize and implement such 

strategies in practice. By contrast, with respect to informal institutions, role models and 

reward systems were rarely mentioned by the graduates in their in their higher 

education processes.  

6:3 In the classes, we developed business plans and worked on the same idea 

throughout the semester until it was validated, and then we presented it at the 

end of the semester, where it was graded on the basis of the criteria that we saw 

during the semester. 
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5:15 In class they taught us how to design a business model, how to initiate 

business ideas, how to formulate these ideas, and where the ideas come from, 

because the main purpose is that we can build or have knowledge of what is a 

business model. 

9:2 In the classes we did a lot of work in groups, we made several assemblies of 
business plans, we also developed a lot of events and fairs where we showed and 
developed the different enterprises that we had developed during the course of 
the classes. 

 

Relationship between institutions and social inclusion 

Regarding the relationship between formal and informal institutions and social 

inclusion, Table 5.6 shows the co-occurrence among the codes. We can identify three 

interesting relationships.  

Entrepreneurship education + Entrepreneurial teaching methodologies (11); 

Entrepreneurship education + University community (8); 

Entrepreneurial organization and governance structure + University community 

(8). 

Entrepreneurship education is mainly perceived through active methodologies 

that enable students to relate the concepts they learn in class to practice in the field. It 

also creates commonality, because by promoting events such as fairs outside the 

classroom, students can demonstrate to others the importance of entrepreneurship and 

business creation. This is all possible thanks to the directives and governance structure 

in place, which facilitate and support such initiatives.  

Another interesting result is the emergence of an entrepreneurial spirit as a new 

category in the outcomes model, because the institutions not only generate 
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entrepreneurial activities, but the skills related to being an entrepreneurial person, 

which is a broader concept. Therefore, the graduates perceived such relationships with 

social inclusion, through the generation of entrepreneurial skills and an entrepreneurial 

spirit that helps graduates enter the labor market.  

Some, although to a lesser extent, recognized the relevance of the courses to 

creating a business. This result corroborates prior empirical evidence regarding the 

influence of entrepreneurship education and entrepreneurial intention (Lopez & 

Alvarez, 2019; Pittaway & Cope, 2007) as well as behavior. Although in the past it was 

challenging to ascertain whether such education influences the extent of graduate 

entrepreneurship (Pittaway & Cope, 2007), it is increasingly clear that the types of 

methodologies used make all the difference in awakening students’ desire to enter the 

business world (Kozlinska et al., 2020). 

4:5 During the last semesters, as a result of what I learned in class, I had 

the opportunity to start and create my own business.



141 

 

Table 5.6 Co-occurrence of formal and informal institutions and social inclusion 

 Entrepreneu
rial 
organization 
and 
governance 
structure 

Entrepreneur
ship 
education 

Program Support 
and 
measures 
for 
entrepren
eurship 

Entrepren
eurial 
teaching 
methodol
ogies 

University 
community: 
Attitude 
toward 
entreprene
urship 

Role 
models 

Reward 
systems 

Social 
inclusion 
 

Decreased 
business 
mortality 

Entrepren
eurial 
activities 
 

Entreprene
urial spirit 

Entrepreneuri
al 
organization 
and 
governance 
structure 

0            

Entrepreneur
ship 
education 

3 0           

Program 0 0 0          

Support and 
measures for 
entrepreneur
ship 

0 1 0 0         

Entrepreneuri
al teaching 
methodologie
s 

0 11 0 1 0        

University 
community: 
attitude 

9 10 0 3 5 0       
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 Entrepreneu
rial 
organization 
and 
governance 
structure 

Entrepreneur
ship 
education 

Program Support 
and 
measures 
for 
entrepren
eurship 

Entrepren
eurial 
teaching 
methodol
ogies 

University 
community: 
Attitude 
toward 
entreprene
urship 

Role 
models 

Reward 
systems 

Social 
inclusion 
 

Decreased 
business 
mortality 

Entrepren
eurial 
activities 
 

Entreprene
urial spirit 

toward 
entrepreneur
ship 

Role models 0 1 0 0 0 3 0      

Reward 
systems 

1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0     

Social 
inclusion 
 

0 2 0 0 0 2 0 2 0    

Decreased 
business 
mortality 

0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0   

Entrepreneuri
al activities 

0 0 0 1 0 2 1 1 4 1 0  

Entrepreneuri
al spirit 

0 3 0 1 1 5 0 0 6 0 4 0 

Support 
0 0 0 0 1 2 0 0 0 0 1 1 
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Regarding social inclusion through the transition, the graduates believed that 

entrepreneurial skills are important to being a complete professional, in line with 

previous research arguing that higher education needs to enable a “transformation of 

identity and socio-economic status through the transitional occupation of student, to 

become a worker and professional” (Whiteford, 2017). However, informants in the 

interviews do not consider that these entrepreneurial skills have been essential to get a 

job, the graduated consider the prior experience as one of the most important factors 

to enter in the job market.  

