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Objectives: To provide a longitudinal analysis of the impact that entrepreneurship education can have on entrepreneurial outcomes. The author investigate the perceived influence that various entrepreneurship education courses have had on a cohort of 64 graduate entrepreneurs from eight HEIs in the UK, who chose entrepreneurship as a career rather then enter paid employment.

Prior work: There is a marked paucity of empirically rigorous research on entrepreneurship education outcomes that link theory and practice in this rapidly expanding topic. Much of the existing specialist literature focuses upon entrepreneurship education provision, in terms of courses, content, forms of assessment, student numbers, curriculum constituents and student satisfaction. Previous research has established that most UK HEIs provide at least some form of entrepreneurship education. This study extends previous research disseminated at the 2005 and 2006 ISBE conferences, and aims to contribute empirically to the body of knowledge relating to the impact of Entrepreneurship Education in the UK.

Approach: A longitudinal approach is used to evaluate the impact that entrepreneurship education had on a target sample of 64 graduate students from eight HEIs in the UK. All the respondents in the research chose entrepreneurship as a career rather then enter into paid employment. Semi-structured, in-depth telephone interviews were conducted annually during a ten year period (1997 to 2006) to document, measure and analyse respondent progression from graduation and into entrepreneurship.

Results: Preliminary results indicate that graduate needs for entrepreneurship education do not match actual outcomes in terms of entrepreneurial skills, knowledge and attitudes. Furthermore, this apparent mismatch influences considerably an entrepreneur’s perceptions of actual and future EVT needs. Interestingly, however, most of the graduate entrepreneurs in the sample seem to be satisfied with the outcomes of their entrepreneurship education, both in relative and in absolute terms.

Implications: Emerging results from this empirically rigorous research study provide valuable insights for educators, policy makers and graduate entrepreneurs. Stakeholders could use this study to make better choices in relation to the education of future graduate entrepreneurs.

Value: This study represents an empirically rigorous insight into a relatively neglected area of entrepreneurship education research. It provides valuable data for all the stakeholders involved in both the supply and the demand side of the entrepreneurship education process.
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Introduction
During the last two decades, entrepreneurship education has expanded significantly in most industrialised countries (Matlay and Carrey, 2006). The considerable growth experienced over this period, in terms of number of courses provided and the content of related curricula can be seen as symptomatic of widespread governmental belief in the positive impact that entrepreneurship can have on the socio-economic and political infrastructure of a nation (Matlay and Carrey, 2007). There is an expectation that more as well as better entrepreneurship education would result in a proportionate increase in both the number and the quality of entrepreneurs entering an economy. In the UK and elsewhere, the fostering of an ‘Entrepreneurial Culture’ has long been offered as the panacea for low productivity and declining economic output as well as rising levels of youth and adult unemployment (see for example, Storey, 1994; Gray, 1998; Jack and Anderson, 1999; Karmel and Bryon, 2002). In should be noted, however, that the growing body of empirically rigorous research in this area has so far provided only limited evidence to support the assumption that entrepreneurship education can generate better outcomes at various stages of entrepreneurial activity, from start-up through to exit strategies. 

Much of the specialist knowledge in this topic still relies upon anecdotal evidence or tenuous causal links between a government driven expansion of the educational system and an overall increase in entrepreneurial success (Charney and Libecap 2003; Matlay, 2006a). Existing paradigms and conceptual models, largely borrowed from related topics of research, only provide a limited understanding of the complexities inherent in entrepreneurship education provision and its role in the transition into work of an expanding population of better educated graduates. In order to bridge the widening credibility gap between government rhetoric and harsh entrepreneurial realities, the author sets out to evaluate the impact that entrepreneurship education has had on a target sample of 64 graduate students selected from eight HEIs in the UK. All respondents in the research sample deliberately chose entrepreneurship as a career option over opportunities for paid employment. Semi-structured, in-depth telephone interviews were conducted annually over a ten year period (1997 to 2006) to evaluate respondent progression from graduation and into entrepreneurship. 

