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Abstract. 

During the last three years, innovation and entrepreneurship is being optionally taught 

to graduates at the Faculty of Informatics and Telecommunications. Despite its optional 

status, the course is massively attended by students. Given the results of GEM report for 

Greece, the present paper addresses the innovation emergence from the graduates’ 

business planning. A main question is how the virtual and coordinated business 

venturing is contrasted with the real life entrepreneurship that indirectly shapes certain 

beliefs of the participating students. We explored such underlying beliefs of graduates 

identifying the nascent and latent populations. In virtual business planning, the 

expected tendency for demand-driven opportunity identification was validated 

compared to the supply-driven one which is closer to technology transfer. Both product 

and service innovation appear in virtual business plans while the initial capital per 

micro-firm per person is significantly reduced (from 80 to 40 K€) only under the 

adoption of more radical innovation. It is also shown that the course shifted the 

participants’ perceptions toward knowledge-based entrepreneurship. The present 

findings concern next generation of entrepreneurs in Greece, who are the first non-

business graduates who receive entrepreneurial education in accordance to the Oslo 

agenda. Thus, implications for future entrepreneurship education and respective 

policies for youth entrepreneurship encouragement are also discussed. 
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1. Introduction 

Knowledge–intensive entrepreneurship (KIE) and its specific role in economic 

growth has become a rising field of study as it is thought a factor for long–term 

economic output (eg. OECD 2009). The underlying driver for the emergence of 

knowledge–intensive industries, or the high–tech sector, is innovation; a concept 

introduced by Schumpeter in early thirties (Schumpeter 1934). Drucker (1985) defines 

entrepreneurship as a pure act of innovation dissociating “necessity” start–ups from 

innovative business initiatives. The differentia between them is “risk” which maximizes 

for the latter. Traditionally, innovation is considered technological either concerning 

products and services or processes (mainly in production). However, definitions in the 

latest Oslo manual (OECD 2005) broadened the term with the inclusion of marketing 

and organizational kinds of innovation. The last two innovation classes are 

predominantly humanistic indicating a shift toward a higher–order level of business 

opportunities. Besides, social innovation and eco–innovation lies in the same direction 

and reshapes the character of the term and its common understanding. Thus, 

innovation is now considered as a noteworthy economic and social process which 

attracts both academic research and consideration in public policies. Remarkably, 

Thurow (2003) concerns the emergence of technological entrepreneurship as a 

confirmatory sign for developed economies and emphasizes on the maturity of each 

individual society to sustain such highly competitive type of business venturing. 

Illustrative examples of innovative ventures not need be quoted here, as a plethora can 

be found in literature. A domain associated in particular with innovation for the last 

thirty years is informatics and telecommunications. The vast majority of inspiring 

examples of innovation in textbooks refer to computers, internet and communication in 

a global scale. 

Although technology has been considered a means for economic growth for 

long, a direct inclusion of innovation among the factors of economic growth appeared in 

the work of Romer (1990). The transition to the society of knowledge resets innovation 

in the center of interest for many alternative research fields. Academic 

entrepreneurship contributes in knowledge diffusion, however, SMEs appear to play an 

essential complementary role in industrial dynamics. From the view of economic 

geography, clusters of knowledge–intensive SMEs operate as “catalysts” for knowledge–

spillover (Audretsch 1995). Their role tends to resolve the European paradox (or 

Swedish paradox) which indicates discrepancy between investments in knowledge and 

correspondent economic output across Europe. Acs et al. (2004) suggest a “knowledge 

filter” determines the amount of knowledge that can be converted to new products. 

This filter depends on the entrepreneurialism of knowledge providers with KI SMEs be 

more flexible to undertake more innovative, and thus risky, entrepreneurial initiatives. 

In European level, focus on SME innovative entrepreneurship is been given in the recent 

report of Audretsch et al. (2009). Similar findings on KI SME clusters for US are given in 

Audretsch & Feldman (1996). Large companies, which are more efficient to insert the 
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new products into the market, adopt innovations from spin–offs or KI SMEs due to their 

absorptive capacity (Cohen & Levinthal 1990). Universities play an especial role in this 

mechanism as sources of knowledge. 