8:4 Studying entrepreneurship at university opens up many possibilities 

in the world of work and also allows you to have the ability and the tools to create 

your own company. 

10:12 Entrepreneurial skills develop your potential because when you 

start a business, you are the owner of that business, you must learn from 

everything, not only from the product or service that you are offering 

6:13 Entrepreneurship classes help strengthen your job profile and help 

you develop different skills from those you get in a job as an employee. 

Moreover, sometimes the efforts of having classes in entrepreneurship and 

having a formal structure are not enough or are not perceived by all students. 

9:5 I see it as complicated because I believe that the institution does not 

administratively give much push to this issue of entrepreneurship. 

6:16 They try to implement a culture of entrepreneurship, but they do 

not fully achieve it, and they do not teach a number of things they should; it is 

very basic. 
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Reducing business mortality is very important because emerging countries do 

not only need more enterprises, but must ensure that these enterprises can survive, and 

thereby provide employment. This can be achieved through education (Gordon et al., 

2012).  

5.5. Conclusions 

The objectives of this study were twofold: to analyze the influence of formal and 

informal institutions on social inclusion; and to understand how these institutions are 

related and perceived by graduates. Between the quantitative analysis (logistic 

regression) and the case study the results are complementary, and have facilitated 

analysis of different objectives that either approach on its own would not have been 

able to address. Indeed, the net effects of logistic regression models are to analyze the 

direct effects of independent variables on dependent variables, while ignoring the 

complexity of these relationships in reality.  

The results of the quantitative analysis demonstrate that informal institutions in 

relation to perceptions of learning and the environment have a positive effect on social 

inclusion when measured in terms of income improvement and transition. Supported 

by both our qualitative analysis and prior research, this can be explained by the 

importance that graduates recognize their training as complete professionals and the 

extra skills they develop through entrepreneurship strategies (Iglesias-Sánchez et al., 

2019; Pardo-Garcia & Barac, 2020), which are not taught in their other courses. These 

results corroborate previous research showing the relevance of informal means of 

entrepreneurship education that comprise mentorship and stakeholder interaction, 
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which when integrated with formal learning, enhance the value of the competencies 

gained (Williams et al., 2020) 

However, the opposite effect occurred in our model analyzing formal institutions 

related to entrepreneurial organization and governance structure. It is important to 

highlight the specific context here: The graduates were mostly low-income students, 

and there may be other factors in the model that explain why this group created 

businesses in an informal subsistence way, without being able to improve their lives, 

income, or employment status. For this reason, these results should be taken with 

caution, and tested against other samples of graduates and students in the future. 

Considering the quantitative and qualitative results together, another explanation for 

this counterintuitive result is that those formal institutions prescribed in the universities’ 

development plans do not reach the students and subsequent graduates in the way 

intended. Therefore, this is an issue deserving attention. Some of the graduates 

expressed a disconnection between some of their classes and reality. Furthermore, we 

identified a lack of tools for measuring the strategies used, which can be directly related 

to the results of the previous chapter. After comparing and triangulating the graduates’ 

perceptions with those of managers and professors of entrepreneurship, these 

measurement processes do not seem to play an important role within the strategies, 

with the exception of one organization, where the director mentioned the importance 

and the measurement strategies. Consequently, higher education organizations need to 

adjust their policies. Similar measures have been suggested in seminal literature 

regarding entrepreneurship education, because of the importance of acknowledging the 
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impact of such programs on the community and the professional development of 

students (Vesper & Gartner, 1997).  

Entrepreneurship higher education is an area of growing research interest. To 

date, contributions have mainly been focused on issues related to the governance of the 

field and of institutions, whereas few studies have analyzed the effect of 

entrepreneurship higher education on social inclusion. A topic that has been treated 

about the relationship between higher education and social exclusion/inclusion from 

the access to education perspective (Balbachevsky et al., 2019). In fact, the literature 

tends to assume that entrepreneurship leads to growth and social development, and 

that entrepreneurship education leads to intention but not exactly behavior, without 

problematizing its effects on social inclusion. Main contribution of this research raises 

relevant results on this equation when exploring the effects of different factors formal 

and informal of higher entrepreneurship education on social inclusion. 