Challenges in Entrepreneurship Education Research

In their review of the specialist literature on entrepreneurship education, Matlay and Carey (2006) found that the emergent body of knowledge in this topic was affected by considerable conceptual and contextual difficulties which tended to limit its wider applicability and generalisation value. They argued that “…conceptual and contextual clarity, empirical rigorousness and comparability of emergent results are of paramount importance to academic attempts at bridging the entrepreneurship education and graduate enterprise chasm in the UK” (Matlay and Carey, 2007:254). In their view, a common definitional platform could serve as a ‘first base’ from which to negotiate the multitude of meanings, interactions and outcomes attributable to the interface between ‘entrepreneurship’ and ‘entrepreneurship education’. Definitional divergence, however, should not be perceived as a recent problem or development to affect these two interrelated fields of research. Some early commentators on entrepreneurship, including Cole (1968), Kirzner (1973) and Drucker (1985) have highlighted inherent theoretical divergence in this topic and argued in favour of a common definitional model. In contrast, however, Bygrave and Hofer (1991) reached the conclusion that a single entrepreneurship model is unlikely to satisfy the varied requirements of a wide range of stakeholders.  

The failure to mitigate definitional divergence in the field of entrepreneurship has resulted in a polarisation of emergent theory. Increasingly, researchers opt for either overly simplistic constructs or increasingly complex and involved models of entrepreneurship theory, none of which mirrors the complexity, heterogeneity and intensity of entrepreneurial practice (Matlay, 2005a). To complicate matters, a number of researchers choose to ignore conceptual and contextual difficulties and use their own pragmatic working definitions’, with scant regard to the generalisation or comparability of their results. The ongoing debate on entrepreneurship also influenced negatively the development of, and research outcomes in, entrepreneurship education (Matlay, 2006b). Nevertheless, a critical or cautious approach to contemporary research in entrepreneurship education does not warrant wholesale dismissal of previous findings. In recent years, a number of significant results have emerged from empirically rigorous research in this pertinent field of academic endeavour, and much of it could be used as a knowledge base for further investigation and development.

Entrepreneurship Education in an International Context
It is widely acknowledged that individuals who chose entrepreneurship as an alternative career are subjected to various ‘push’ and ‘pull’ factors that ultimately determine and shape their chosen entrepreneurial paths (Matlay and Storey, 2003). Similarly, a number of factors can influence their perceptions of, and need for, entrepreneurship education and/or vocational training (see Mitra and Matlay, 2004). In this context, Kuratko (2003) claims that entrepreneurship, or at least some pertinent aspects of it, can be taught by business educators and/or training professionals prior to, during and after commencement of entrepreneurial activities. Not everyone, however, subscribes to this model of entrepreneurship education. Johannison (1991:79), for instance, argues that “…. to teach individuals to become not only more enterprising but businessman as well … is an undertaking that in both time and scope is beyond the capabilities of an academic business school”. Furthermore, to round the argument, Rae (1997:199) suggests that “… the skills traditionally taught in business schools are essential but not sufficient to make a successful entrepreneur”.  Given these opposite perspectives, it is not surprising that there is an ongoing and protracted debate on whether universities can really make as a significant contribution to the number and quality of entrepreneurial stock that operates in an economy as government rhetoric would have us believe (Matlay, 2006a).

Despite the ongoing debate, the number and variety of entrepreneurship programmes on offer has expanded significantly in Europe, Asia, North America, Australia and New Zealand (Gartner and Vesper1994). Even in the US, where there is a long and well established tradition of entrepreneurship education (see Brockhaus et al., 2001), there has been an enormous growth in the number of relevant courses offered during the 1990 to 2005 period (Solomon, 2007). As elsewhere in the industrialise world (see Bell et al., 2002; Houston and Mulholland, 2003), the diversity and heterogeneity of entrepreneurship education courses across primary, secondary and university levels in the US has been matched by a growing rhetoric that demands even more and better programmes (Solomon et al., 2002). Accordingly, there appears to be no shortage of demand for this type of education, and “…the level of interest in entrepreneurship among business school students is also extremely high … every university campus, it seems, has a wealth of courses about how to start and finance new business” (Shane, 2003:1). Having reviewed a number of dedicated courses, Kirby (2004:514) asserts that “… often such programmes equate entrepreneurship with new venture creation or/and small business management and educate ‘about’ entrepreneurship and enterprise rather than educating ‘for’ entrepreneurship … only rarely … is the focus on developing in their students the skills, attributes and behaviour of the successful entrepreneur”. 