 Diffusion of entrepreneurship education across European higher education, 

especially in non-Business Schools, occurs rapidly during the last five years. A 

perspective for a common fostering of entrepreneurial mindset across Europe is 

summarized in the Oslo agenda (2006). A subsequent European survey (European 

Commission 2008) in about 600 higher education institutes revealed that 50% of 

European higher education institutes offer entrepreneurship education usually as 

independent optional courses or as parts of other courses. The situation in US is 

different since entrepreneurship education is much older and is thought to elapse its 

“maturity” phase (Katz 2003, Kuratko 2005). Pedagogics of entrepreneurship adopts 

experiential learning (Kolb 1984) in open–ended problem solving through virtual 

business plans (e.g. Honig 2004; Rasmussen & Sørheim 2006). The methodology of the 

course described in this work follows the former approach. In the absence of a 

consensus on an entrepreneurial theory (Fiet 2000), students practice in groups 

grasping through experience contingency approaches of entrepreneurship. The process 

is very much alike real life entrepreneurship (Politis 2005). Gender, underlying beliefs, 

work experience, field of study are considered as factors that influence students’ 

entrepreneurial performance. Their entrepreneurial intension also differentiates them 

into nascent and latent entrepreneurs (Reynolds & Miller 1992; Davidsson 2006). The 

later just express a positive attitude about entrepreneurship without any other concrete 

activity while the former have identified one or more business opportunities, have 

collected information about them and they have elaborated their business idea without 

having a new firm founded. Attitudes of nascent entrepreneurs are important (included 

in GEM reports) as they express views of next generation entrepreneurs. We presently 

use entrepreneurial intension as a control variable in the beliefs’ survey. 

 In conclusion, the role of innovative entrepreneurship education is aligned to the 

remarks of Audretch (2005, 2009). In a changing economic environment, next 

generation entrepreneurs must be prepared to undertake action and responsibility 

toward economic development. A higher percentage of educated individuals are 

expected to include knowledge–intensive entrepreneurship in their career options, 

despite our present difficulty to understand and interpret business venturing in terms of 

career development and vocational training. In the present work we explore beliefs and 

attitudes on innovative entrepreneurship of informatics graduates in Greece. We also 

study virtual business plans developed during innovation and entrepreneurship courses 

in order to reveal how young people realize innovation and its relevance to business 

venturing. Greece is presently considered as an innovation–driven economy by GEM 

(Bosma & Levie 2009). Therefore, present study aims to contribute toward optimization 

of relevant entrepreneurship education and to discuss current concerns of potential 
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youth entrepreneurs that will appear in forthcoming knowledge–intensive 

entrepreneurship in Greece. 

 

2. Framework of the present study 

 Entrepreneurship is spontaneously understood as a term but it can be poorly 

defined unequivocally and hardly attributed to a unique content. As it becomes an 

academic subject, contingency approaches are employed in teaching the theoretical 

background of entrepreneurship (Fiet 2000). According to Shane and Venkataraman 

(2000), entrepreneurship concerns both market opportunities and human potential that 

habitually acts entrepreneurially. However, due to the everyday interaction with the 

socio–economic environment, individuals take for granted various alleged possibilities. 

For example, Shane (2008) discusses several “illusions” of entrepreneurship which are 

commonly believed statements that contradict to evidence from data. Hence, there is 

need to reveal beliefs or attitudes that underlie a local population of potential 

entrepreneurs since it is expected to depend on the local culture and history of 

enterprising. Such beliefs affect both education and policy–making, since attitudes are 

concerned as long–lasting mental structures. 