This research has theoretical as well as practical implications. On the one hand, 

it has shown the importance of informal institutions relative to their formal 

counterparts. Therefore, managers should put more resources into the former, in order 

to generate an entrepreneurial culture through talks and fairs in which reference models 

can be demonstrated. On the other hand, it is necessary in emerging countries such as 

Colombia to pay attention to experiential methodologies (Kuratko, 2005) in the 

development of entrepreneurial competencies and employment status (Kozlinska et al., 

2020).  
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In this study we have focused on environmental factors, considering the formal 

and informal institutions that exist within higher entrepreneurial organizations. Future 

research should consider other factors, such as internal ones related to human and 

financial capital, status, and networks, in order to gain a deeper understanding of 

universities. An analysis of internal factors was beyond the scope of this study, but it 

would be interesting to conduct, given that such factors affect how higher 

entrepreneurial organizations carry out their programs and strategies regarding the 

promotion of entrepreneurship. Finally, it is important to clarify that we did not evaluate 

the universities in terms of their efforts to provide entrepreneurship support, although 

we did analyze the outcomes for social inclusion. 
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Chapter 6  
Conclusions
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6. General conclusions 

6.1. Main conclusions 

As mentioned before, the main objective of the thesis has been to examine higher 

entrepreneurial education as a promoter of social inclusion, with formal and informal 

institutions providing a theoretical framework. We conducted theoretical and empirical 

research to accomplish the general and specific objectives. Recent research has 

highlighted that entrepreneurship is important for economic and social development. 

However, we know much less about how higher education organizations develop formal 

and informal educational strategies to improve the entrepreneurial capacities of their 

students, and how the outcomes of these strategies influence social inclusion. The main 

contribution of the research is to expand theory and empirical evidence on the impact 

of higher entrepreneurial education on social inclusion, and to evaluate in the context 

of an emerging economy universities’ and governments’ efforts to include 

entrepreneurship in higher education programs. Regarding the theoretical contribution 

made to the use of institutional theory through social inclusion in higher education 

organizations, there are three main considerations. First, applying this theoretical 

approach has been used to analyze entrepreneurial activity but not its outcomes 

specifically; it means social inclusion. Second, a new category emerges when we 

measure informal institutions in higher entrepreneurship education, which is the 

entrepreneurial spirit. This new category expands the options to analyze the relationship 

between the environmental context and social inclusion. Third, through this research, 

we show that informal institutions have a more relevant influence than formal 
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institutions and help to close the gap in applying this theoretical framework to study 

social inclusion. 

Each of the main chapters has responded to the thesis’ specific objectives.  

 The second chapter theoretically analyzed this emergent area of research, 

shedding light on social inclusion through higher entrepreneurial education and its 

effect on development in different contexts. This analysis, spanning a broad spectrum 

of literature, enabled a distinction to be made between different research lines that 

integrate education (and especially entrepreneurship education) as a strategy that 

universities and tertiary education implement in their attempts to stimulate social and 

economic change. Based on articles from journals included on the Web of Science 

database, the findings of this systematic literature review facilitated a deeper 

understanding of advances in academia integrating higher education, entrepreneurship, 

and social inclusion. This analysis of the literature over the past 18 years (2003–2021) 

revealed that there is a broad body of scholarship centered on the importance of higher 

education in social inclusion and entrepreneurship, and their impact on countries’ 

economic development. However, very few studies, especially those using empirical 

data, have shown a clear relationship between higher entrepreneurial education and 

social inclusion. Moreover, the empirical analysis in developing economies is urgent in 

this research field.  

The third chapter then examined the influence of formal institutions on 

individuals’ social inclusion (the school-to-work transition) in the context of Colombia, 

based on secondary data from the “School-to-Work Transition Survey.” The final sample 
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of 4,652 students across the country was surveyed in 2015, and logistic regressions were 

implemented. The main findings suggested that formal factors (education, 

entrepreneurship courses, and internship programs) are highly correlated with social 

inclusion. Specifically, entrepreneurship education was found to have a positive effect 

on social inclusion. The main contribution of this chapter in terms of policy discussion 

was the necessity of implementing and evaluating methodologies to help students gain 

work experience (as an entrepreneur or employee) before graduating. Moreover, the 

results extend the debate about the role of education in social inclusion, and the 

importance of entrepreneurial education regarding not only entrepreneurial intention, 

but also social inclusion. Another contribution is the innovative use of the DANE 

database to conduct research in this field. This application not only helps to overcome 

methodological constraints but also suggests other variables to measure the formal 

institutions in the higher entrepreneurial education context.  