Interestingly, it appears that a vast proportion of entrepreneurship education in Universities across the industrialised world is designed, delivered and accredited in Business Schools. Until recently, most of the research into entrepreneurship education was also undertaken in Business Schools (Matlay, 2005b). A review of some of this research can provide interesting reading. For instance, it is often claimed that business school graduates who benefited from entrepreneurship courses have a higher propensity to become entrepreneurs (see, for instance, Brown, 1990; Vesper and Gartner, 1996). Furthermore, their likelihood to engage in successful business creation apparently increases with the attendance of ‘highly ranked’ postgraduate MBA programmes (Callan and Warshaw, 1995). 

Given that MBA programmes mostly admit students with relevant prior work experience, better rates of success could be explained, at least in part, by relevant knowledge and experience gained in previous employment (Krueger and Brazeal, 1994). In addition, students with appropriate business experience could have developed a relevant knowledge structure and contextual advantage and therefore be better positioned to assimilate and contextualise learning outcomes from entrepreneurship education provision (Stuart and Abetti, 1990; Taylor and Banks, 1992). This position could be contrasted with other students, who “… lacking relevant experience in which to place this knowledge and lacking the context of immediacy surrounding the issue, are likely to dismiss dealing with such problems as common sense or irrelevant” (McCarthy et al., 1997:2). There is a marked paucity of empirically rigorous research to substantiate most business schools claims that their students benefited significantly from entrepreneurship education and that upon graduation they go on to set up profitable new enterprises (Matlay, 2000; 2002). 

Most business schools appear to use a combination of theoretical and practical approaches, often reinforced by detailed analysis of entrepreneurial problems and solution grounded within ‘realistic’ case and field studies (Timmons, 2003; Peterman and Kennedy, 2003). Honig (2004:258) found that one of the more popular curricula formats of entrepreneurship education in US involved teaching the practicalities and monitoring of business plans. In total 78 of the top 100 universities in the US regarded the development of a business plan as the most important feature of their entrepreneurship education provision. 

Winslow et al., (1999) undertook an analysis of ‘entrepreneurship’ and ‘small business management’ courses provided in business schools. They found both similarities and differences in design, delivery and assessment. For instance, both range of courses were aimed at a common customer base (students, nascent entrepreneurs, small business owner/managers and the unemployed) and tended to focus on the ‘enterprise’ as an economically feasible and profitable unit (cf. Zeithaml and Rice, 1987). Similarly, these tended to provide a theoretical and practical coverage of the planning, implementing and operating stages of small enterprises. Indeed, Winslow et al., (1999:3) claimed that “…the conceptual difference is often blurred, in both the academic and real worlds”. Matlay (2005b), however, points out that “…a radical dichotomy might place small business management provision in the context and expectancy of normal sales, profits and growth, while entrepreneurship courses tend to emphasize the possibility and desirability of rapid growth, high profits and above average capital gains or return on investments”. Most observers (see, for example, Leonhardt, 1996) take the view that all business school graduates who benefited from either entrepreneurship or small business management programmes will emerge well prepared to start their own enterprise or become efficient employees in small businesses.

Entrepreneurship Education in the UK
During the mid-1990s, prevailing international trends and the increasing globalisation of markets provided the incentive as well as the motivation for policy makers in the UK to begin evaluating industry and higher education links and the state of entrepreneurship education in this country. The Dearing Committee of Inquiry into Higher Education, reporting in 1997, recommended that Higher Education Institutions in the UK encourage entrepreneurship through the provision of relevant undergraduate courses and specialist postgraduate programmes (Dearing, 1997:201). According to Hannon (2007:183), the report provided the impetus for “…increased Government emphasis on initiatives that focused on the teaching and learning of enterprise and entrepreneurship in universities and colleges, and also by introducing enterprise across the compulsory education system at primary and secondary levels”. HEIs responded to this challenge and in 2000 ‘entrepreneurial development’ has been adopted as one of the four major strategic goals of UK universities (see Universities UK, 2000). 