 Studies of beliefs and attitudes in the entrepreneurial context employ the Theory 

of Planned Behavior (TPB) of Ajzen (e.g. Kolvereid 1996; Tkachev & Kolvereid 1999; Baron 

2007; Davidsson 2007; Lange 2009). Ajzen (1991) separates beliefs into behavioral (or 

attitudes), normative and control types. These three kinds formulate the intension of a 

person for a given (targeted) behavior which, along with control beliefs, induces the 

observed behavior. The TPB model is used as a predictor for entrepreneurial initiative 

which is the targeted behavior. Presently, we explore behavioral and control beliefs 

neglecting the normative ones that refer to what persons relevant to the individual 

concern about the behavior.  According to Francis et al. (2004), TPB-like items were 

constructed which are affirmatively stated opinion items scored in a 5-item 

agree/disagree Likert scale. Therefore, a full TPB intervention can be a next step for the 

present survey.  The 17 items incorporated in this work concern knowledge–intensive 

entrepreneurship explicitly or implicitly. They refer to definitions of entrepreneurship, 

factors of success and business finance. Findings are discussed in section 3. In the same 

section we also study the nascent and latent entrepreneurs’ subgroups in the total 

sample and dependencies of beliefs upon the entrepreneurial intension or other control 

variables as gender, business owing family and entrepreneurship education. 

 Moreover, in section 4 we further focus on educational activity during the 

optional course of “Innovation and Entrepreneurship” offered for the last three years to 

informatics students at the University of Athens (Kakouris 2008). 2006 GEM report 

(Harding & Bosma 2007) shows that Greeks are highly entrepreneurial but in a “shallow” 

manner. They feel capable to start a business but they simultaneously show maximal 
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fear factor. Entrepreneurial activity is low in the supply chain, i.e. close to consumers, 

while Greek start-ups are expensive with an average of 80 K€ per firm contrasted to 40 

K€ which is the GEM global average. Greeks also use own–funds to start businesses, 

which makes start–ups more risky. With the picture of Greek business venturing given 

by GEM, we expect traces of relevant influence to appear in virtual business plans and 

entrepreneurial thinking. In section 5 we study aspects of innovation that emerge in 

students’ collaborative business plans. For the three year period, more than a hundred 

business projects have been created which is an adequate number to manifest the 

perceived innovation as a component of entrepreneurial motivation. Informatics 

students are considered close to technology and promising in its use toward innovation. 

Firstly, we examine the kind of opportunity identification in accordance to Ardichvili et al. 

(2003). We further examine the initial cost of the firm and the initial capital per person 

as functions of innovation level. Finally, we investigate in section 6 the impact of the 

course on graduates toward knowledge based entrepreneurship. 

 

3. An exploration of beliefs and attitudes of informatics students 

Behavioral and control beliefs (Ajzen 1991) were explored in a sample of 

Informatics and Telecommunications graduates at the University of Athens. Opinion 

items were scored online and anonymously by the participants. Total responses were 

N=230 from which 72% were males, a percentage that follows gender distribution in the 

Faculty. 37% had followed the optional course of “Innovation and Entrepreneurship”, 

78% had working experience and 27% came from business owing families. 

A 6-question session of the questionnaire used to identify the entrepreneurial intension 

of participants. These questions concerned their interest and information about 

entrepreneurship, identification of entrepreneurial opportunities and data collection for 

them. As a result, 26% were found nascent entrepreneurs, 19% latent and the rest 55% 

could not be classified in either one of the previous categories was classified as 

“normal” population. The mechanism that creates nascent or latent entrepreneurs from 

the normal population, or transforms latent population to nascent, is still unknown and 

a matter of interest. The evolution of the three populations within four age groups is 

shown in Figure 1. The first age group (18-20, 23%) includes first year graduates, the 

second (21-23, 47%) students close to graduation, the third (24-27, 22%) postgraduates 

and the fourth (>27, 8%) senior postgraduates that follow studies in parallel to their 

work and family responsibilities.  
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Figure 1: Distribution of populations within age groups. Blue bars (1) denote nascent 

population, red (2) denote latent and yellow denote normal population. 