The fourth chapter went further by identifying both formal and informal 

institutions. Through semi-structured interviews and content analysis, the chapter 

examined formative experiences in higher education. We illustrated how formal and 

informal institutions are embedded in higher education organizations, and how they 

affect social inclusion from directives’ perspective. In doing so, we improved our 

understanding of the process through which higher education organizations affect 

society via their entrepreneurship strategies.  

Finally, the fifth chapter aimed to answer two main questions: (1) What is the 

actual influence of formal and informal institutions on social inclusion? (2) How are 
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these institutions within higher entrepreneurial education interrelated and influence 

social inclusion? These questions were examined in two Colombian regions from 

graduates’ point of view. To this end, a mixed-methods study was conducted, whereby 

alumni from two different Colombian regions were interviewed and surveyed. The 

survey collected information on 864 graduates and their economic and job conditions 

before and after their studies. In addition, the semi-structured interviews examined the 

key factors regarding entrepreneurship education (and its impact on social inclusion) 

that influenced the respondents as students and graduates. The main findings of a 

binary logistic regression showed that informal institutions related to perceptions of 

learning and the university community positively influenced social inclusion in both 

models (income improvement and transition). Furthermore, a negative relationship was 

identified between formal institutions and social inclusion. In the qualitative analysis, 

the respondents highlighted the interaction between formal and informal institutions, 

thereby also providing some complementary explanations regarding the quantitative 

results. One of the main theoretical contributions of this chapter is to corroborate 

previous research (Williams et al., 2020), showing the relevance of informal institutions 

and the relationship with informal institutions, such as the perception of learning inside 

higher entrepreneurship education. At the practical level, it is necessary that students 

feel they are receiving an education that is connected to their context realities. 

Furthermore, students need to know how to start a business or believe in their skills to 

have a job after graduation.  Table 6.1 summarizes the main conclusions of this thesis.  
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Table 6.1 Thesis summary 

Objective Method 
and Source 

Main results 

1 To study the content 
and evolution of research 
regarding higher 
entrepreneurial education 
and social inclusion, and the 
convergence between them. 

Systematic 
literature review  

(Web of 
Science) 

Few studies have integrated 
and analyzed higher entrepreneurial 
education and social inclusion.  

There is a particular lack of 
research in emerging economies.  

2 To examine the 
influence of institutions of 
higher entrepreneurial 
education in the social 
inclusion of low-income 
individuals. 

Logistic 
regression 
(secondary data, 
DANE -ETET) 

Formal institutions positively 
influence social inclusion, measured in 
terms of the school-to-work transition. 
Courses and internship programs 
increase the probability of making this 
transition. 

  

3 To understand how 
formal and informal 
institutions are embedded in 
higher entrepreneurial 
education, and how they 
facilitate the social inclusion 
of low-income individuals. 

Multiple-
case study  

(primary 
data and secondary 
data) 

Identification of strategies 
regarding higher entrepreneurial 
education, and emergence of 
entrepreneurial spirit as a new category. 
There is a lack of measures for evaluating 
strategies at the formal level. 

4 To analyze the 
interaction among institutions 
within higher entrepreneurial 
education and their 
effectiveness in achieving 
social inclusion. 

Logistic 
regression and 
multiple-case study 

(primary 
data)  

 

The results regarding formal 
institutions and the importance of 
informal institutions are 
counterintuitive. Graduates relate 
entrepreneurship education more to 
business creation than to employment 
opportunities. Teaching methodologies 
are important in developing individuals’ 
skills. 

 

6.2. Implications 

The implications for theory evidence how formal and informal institutions (North, 1990), 

as environmental factors within higher entrepreneurial education (Guerrero & Urbano, 

2012; Guerrero et al., 2014), influence social inclusion. We have examined previous 

studies that analyze these concepts to develop the theoretical framework (Chapter 2) 



154 

 

necessary to study institutions’ influence. Specifically, we have analyzed the formal 

institutions involved in social inclusion (Chapter 3), how institutions (both formal and 

informal) are embedded in higher education to support entrepreneurship from the 

directive’s perspective (Chapter 4), and the actual effect of these strategies on 

individuals’ social inclusion (Chapters 5) in an emerging economy, differentiating 

between two regions. We have focused on the institutional approach and have adapted 

the previously developed model of entrepreneurial university. We have also developed 

a literature review in order to explain social inclusion and institutions from two different 

perspectives: the persons in charge of entrepreneurship, and the graduates of the 

universities in question.  