It should be noted, however, that the Dearing Committee (1997) was the latest of a number of initiatives to evaluate the state of entrepreneurship education in the UK. During the 1980s, there have been academic attempts to explore students’ perceptions, awareness and motivation to chose self-employment as a career path or embark upon entrepreneurship as an alternative to paid employment (Matlay, 2002). Most of the findings and recommendations of these studies proved contradictory and inconclusive. Henry et al., (2004:250) argue that “…even though much evidence has been accumulated about how the small business sector operates, there are still significant areas that have not been subject to the same level of debate and analysis…one of these areas concerns education and training for new business creation that comprises a number of problematic issues”. The Stirling University study of career aspirations and destinations of graduates was one of the largest and more comprehensive investigations into nascent entrepreneurship intentions amongst business school graduates (Rosa and McAlpine, 1991; Rosa, 1993). It provided an in-depth perspective on various aspects of entrepreneurship education on offer in UK business schools (see Rosa, 1994). It comprised a main study carried out in 1988, involving 5375 students from 10 universities in England and Scotland as well as a number of smaller, complementary surveys.

 The emerging results provided some useful insights, comparisons and trends relating to the entrepreneurship career aspirations and destinations of a large sample of undergraduates (Rosa, 2003). Interestingly, 9.7% of graduates in the combined research sample went on to become entrepreneurs within five years of graduation. Rosa (2003:441) notes that this represents “… a remarkably high figure when we consider the range of career options open to students in employment and the fact that UK students tend to be very employee oriented in their career aspirations”. The author, however, acknowledges that about one fifth of the graduates in the sample already possessed some entrepreneurial experience prior to joining their university courses. 

Entrepreneurial experience gained prior to undergoing entrepreneurship education tends to improve the overall performance of entrepreneurs (Simon et al., 2000; Westhead et al., 2005). In total, 78% of the graduate entrepreneurs in the Rosa (2003) sample indicated that they preferred self-employment and became involved full-time in the management of their businesses. It is also important to note that about half of the graduate entrepreneurs in this sample were still trading five years after starting their businesses. Considering the high rates of entrepreneurial failure during one and five years after commencing trading, the survival rate amongst these graduate entrepreneurs is considerably better than the national average, and significantly higher than businesses owned and managed by non-graduates (see Storey, 1994). Compared to contemporary statistics on entrepreneurship and related survival rates, the graduate entrepreneurs in this research sample seem to have outperformed the national average for similarly sized businesses (see, for example, Daly, 1991; CSBRC, 1992). 

More recent studies have highlighted a number of barriers and challenges to embedding entrepreneurship education in UK HEIs (Matlay and Carey, 2006). New, innovative and experimental programmes have emerged that dealt specifically with the issues and problems related to the efficiency, relevance and practical value of entrepreneurship education on offer, both in UK and elsewhere (Smith et al., 2006; Matlay and Carey, 2007; Boyle, 2007). In the UK, Smith et al. (2006) report on a tripartite approach to entrepreneurship education that brought together interested students, academics and entrepreneurs. The Discovering Entrepreneurship programme was specifically designed “…to be delivered in an entrepreneurial, experiential and participatory manner, that is, it encompassed the same qualities in its delivery that it sought to instil in participants” (Smith et al., 2006:556). Innovatively, the ‘ground rules’ of this programme ensured that participation, responsibility and decision making were equally distributed amongst all participants. Similarly, ‘synergistic learning’ was achieved through cooperation, co-learning, consultation and collective action within the context of entrepreneurship education. The authors concluded that the success of this programme proved that, despite inherent challenges, it was possible to deliver innovative entrepreneurship education in a flexible and creative way and for the benefit of all participants.

Typically, however, few UK HEIs are prepared to depart significantly from the traditional classroom model of ‘bums on seats’ entrepreneurship education. Furthermore, the vast proportion of entrepreneurship education provision is still offered in Business Schools (Matlay, 2000; 2005b). This is evidenced by a small number of empirically rigorous surveys undertaken in order to review the progress made by HEIs in the UK in their drive to deliver more and better entrepreneurship education (Matlay and Carey, 2006). In their nationwide survey, McKeown et al. (2006) investigate the number and types of entrepreneurship education programmes available in 102 UK HEIs. It emerges that most frequently, entrepreneurship education is offered part-time and at postgraduate level. Specifically, a total of 79 different full-time and 116 part-time awards were on offer in these HEIs (McKeown et al., 2006:603). Although the vast majority of these courses are offered in Business Schools, just over 17% of provision is managed from multiple faculties. Importantly, however, the authors found that “… although enterprise education programmes are now widespread, there is little evidence of large scale advances in the delivery mechanisms (McKeown et al., 2006:610).