Notably, the nascent percentage shows a linear increase with age while the 

latent one drops linearly. Latent entrepreneurs exceed nascent in early university years 

with a switch around the graduation period. As entrepreneurial initiatives are not 

expected to start just after graduation, a further increase of the nascent percentage is 

observed in the 24-27 age group while for elder participants an increase to both nascent 

and latent percentages can be understood as a response to unsatisfied wage–work 

experience. The nascent subgroup is dominated by males (85%) and exhibits 

entrepreneurial course participation by 53%. 

 Mean score in each opinion item is shown in Table 1. The score is extracted from 

a 5-point Likert scale: (1) absolutely disagree, (2) rather disagree, (3) I am neutral, (4) 

rather agree, (5) absolutely agree. Scores between 2.7 and 3.3 are considered neutral. 
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Table 1: Entrepreneurial opinion items scored in a 5–point Likert scale. 

Item Opinion statement Mean Std.D. 

  Dis. N Ag.  

I1 Entrepreneurship concerns SMEs (solely)  2.94
*
  1.205 

I2 The entrepreneur is “born” (no need for 

entrepreneurship education) 
2.21

# 
  1.126 

I3 Success does not depend strongly on business 

idea 
 2.71

# 
 1.013 

I4 SMEs low in supply chain are more likely to 

succeed 
2.60   1.035 

I5 Entrepreneurship is a career option for everyone  3.26
(*,^)

  1.037 

I6 The use of own fund makes the entrepreneur 

robust in decision making 
  3.63 1.112 

I7 Entrepreneurship is a mindset that is met 

everywhere 
 3.07

(*,^)
  1.081 

I8 SMEs are more successful in organized 

developed countries 
 3.16

&
  1.074 

I9 Entrepreneurship is a solution of necessity   3.58 1.007 

I10 Success depends on the devotion to a business 

plan 
2.11   .996 

I11 The entrepreneur uses capital of others  2.59   1.015 

I12 Entrepreneurship is an act of innovation   3.45
^
 1.177 

I13 Intrapreneurship is not possible due to the 

bureaucracy of large companies  
  3.87 .771 

I14 Communication and participation in networks is 

a key-factor for success  
  3.75 1.018 

I15 Risk and uncertainty is managed through the 

advice of consultants  
  3.64 .869 

I16 Bank loans are inevitable for entrepreneurs  2.24   .963 

I17 Entrepreneurship is a “livelihood”   3.89 .842 

Dependence on (
*
) entrepreneurial intension, (

#
) gender, (

^
) business owing family, (

&
) EE  

 

A first result is that participants consider evident to use exclusively own–funds 

for their start–ups (I6, I11, I16). This result does not depend on control variables and is in 
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accordance with the results of GEM for Greek entrepreneurship (Harding & Bosma 2007). 

However, it makes the venture risky and increases the fear factor. Secondly, the sample 

understands entrepreneurship as a “solution of necessity” (I9, I17) instead of “wealth 

creation” and this view has to be further examined. Thirdly, there is a signal that favors 

KIE (I2, I4, I12, I14). This result coincides with the report of GEM that observes an 

innovation shift in its latest report (Ioannides & Tsakanikas 2009) compared to the 

previous and could be attributed to young graduate entrepreneurs who enter the 

market. Finally, there is a doubt upon business plan as a key–factor of success (I10), 

feasibility of intapreneurship is scored low (I13) while consultants are considered 

essential for the business venture (I15). 

 Entrepreneurship education affects only I8 (t(228)=-3.095, p<0.01) with those 

who have attended courses to agree less (2.90) than their counterparts (3.31) that SMEs 

are more successful in developed countries. Gender affects both I2 and I3 with females 

to favor entrepreneurship education (1.95) more than males (2.32) (t(228)=2.209, 

p<0.05) and to emphasize more on the business idea (2.48) compared to males (2.81) 

(t(228)=2.238, p<0.05). This result can be considered typical for female 

entrepreneurship. Finally, the business owing family variable affects I5 (t(228)= -2.812, 

p<0.01), I7 (t(228)=2.396, p<0.05) and I12 (t(228)=-2.476, p<0.05). Those who come from 

entrepreneurial families concern more that entrepreneurship is a mindset (3.35) but 

they are more skeptical that is a career option for everyone (2.95). They are also more 

doubtful (3.14) upon entrepreneurship as a pure act of innovation (Drucker 1985) than 

their counterparts (3.57). This result can be understood as an influence from the 

entrepreneurial history of Greece which includes much self–employment. 