As mentioned before, some of the most recent research has addressed the issue 

of participation and the need for transformation within higher education so that 

students can successfully enter the labor market (Whiteford, 2017), yet the issue of 

higher entrepreneurial education has barely been considered in the literature as one of 

the tools that can facilitate this process. In this regard, the present research is important 

for both theoretical and empirical reasons. 

Furthermore, this study represents an important advance in research that not 

only focuses on the influence of entrepreneurial education on new business creation or 

intention, but also on other capacities that encourage social inclusion. Specifically, this 

study has shown the importance given by higher education organization to generating 

an entrepreneurial culture, as especially evident in the high ratio of formal institutions 

regarding entrepreneurship: organization and governance structure, program and 
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entrepreneurial education. Moreover, the relevance of informal institutions over formal 

ones in explaining social inclusion is an important theoretical implication, because it 

allows theory regarding institutions and social inclusion in emerging economies to be 

expanded. All the results provide a novel contribution to the literature and are relevant 

to practice. 

At the methodological level, the thesis also has important implications. Indeed, 

we developed different instruments to analyze the relationship between institutions 

and social inclusion in higher education with different informants. In a Colombian 

context, this thesis has been the first to adopt a mixed methods approach to analyze the 

influence on social inclusion of formal and informal institutions within higher education 

organizations. The study also used entrepreneurial activity, employment, and income 

improvement instead of entrepreneurial intention as its dependent variables, thereby 

allowing for a more accurate evaluation of entrepreneurial education and its influence 

on different outcomes.  

As highlighted in the conclusions of each chapter, this research has important 

implications for policymakers, not least the significance of interaction among formal and 

informal institutions to support social inclusion. Formal institutions should be 

accompanied by appropriate informal strategies to regenerate an entrepreneurship 

culture. In addition, the results demonstrate the importance of communicating the 

advantages of entrepreneurship education in terms of the skills it provides to enter the 

labor market, as students typically associate it only with the creation of new companies. 

Which is not related to the broad concept of entrepreneurship and entrepreneurship 
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education of formal institutions such as entrepreneurship laws in Colombia and the 

strategic development plans of higher education organizations. 

As mentioned before, universities should provide students with opportunities to 

enter the labor market after they graduate. Therefore, universities should not only 

increase their strategies to contribute to the different dimensions of social inclusion 

through entrepreneurial education, but also invest in and develop research on this topic.  

Furthermore, governments should continue with their efforts to include 

entrepreneurial education in curricula as a national law. Moreover, internship programs 

that include entrepreneurship options, especially at tertiary levels of education, are 

essential for the school-to-work transition and social inclusion. The policies of both 

education organizations and governments should comprise assessments to ensure that 

students receive a high-quality education, in which they have access not only to theory 

but also to practical tools that enable them to experience the concepts about which they 

are learning.  

Courses to increase entrepreneurial spirit need to be complemented by 

management skills education, especially in areas that are less related to business and 

economics. Students should understand that entrepreneurship education is not only 

useful for creating companies, but also for their working life. This is essential to avoid 

the further mortality of new businesses and to enable a growth culture within existing 

businesses. 

Formal institutions that support entrepreneurship, such as programs related to 

curriculum design, also need to include strategies to enhance an entrepreneurial 
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culture, and not only formal courses. Such strategies should be well directed: The people 

in charge of entrepreneurship centers and professors need to find a way to inspire 

students through informal as well as formal means. Indeed, managers must put more 

resources into informal initiatives to generate an entrepreneurial culture, through talks 

and fairs where reference models are shown. Finally, researchers, policymakers and 

teachers in emerging countries such as Colombia should pay greater attention to 

experiential methodologies  

6.3. Limitations and future research lines  

The primary limitation of this thesis is its lack of data that could be used to test 

longitudinal models. Indeed, although we have analyzed formal and informal institutions 

as determinants of social inclusion, the inverse—how individuals influence and relate to 

formal and informal institutions—is relevant in future research, for which longitudinal 

data would play a significant role. Moreover, due to this absence of longitudinal data, 

we used self-reported values for our quantitative models operationalizing social 

inclusion. By contrast, future research needs to generate databases with variables that 

are objective measures and not just self-reported. 