Matlay and Carey (2007) critically evaluate contemporary entrepreneurship education initiatives in the UK. Their longitudinal case study approach charted the development of entrepreneurship education programmes in 20 new and 20 established universities, over a ten year (1995 - 2004) period. It emerges that all the 40 HEIs in their research sample provided entrepreneurship education programmes at various levels and duration. The authors could not identify significant commonalities in conceptual approaches but found evidence of ‘pragmatic fluidity’ in the concept and context of course delivery. During the first five years period of the research (1995 - 1999), entrepreneurship education curriculum incorporated mainly traditional business modules and was delivered largely by conventional classroom methods. Interestingly, however, over the second five year period (2000 - 2004) the number and variety of entrepreneurship education courses has increased considerably and the curriculum incorporated a mixture of both theoretical and practical modules. Furthermore, during this period, there was a noticeable increase in the use of ICTs and electronic platforms of curriculum delivery. 

It can be concluded, therefore, that there are considerable commonalities as well as some differences in the research results reported in this paper. For instance, few could reasonably dispute the recent growth in, and variety of, entrepreneurship education courses and programmes on offer in UK HEIs, both at undergraduate and postgraduate levels. With its newly gained political topicality and the prospect of relevant funding being made available, entrepreneurship education is poised to further grow and develop. Despite government rhetoric, however, the basic premise of the dominant ‘shareholder paradigm’ remains largely unproven. This research aims to critically evaluate the assumption that entrepreneurship education in UK HEIs can generate better outcomes at various stages of entrepreneurial activity, from start-up through to exit strategies.

Research Methodology

The research upon which this paper is based forms part of a wider longitudinal study into entrepreneurship education in the UK. A longitudinal approach is used to evaluate the impact that entrepreneurship education had on a target sample of 64 graduate students from 8 HEIs in the UK See Table 1). Semi-structured, in-depth telephone interviews were conducted annually during a ten year period (1997 to 2006) to document, evaluate and analyse respondent progression from graduation into entrepreneurial activity. 

Table 1. - Research sample distribution

	HEI

Reference
	Business

Faculty
	Arts

Faculty
	Engineering

Faculty
	Computing

Faculty

	HEA
	2
	2
	2
	2

	HEB
	2
	2
	2
	2

	HEC
	2
	2
	2
	2

	HED
	2
	2
	2
	2

	HEE
	2
	2
	2
	2

	HEF
	2
	2
	2
	2

	HEG
	2
	2
	2
	2

	HEH
	2
	2
	2
	2

	Total
	16
	16
	16
	16


In total, eight students were selected from the HEI in the sample, two each from four faculties: business, arts, engineering and computing. All the respondents were 3rd year students, interested in becoming entrepreneurs and were committed to start their own businesses within a reasonable time scale after graduation. The initial telephone interviews took place in June/July 1997, and aimed to establish a number of attitudinal, self-measurement and evaluation positions in relation to each respondent.

Preliminary Results and Discussion  

For the purpose of this conference paper, and in view of space limitations imposed, the author has adopted a descriptive narrative rather than empirical style to summarise the most salient results emerging from this research study. 

Attitudes, Influences and Preparation for Entrepreneurship 

From the outset, all respondents in the sample were very interested in embarking, as soon as possible after graduation, on an entrepreneurial career that was deliberately chosen as an alternative to salaried employment in either small or large organisations. Not surprisingly, therefore, all respondents claimed to hold very positive attitudes towards entrepreneurship as an alternative career path.