 Entrepreneurial intension variable affects both I5 (F=3.115, p<0.05) and I7 

(F=3.905, p<0.05). Nascent entrepreneurs agree more that entrepreneurship is a 

mindset (3.32). However, they are skeptical that it is a career option for everyone (3.00) 

in which, latents agree more (3.49). A significant differentiation of nascent, latent and 

normal subgroups occurs in I1, i.e. 3.75, 3.37, 2.42 correspondingly. The nascent group 

understands entrepreneurship as a matter of SMEs (3.75), the latent follows (3.37) while 

the normal population seems to disagree in the previous statement (2.42). This result is 

crucial for the understanding of the “mechanism” which creates nascent entrepreneurs 

and the relation of entrepreneurship to SMEs becomes an issue to be addressed in 

entrepreneurial courses. Depend on customary socio–economic representations and on 

promoted entrepreneurial role models, a large part of young people seems to consider 

entrepreneurship as a matter of large companies that does not concern them and their 

careers. 
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4. Course description 

The rest of the work highlights activity of graduates who attend the “Innovation 

and Entrepreneurship” optional course at the Faculty of Informatics and 

Telecommunications. The course is offered since 2007 (Kakouris 2008). Although 

optional, it is massively attended: 222 students for the first year, 150 for the second and 

158 for the third. Beyond typical weekly lectures in class, the course adopts blended 

learning through online support of working groups. It also offers consultancy from 

mentors and employs an online business game where students practice with the 

economic plan of their projects. Each project is a business plan for a virtual new firm.  

The plan includes elaboration on an innovative business idea, loco production, S.W.O.T. 

analysis, financial analysis and initiatives of corporate social responsibility. The plan is 

assessed in respect to its feasibility and innovativeness. In order to collaborate, 

graduates form spontaneously organic groups of one to five members. This procedure 

simulates the way that real entrepreneurs find partners. Gaussian distributions of 

organic groups are shown in Figure 2. 

 

Figure 2: Number of organic groups versus group members for three years of teaching. 
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 A first result concerns the drop–out rate which is high for groups of one or two 

members (~40-50%) and drops to 10% when more than two members join. This two–

step function indicates a member related “stabilization” of partnerships which could be 

contrasted to the number of partners that found SMEs.  

 In order to observe the way that synergetic groups identify opportunities, we 

follow the analysis of Ardichvili et al. (2003). The authors introduce four domains of 

pursuing entrepreneurial opportunities depend on how “clear” are both a need in the 

market and a product that suits to the need. In this way there are four domains: 

A. an abstract one where none of product or market need is specified, 

B. the demand–driven domain where a market need is first identified and the 

entrepreneur seeks to develop a product/service for that need, 

C. the supply–driven domain where a new product or service emerges from applied 

research (an invention for example) and the entrepreneur seeks a market need 

(existing or new) for that product/service, and 

D. a concrete domain where both product and market need are fully identified.   

Domain (A) is called “dreams” by the authors, however, it exists in the market as for 

example artists’ entrepreneurship. Domain (C) is closer to more “radical” innovation and 

hosts academic entrepreneurship and university spin–offs. As expected from real–life 

entrepreneurship, the vast majority of groups (~70%) fall in the domain (B). In domain 

(C) only a 10% of groups appear. However, the mean initial cost per firm is higher in 

domain B (160 K€) than C (75 K€). Therefore, there is indication that innovation could be 

a parameter for start–up cost reduction in accordance to findings of GEM for the high 

enterprising in Greece but in a “shallow” manner and high initial cost per micro–firm. To 

attain to a conclusion, a further examination of the degree of innovation in domain (B) 

follows. 