Another limitation pertains to the primary data sources used, which necessitated 

instruments specifically designed to measure the relationship between higher 

entrepreneurial education and social inclusion. Although we considered instruments 

that analyze entrepreneurship education and its impact on students’ entrepreneurial 

activity in line with our literature review, in our surveys social inclusion did not prove to 

be a relevant aspect. There are opportunities to adapt these instruments to other higher 
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education organizations and countries, and thereby corroborate (or refute) the results. 

For instance, some of the results interestingly suggest a negative influence of formal 

institutions on social inclusion, but this finding requires further investigation to ensure 

a robust identification of the model. 

Limitation on the bias of the specific sample to compare culture, since it is a very 

specific group within the field of higher education, for this reason the cultural distance 

is reduced when talking about university entrepreneurship and university culture, since 

those who access higher education are a small percentage, and sometimes the language 

is biased toward academia (Gordon et al., 2012). Furthermore, higher education 

organizations share specific institutions (e.g., rules, structures, and culture). At the same 

time, this implies opportunities to adapt and corroborate the instruments to other 

stakeholders involved in the higher entrepreneurial education process and the future 

social inclusion of graduates, for example policymakers and business owners. 

Another limitation of the sample is related to the method. The population in this 

study is very large and in Chapter 3 and 5 non-probability convenience sampling was 

developed, which is the most common non-probability sampling technique, due to its 

speed, cost-effectiveness, and ease of availability of the sample (Galloway, 2004). 

Consequently, the results in those quantitative analyses should be corroborated with 

other samples and compared with other contexts.  

In this thesis we have analyzed environmental factors, considering formal and 

informal institutions embedded in higher education. However, due to time and resource 

limitations, we have not included other factors in the higher education field, such as the 
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resources and capacities of different organizations to support inclusion. Consequently, 

these internal factors should be addressed in future research.  

Moreover, we are aware that we have operationalized formal and informal 

institutions because of the availability of data and variables used in other theoretical 

frameworks, without explicitly integrating these theories in our analysis. Future research 

should integrate other theories, for example related to human capital and 

entrepreneurial intention. Nevertheless, our approach is still valid and relevant because 

institutional theory is a broad theoretical framework for explaining higher 

entrepreneurial education in terms of environmental factors and social inclusion. 

Consequently, future studies should integrate the results of this thesis to analyze other 

relationships concerning other dependent variables, such as the social inclusion of 

minority groups. In addition, it is necessary to analyze how the global context of the 

COVID-19 pandemic has affected access to higher entrepreneurial education virtually, 

and how institutions are interacting with social inclusion in these uncertain times.  
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Multi-Campus Entrepreneurial 
University: The Case of 
Monterrey Institute of 
Technology and Higher 
Education 

JOURNAL OF SMALL 
BUSINESS 
MANAGEMENT 

2018 1 H Ent Edu Quantitative Mexico 

Haezendonck, Elvira; 
Willems, Kim; 
Hillemann, Jenny 

Doing good while performing 
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Huang-Saad, Aileen Y; 
Morton, Christina S; 
Libarkin, Julie C 
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EDUCATION AND 
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Pickernell, David; 
Packham, Gary 

inclusion The University of the 
Heads of the Valley case study 

Karpov, A. O. University 3.0-social mission 
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UNIVERSITY 3.0-SOCIAL 
MISSION AND REALITY 

2017 3  Theoretical  

Kvedaraite, Nida Reasons and obstacles to 
starting a business: experience 
of students of lithuanian higher 
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MANAGEMENT-
JOURNAL OF 
CONTEMPORARY 
MANAGEMENT ISSUES 

2014 0 H Ent Edu Quantitative Lithuania 

Maria Millan, Jose; 
Congregado, Emilio; 
Roman, Concepcion; 
van Praag, Mirjam; 
van Stel, Andre 

The value of an educated 
population for an individual's 
entrepreneurship success 

JOURNAL OF BUSINESS 
VENTURING 

2014 23 H Educ - 
Human 
Capital 

Quantitative Europe 

Martinez, Adriana Methodological design to 
measure social inclusion in 
Colombian higher education: 
case study of the autonomous 
university of Bucaramanga 