For 59 of the 64 undergraduates interviewed, preparation for an entrepreneurial career has begun before commencing their studies at university level. In their choice of careers, these respondents were influenced by a number of family and outside influences. Close family members as well as distant relatives had a particularly strong influence on the future careers choices of these budding entrepreneurs. Interestingly, these influences were both positive and negative in their outcome. Entrepreneurial family members and relatives influenced positively, and mostly by example, the career choices of these respondents. Their work ethic, commitment and rewards as well as perceived life styles appealed to these youths and pulled them towards an entrepreneurial career. Negative signals received from employed as well as unemployed family members and relatives, and in particular their advice about what they should avoid pushed these future entrepreneurs towards an alternative career and a perceived secure and exciting lifestyle. 

The remaining 5 undergraduates became interested in entrepreneurship during their first or second years at university, mainly through attendance of introductory workshops and discussions with entrepreneurial faculty members. They also met some ‘real life’ entrepreneurs who were invited to visit and speak on various occasions. Importantly, encouragement and guidance from faculty members who were involved in teaching entrepreneurship and/or entrepreneurial activities were perceived by these respondents as particularly useful, informative and relevant to their choice of careers.

Entrepreneurial Knowledge Prior to Entrepreneurship Education

Respondents were asked to evaluate their entrepreneurial knowledge and skills in 8 topics that were common to the entrepreneurship courses in all the HEIs under scrutiny. The self evaluation questionnaire was administered over the telephone and involved placing their answers on a scale from 1 (very low) to 10 (very high). The emergent results showed that most of these students possessed ‘average’ general business knowledge and very low specific entrepreneurial skills:

1.  Business Strategy - Most respondents marked their knowledge on strategy between (3) and (5), although two students awarded themselves (1) and (2) respectively.

2.  Business Risk - Interestingly, the vast majority of the students claimed that they had very low (1) knowledge of risk, and only two students ranked themselves slightly higher at (2). 

3.  Marketing - This topic ranked relatively high on their evaluation, 59 responses at (4) and five at (5). It appears that marketing is a popular topic amongst students and compulsory in business schools during the second year.

4. Marketing Research - This subject also ranked relatively high, but somewhat lower than marketing. In total, 56 respondents positioned their marketing research skills at (3) with the remaining eight students placed it at (2). 

5. Finance - Across the sample, the knowledge ranking of finance was generally low with 31 students marking (1), 11 respondents positioning it at (2) and the remaining 22 at (3). 
6. Human Resources - The vast majority of respondent marked their knowledge of this topic as very low, at (1) with the exception of four students who placed it at (2). 

7. Business Planning - Importantly, all the respondents marked their knowledge of business planning as very low, at (1).
8. Business Idea Development - Similarly, all the students in the sample marked their knowledge of business idea development as very low, at (1).
It appears that the knowledge acquired by these respondents from a general business education at university was ranked relatively low in relation to topics specific to entrepreneurship education.

Entrepreneurial Knowledge Subsequent to Entrepreneurship Education

On completion of their third year at university, which included various entrepreneurship education options, respondents were asked to reconsider their general and specific entrepreneurial knowledge and skills in the 8 topics that were tested during the initial, pre third year telephone interviews. The same self evaluation questionnaires were administered, which required them to place their answers on a scale from 1 (very low) to 10 (very high). The second set of emergent results showed that, by the end of their third year at university, most of these students have improved both their general business knowledge and specific entrepreneurial skills: 

1. Business Strategy - The majority of respondents marked their knowledge on strategy at (7), while seven students awarded themselves a higher mark, at (8).

2. Business Risk - The vast majority of the students claimed that they have acquired a very high (8) awareness and knowledge of business risk, and three respondents ranked themselves even higher, at (9). 

3. Marketing - In total, 56 students ranked their knowledge of marketing as high (7), while the remaining eight students claimed to have reached very high levels, at (8).

4. Marketing Research - There were improvements in these respondents’ knowledge of marketing research, with 43 students ranking at (7) and the remaining 21 awarding themselves (8). 

5. Finance - Interestingly, respondents’ knowledge of finance improved significantly: 55 students ranked themselves at (8), and 9 students at (9). 
6. Human Resources - The vast majority of respondent marked their knowledge of this topic at (6) with one student reaching the (7) level. 