 

5. Emergence of innovation in virtual business planning 

 Innovation that emerges in virtual business plans is mainly incremental and 

disruptive (Christensen 1997). It is either product/service or process innovation. 

However, there are also many examples of social innovation and eco–innovation. In 

order to relate the initial cost per virtual firm to the innovativeness of the business idea, 

we classify the latter in three categories: “poor” for ideas that just follow a customary 

market need (15 groups), “medium” for ideas that introduce existing (well–known) 

technology to improve products customized for the existing–market clients (19 groups) 

and “high” for those who rely on emerging technologies, target niche–markets or aim to 

produce new market needs for their products/services (24 groups). Notably, most 

groups (74%) exhibit medium to high innovativeness in their start–ups. The respective 
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initial cost for the virtual firm and the initial cost per person (“partner”) are shown in 

Figure 3. 

 

Figure 3: Initial cost (in K€) (blue: per virtual firm, red: per person/partner) versus 

innovativeness. 

 Similar to the previous section, highly innovative firms demand lower initial cost. 

The initial cost per firm drops linearly from 300 to 100 K€ as innovativeness increases. 

This result does not imply that innovation leads to decrease of investments in general as 

we only refer to innovations associated with micro–firms in the informatics and 

telecommunications sector. Industrial innovation, for instance, is known to demand 

overwhelming investments and collaborative efforts. However, exploitation of ICT 

achievements enables graduate entrepreneurs to found low budget KI micro–firms. The 

encouraging effect of innovativeness is more clearly shown through initial cost per firm 

per person (red bars in Figure 1). Reduction of initial cost from 80 to 40 K€ is only 

possible through highly innovative initiatives. Restricted or poor innovation start–ups 

demand a high initial cost per person of 80 K € which coincides with the GEM average 

for Greece; an indication that virtual firms simulate successfully real entrepreneurship 

conditions. With A GEM global average of 40 K€, Greek costs have to be reduced and 

innovation appears a positive factor toward this path. 
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6. Observing the innovative entrepreneurship course’s impact on students 

As far as we pursue entrepreneurial courses in higher education, it is essential to 

emphasize KIE. Despite entrepreneur is not presupposed the person who invents or 

develops the new technology, it is more likely postgraduates or alumni to pursue KIE. 

Thus, the impact of a course is important to be measured in a consistent way and it is 

important to develop appropriate instruments which will permit comparisons. 

Entrepreneurship is known to be multivariate and connected to beliefs, traits or 

attitudes. In Kakouris (2008) we present families of parameters that are expected to 

change during a course. For example, the quality of an opportunity, self–esteem, 

knowledge, consultancy, partnerships etc. are such parameters. Participants score 

differently the conceived importance of each parameter before and after the course. In 

this way we can monitor the differences and extract results about the impact of the 

course. Since entrepreneurial learning is experiential, depend on contingency 

theoretical approaches we use and examples worked out during a course the observed 

“shift” can be different. 

As in Kakouris (2008), we introduce four different domains of entrepreneurial 

activity: 

• the one relied on high quality opportunities and personal abilities or skills. This 

kind of entrepreneurship is aggressive and under extreme conditions can be 

thought as opportunistic. 

• Activity that leans upon personal competencies and support (financial or 

human). This type of entrepreneurship is not restricted but can include self–

employment or “necessity” ventures. 

• Activity that is based on support and knowledge. This type of entrepreneurship 

can be induced by policies to predefined groups of potential entrepreneurs. 

• Activity that is based on knowledge and high quality opportunities. This type of 

venturing is the KIE one. 

According to the previous classification we performed questionnaire tests to attendees 

before and after the course. The mean population was initially located in the “induced” 

region considering as most important factors for success knowledge and financial 

support. After the course, the mean population was shifted in KIE domain. 

 Despite we recognize that there are certain limitations of the results and similar 

tests have to be repeated in order to achieve reliability and validity, we argue that 

impact measurements are central in entrepreneurship education. The inherent 

experiential nature of this type of learning which is accommodated by open–ended 

problem solving in different cultural environments can exhibit diverse results on impact. 