REVISTA IBERO-
AMERICANA DE 
ESTUDOS EM 
EDUCACAO 

2018 0 SI & H Edu Quantitative / 
Qualitative 

Colombia 

Moron Cardenas, 
Jaime Alberto; 
Pedrozo Martinez, 
Angelica Maria; Torres 

Affirmative action as social 
inclusion mechanism in public 
higher education: The case of 

CLIO AMERICA 2013 10 SI & H Edu Quantitative Colombia 
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Cabrera, Maira 
Alejandra 

the colombian Caribbean 
Region 

Nejabat, Razieh; Van 
Geenhuizen, Marina 

Entrepreneurial Risk-Taking in 
Sustainable Energy: University 
Spin-Off Firms and Market 
Introduction in Northwest 
Europe 

SUSTAINABILITY 2019 2 H Ent Edu Quantitative Europe 

Nshimiyimana, 
Gonzalves; Nabi, Md 
Noor Un; Dornberger, 
Utz 

Effect of Incorporating 
Entrepreneurship Module in 
Non-Business Major Programs 
in Higher Education Institutes 
(HEI): A Study of the Science 
Major Students at The Institut 
d'Enseignement Superieur 
(INES) de Ruhengeri in Rwanda 

PROBLEMY 
ZARZADZANIA-
MANAGEMENT ISSUES 

2018 1 H Ent Edu Qualitative Rwanda 

Oliveira, Anandra 
Santos Ribeiro de; 
Silva, Ivair Ramos 

Políticas de inclusão social no 
ensino superior brasileiro: um 
estudo sobre o perfil 
socioeconômico de estudantes 
nos anos 2010 a 2012 

EDUCAÇÃO EM REVISTA 2017 0 SI & H Edu Quantitative Brazil 

Ovichegan, Samson Social exclusion, social inclusion 
and 'passing': the experiences 

INTERNATIONAL 
JOURNAL OF INCLUSIVE 
EDUCATION 

2014 5 SI & H Edu Qualitative India 
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of Dalit students at one elite 
Indian university 

Pana, Marius-Cristian; 
Fanea-Ivanovici, Mina 

Institutional Arrangements and 
Overeducation: Challenges for 
Sustainable Growth. Evidence 
from the Romanian Labour 
Market 

SUSTAINABILITY 2019 1 H Ent Edu Quantitative Romania 

Pantea, Maria-Carmen A new elite? Higher education 
as seen through the lens of 
young people working in 
innovative technologies 

INNOVATION 2021 0 H Inn Ent 
Edu 

Qualitative Romania 

Pardo-Garcia, Cristina; 
Barac, Maja 

Promoting Employability in 
Higher Education: A Case Study 
on Boosting Entrepreneurship 
Skills 

SUSTAINABILITY 2020 6 H Ent Edu Qualitative United 
Kingdom 

Perales Jarillo, Mikel; 
Pedraza, Luis; Moreno 
Ger, Pablo; Bocos, 
Elvira 

Challenges of Online Higher 
Education in the Face of the 
Sustainability Objectives of the 
United Nations: Carbon 
Footprint, Accessibility and 
Social Inclusion 

SUSTAINABILITY 2019 4 SI & H Ent 
Edu 

Qualitative Europe 
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sample 

Pittaway, Luke; Cope, 
Jason 

Entrepreneurship education - A 
systematic review of the 
evidence 

INTERNATIONAL SMALL 
BUSINESS JOURNAL 

2007 384 H Ent Edu Theoretical  

Powers, JB; 
McDougall, PP 

University start-up formation 
and technology licensing with 
firms that go public: a resource-
based view of academic 
entrepreneurship 

JOURNAL OF BUSINESS 
VENTURING 

2005 257 H Ent Edu Quantitative Australia 

Rosa, P Hardly likely to make the 
Japanese tremble' - The 
businesses of recently 
graduated university and 
college 'entrepreneurs' 

INTERNATIONAL SMALL 
BUSINESS JOURNAL 

2003 26 H Ent Edu Quantitative Scotland and 
England 

Sahoo, Swagatika; 
Panda, Rajeev Kumar 

Exploring entrepreneurial 
orientation and intentions 
among technical university 
students: Role of contextual 
antecedents 

EDUCATION AND 
TRAINING 

2019 2 H Ent Edu Qualitative  

Schmitz, Ademar; 
Urbano, David; 
Dandolini, Gertrudes 
Aparecida; de Souza, 

Innovation and 
entrepreneurship in the 
academic setting: a systematic 
literature review 