7. Business Planning - All the respondents marked their knowledge of business planning as very high (8), with a further three students placing this at (9).
8. Business Idea Development - Similarly high results were registered for business idea development, and most students claimed to have reached the level of (8), with two students marking themselves even higher, at (9).
It becomes obvious that these respondents’ perception of their improvements in both general business knowledge and specific entrepreneurial skills have been considerable. In this context, entrepreneurial education appears to have succeeded in providing these undergraduates with adequate knowledge and skills to embark on an entrepreneurial career. 

The Impact of Entrepreneurship Education on Entrepreneurial Careers
The impact of entrepreneurship education upon entrepreneurial career has been evaluated longitudinally, from a number of perspectives which, individually and cumulatively, can provide a long term perspective on the perceptions, realities and activities of the graduates in the research sample.

Graduate careers one year after graduation

The career position of the graduate respondents in the research sample, one year after graduation, is outlined below (Table 2): 

Table 2. - Graduate careers one year after graduation

	Type of Career
	Number 

of respondents

	Employee in Small or Large Organisations
	0

	Unemployed
	0

	Sole Trader
	29

	Owner of Micro-Business
	26

	Owner of Small Business
	0

	Partner in New Enterprise 
	3

	Partner in Established Enterprise
	6

	Total
	64


It appears that, one year after graduation, none of the respondents in the research sample were either unemployed or employed in a small or large organisation. In total, 29 of these graduates were sole traders (i.e., self-employed) and a further 26 respondents owned and managed a micro-business (employing fewer that 10 individuals FTE). Interestingly, 3 respondents became partners in new establishments and a further 6 graduates joined other established enterprises as partners. None of the respondents owned or operated a small business that employed between 10 and 49 employees or full-time equivalent (FTE). 

Graduate careers five years after graduation
The career position of the graduate respondents in the research sample, five years after graduation, is outlined below (Table 3):

Table 3. - Graduate careers five years after graduation 

	Type of Career
	Number 

of respondents

	Employee in Small or Large Organisations
	0

	Unemployed
	0

	Sole Trader
	17

	Owner of Micro-Business
	34

	Owner of Small Business
	4

	Partner in New Enterprise 
	5

	Partner in Established Enterprise
	4

	Total
	64


Five years after graduation, none of the respondents in the research sample were either unemployed or employed in a small or large organisation. The number of sole traders amongst them has declined from 29 to17 and the proportion of respondents who owned and managed micro-businesses has increased from 26 to 34. Interestingly, 4 respondents now owned and managed small businesses that employed between 10 and 49 employees or FTE. In total 5 partners belonged to new partnerships and 4 continued working as partners in established enterprises.

Graduate careers ten years after graduation
The career position of the graduate respondents in the research sample were also evaluated ten years after graduation and this is outlined below (Table 4):

Table 4. - Graduate careers ten years after graduation 

	Type of Career
	Number 

of respondents

	Employee in Small or Large Organisations
	0

	Unemployed
	0

	Sole Trader
	8

	Owner of Micro-Business
	31

	Owner of Small Business
	16

	Partner in New Enterprise 
	5

	Partner in Established Enterprise
	4

	Total
	64


Ten years after graduation there were no unemployed respondents amongst the respondents and none were employed by small or large organisations. Only eight of these graduates were still self-employed and 31 respondents owned and managed micro-businesses. The number of small business owner-managers, however, has increased to 16. Interestingly, the number of partner respondents in both new and established partnerships has remained stable and unchanged during the last five years.

Concluding remarks

On the basis of the results emerging from this research study it could be concluded that entrepreneurship education had a positive impact upon entrepreneurial outcomes related to the career aspirations of the 64 graduates in the research sample. For instance, over the ten years period under scrutiny, none of the graduates became unemployed or acquired employee status. Furthermore, for a large proportion of the sample, there was a relatively speedy progression from self-employed status to micro- and small business ownership. Only eight respondents were still self-employed after ten years from graduation. Similarly, at the end of the ten year period, nine graduates were involved in partnerships, having settled into powerful positions at the level of managing or senior partner. Apart from the obvious progression through entrepreneurial stages, these graduate entrepreneurs showed a remarkably low rate of turbulence and no failures. This, in itself could be interpreted as successful entrepreneurial outcome, and can partially attributed to entrepreneurship education attended during their third year at university. 
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