A possible connection of entrepreneurship education with policies has to gain 
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understanding about its impact in a consistent way that enables comparisons. Such a 

possibility facilitates further schedules and visions in more global scales as for example 

the Oslo agenda (2006) for Europe. 

 

7. Conclusions 

The present work initially focused on established beliefs and attitudes of Greek 

informatics graduates that concern innovative entrepreneurship. Groups of nascent and 

latent entrepreneurs were distinguished from the normal population. A tendency 

toward own-financing start–ups was identified in accordance to GEM report for Greek 

entrepreneurship. However, there are signals that favor entrepreneurship education 

and KIE, similar to current findings of GEM, which can be attributed to the entrance of 

graduated entrepreneurs in the Greek market.  Typically, females were found more 

inclined to receive entrepreneurship education and to elaborate on a business idea prior 

to any first entrepreneurial step. An issue that arises for further elucidation is the 

relevance of entrepreneurship to SMEs since a large part of graduates relates the 

phenomenon to large companies. Current limitations of the research hinder a complete 

view on students’ considerations and beliefs because of methodological issues, i.e. full 

TPB intervention is needed, and the need to extend the sample in similar science 

faculties across Greece. However, present results indicate certain attitudes that should 

receive consideration in further research. Besides, a contrast to non–student population 

and/or emerging entrepreneurs would strengthen or weaken the presently posed 

arguments. Implications of the results concern also entrepreneurship education and 

counseling since both need to cope with beliefs and motives. Efficient, short–time 

courses need to employ more radical approximations, as for example transformative 

learning (e.g. Kakouris 2010) , in order to attain self–activation of graduates and 

willingness to envisage entrepreneurial issues focused on KIE. 

Innovation that emerges in virtual business planning is highly incremental aiming 

in rather disrupting than sustaining outcomes. The virtually created firms are micro-

enterprises with a few intrapreneurship examples. Technology is used in a way to meet 

specific customer needs (demand–driven) while it exhibits more service than product 

features. Notably, the emerging firms show high social responsibility with many firms be 

non–profit or social innovation providers. Despite innovation is considered particularly 

costly in industries so as to compel collaborative initiatives between companies, 

applications of informatics and telecommunications permit innovation, or more 

generally exploitation of know–how, to catalyze cost reduction for a start–up. This result 

encourages entrepreneurship education to facilitate suggestions of GEM analysts for an 

innovation shift in Greek industries. A starting point for relevant polices included 

entrepreneurship education in higher education and youth entrepreneurship 

encouragement from career offices a few years ago. However, this type of education 

has also to be offered to practitioners, in a customized form through lifelong learning 
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and training. University incubators could also be an essential step toward further 

sustainable graduate entrepreneurship support. Meanwhile, in a European level, the 

entrepreneurial university (Gibb & Hannon 2006) challenges the role of higher education 

institutes as far as there is evidence for a movement toward an entrepreneurial society 

(Audretsch 2009). 

Finally, the impact of entrepreneurial courses needs to be studied in order to 

optimize educational methods and teaching material able to foster entrepreneurial 

spirit during short–time training. It was discussed in section 6 that depend on the 

examples and contingency approaches we use, entrepreneurship can be directed in at 

least four different domains in which different entrepreneurial qualities dominate. One 

of them concerns knowledge–intensive entrepreneurship in which one leans upon his 

knowledge and quality of a business opportunity for successful start–ups. We showed 

that the illustrated course shifted graduates’ perceptions in that domain. Similar 

examples to the course discussed in this work can transform participants’ views into 

that domain either and contribute to “shifts” toward KIE in Greece. In addition, the role 

of entrepreneurship educators varies from the traditional one; a subject that raises 

demand for effective trainers’ training (e.g. Kakouris 2007). Conclusively, 

entrepreneurship education in Greece is new but massively attended by graduates, 

hence, it needs further consideration and support. 
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