INTERNATIONAL 
ENTREPRENEURSHIP 
AND MANAGEMENT 
JOURNAL 

2017 15 H Ent Edu Theoretical  
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Joao Artur; Guerrero, 
Maribel 

Sedaghatnia, Sepideh; 
Lamit, Hasanuddin; 
Abdullah, Ahmad 
Saifuddin; 
Ghahramanpouri, 
Amir 

Experience of Social Inclusion 
among Students in University 
Campuses of Malaysia 

ASIAN CONFERENCE ON 
ENVIRONMENT-
BEHAVIOUR STUDIES 
(ACE-BS 2014 SEOUL) 

2015 0 SI & H Edu Quantitative Malaysia 

Seikkula-Leino, Jaana; 
Ruskovaara, Elena; 
Hannula, Heikki; 
Saarivirta, Tuija 

Facing the Changing Demands 
of Europe: integrating 
entrepreneurship education in 
Finnish teacher training 
curricula 

EUROPEAN 
EDUCATIONAL 
RESEARCH JOURNAL 

2012 7 Ent Edu Qualitative Finland 

Smith, Anne M. J.; 
Jones, Declan; Scott, 
Bernadette; Stadler, 
Adriano 

Designing and delivering 
inclusive and accessible 
entrepreneurship education 

ENTREPRENEURSHIP 
EDUCATION: NEW 
PERSPECTIVES ON 
ENTREPRENEURSHIP 
EDUCATION 

2017 0 SI & H Ent 
Edu 

Qualitative Scotland 

Smith, Sally; Hamilton, 
Margaret; Fabian, 
Khristin 

Entrepreneurial drivers, barriers 
and enablers of computing 
students: gendered 
perspectives from an Australian 
and UK university 

STUDIES IN HIGHER 
EDUCATION 

2019 0 H Ent Edu Qualitative United 
Kingdom - 
Australia 



198 

 

Authors Tittle Journal Year 
Time 
cited 

Thematic 
Thesis 

Category 
Study type 

Country 
sample 

Soetanto, Danny; van 
Geenhuizen, Marina 

Life after incubation: The 
impact of entrepreneurial 
universities on the long-term 
performance of their spin-offs 

TECHNOLOGICAL 
FORECASTING AND 
SOCIAL CHANGE 

2019 6 H Ent Edu Qualitative  

Stirling, Jeannette; 
McGloin, Colleen 

Critical Pedagogy and Social 
Inclusion Policy in Australian 
Higher Education: Identifying 
the Disjunctions 

RADICAL PEDAGOGY 2015 0 SI & H Edu Qualitative Australia 

Tang, Hei-hang Hayes; 
Tsui, Chak-pong 
Gordon 

Democratizing higher education 
through internationalization: 
the case of HKU SPACE 

ASIAN EDUCATION AND 
DEVELOPMENT STUDIES 

2018 0 SI &H Edu Qualitative China 

Trevisan Fossa, Maria 
Ivete; Mota, Melina de 
Souza; Carvalho, 
Luciana; Milano, 
Patricia 

Social responsibility: a 
discussion on university 
extension, social inclusion, 
creation of jobs and income - 
The experience of PISC in Santa 
Maria-RS 

REVISTA MEDIACAO 2009 0 SI &H Edu  Qualitative Brazil 

Wang, Qingfang Higher education institutions 
and entrepreneurship in 
underserved communities 

HIGHER EDUCATION 2020 0 H Edu Qualitative  
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Whiteford, Gail Participation in higher 
education as social inclusion: An 
occupational perspective 

JOURNAL OF 
OCCUPATIONAL 
SCIENCE 

2017 1 SI & H Edu Qualitative Australia 

Williams Middleton, 
Karen; Padilla-
Melendez, Antonio; 
Lockett, Nigel; 
Quesada-Pallares, 
Carla; Jack, Sarah 

The university as an 
entrepreneurial learning space 
The role of socialized learning in 
developing entrepreneurial 
competence 

INTERNATIONAL 
JOURNAL OF 
ENTREPRENEURIAL 
BEHAVIOUR AND 
RESEARCH 

2020 2 H Ent Edu Qualitative  

Wiltshier, Peter; 
Edwards, Michael 

Managing knowledge transfer 
partnership for a rural 
community The outcomes at 
Wirksworth, UK 

KYBERNETES 2014 0 H Edu Qualitative United 
Kingdom 

H Ent Edu: Higher Entrepreneurial Education, SI: Social Inclusion, H Edu: Higher Education



 

 

 


