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Abstract: Universities have become more entrepreneurial organisations in the past decades. However,
the entrepreneurial competences needed for driving societal change have not been largely discussed
in research literature. This paper sought to examine entrepreneurial staff competencies in the context
of universities of applied sciences. A single case study from Finland, Tampere University of Applied
Science, was selected. As the case institution has systematically developed an entrepreneurial strategy,
the aim was to examine how entrepreneurial thinking and actions at individual and organisational
levels were realised. The quantitative study involved 17 supervisors and 39 employees, and the
survey took place in the Spring of 2020. The results indicate that the entrepreneurial strategy has
been successfully implemented. Although both supervisors and employees evaluate themselves
and the organisation to be entrepreneurial, internal communication should be further developed.
Especially the provision of constructive feedback to support self-efficacy and self-esteem should be
highlighted. As previous studies have stressed the challenges of integrating entrepreneurial behaviour
in a ‘traditional’ academic context, these results provide insights for universities aiming to implement
an entrepreneurial strategy, stressing psychological factors in the development of entrepreneurial
competencies. Furthermore, we introduce a new theoretical approach to the discussion on the
entrepreneurial university based on entrepreneurial competences.

Keywords: entrepreneurial competencies; sustainability; higher education; entrepreneurial university;
organisational change

1. Introduction: Towards Entrepreneurial Organisation

Over the past decade, there has been a clear shift towards strengthening organisational culture
through entrepreneurial competencies. The overarching aim to reinforce these competencies reflects
the many recent socio-economic and politic changes in the society: In all sectors, new solutions for
promoting innovation and creativity, aligned with social and economic well-being, are constantly
been sought out [1,2]. However, investments in new knowledge do not automatically lead
into increased competitiveness and growth, but the focus should be on commercialization and
encouraging entrepreneurship [3], especially by strengthening the transition from ‘latent’ to ‘emergent’
entrepreneurship. In the latter, the entrepreneur has the needed strategic and managerial capacity to
pursue change by turning knowledge spillovers into economic growth [4]. According to Chandler
and Jansen [5] these entrepreneurial competencies are indeed fundamental for different kinds of
organisations, so that they can perform and succeed well. In the context of corporate entrepreneurship,
the development of an entrepreneurial organisation has been defined as a process whereby an
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individual or a group of individuals, in association with an existing organisation, together create
a new organisation or investigate renewal or innovation within that organisation [6]. In practice,
as argued by Bosman, Grard, and Roegiers [7], an individual, competence-based approach supporting
entrepreneurship has become the most common structure for (staff) training programs and courses,
e.g., in the field of entrepreneurial behaviour.

In parallel to the emergence of research literature focusing on entrepreneurial competencies,
a lot has been written about universities’ entrepreneurial and societal missions as well as their
increasingly emphasised role in innovation systems. Hitherto, the academic literature has addressed
the phenomenon through a myriad of overlapping concepts, including ‘entrepreneurial university’ [8],
‘engaged university’, see, e.g., [7,8], and the university ‘third mission’, see, e.g., [9,10], all of which
widely refer to a range of different activities beyond education and research. These new roles played
by universities have been increasingly articulated in higher education policies [11], which strengthen
the university’ role in the knowledge economy [12]. While many reform agendas have been created
to support efficiency, effectiveness, and accountability within higher education institutions, e.g.,
by developing demand-based interdisciplinary research with businesses and industry partners [13],
the entrepreneurial competencies needed for carrying out such initiatives has been less discussed
in the context of higher education studies. Yet previous studies have indicated that reinforcing
entrepreneurship education as well as entrepreneurial attitudes within the academic communities can
be beneficial for producing highly skilled future entrepreneurs, allowing higher education systems to
make a contribution to regional and national development [14].

It is obvious that both organisational and individual capacities to cope with uncertainty are
increasingly important also in the higher education sector, especially in the time of the COVID-19 crises,
which has challenged everyday operations of the higher education sector. Entrepreneurial capacities
have been associated with organisational and individual abilities to cope in an uncertain and complex
environment [15] in the context of entrepreneurial university [8]. As some scholars have even argued,
that ‘entrepreneurialism’ can only be linked to individuals instead of organisations [16], and our paper
seeks to generate in-depth knowledge on the entrepreneurial competencies needed for organisational
change in the context of higher education institutions. Through a quantitative analysis based on a staff

survey conducted in the Tampere University of Applied Sciences, we produce new insights on the
different competence areas effectively driving change towards an entrepreneurial organisation.

The paper is structured as follows: Firstly, in the literature review, we summarise the shift towards
entrepreneurial universities since the late 1990s, after which we present the chosen framework for
assessing entrepreneurial competencies. Secondly, we provide an overview on the case study and a
discussion on the methods. Thirdly, we present the results from the questionnaire. Lastly, we discuss
on the key findings and make suggestions for further research.

2. Entrepreneurial Competencies Driving Organisational Change

2.1. From Entrepreneurial Universities to Entrepreneurial Competencies

It has been argued that ‘entrepreneurial activity’ can have a positive impact, not only to economic
growth, but also to wealth and productivity [17]. Since the late 1990, the debate on the rise and impact of
entrepreneurialism have been on the increase, also in regard to public organisations such as universities.
In Clark’s original conceptualisation of the ‘entrepreneurial university’ [8], ‘entrepreneurialism’ refers
primarily to higher education institutions’ internal dynamics and strategies [18]. The concept has
been described as a framework for understanding organisational changes as ‘dynamic, continuous,
and incremental processes’ based on collegial entrepreneurialism rather than direct top-down
initiatives and/or management strategies [18]. However, the entrepreneurial university also underlines
the commitment of the universities’ personnel, being that reinforcing entrepreneurship demands
‘department ownership’ [8]. This can lead to the development of ‘enterprise culture’, which is open to
change, as well as both creation and exploitation of innovations among students and staff members [14].
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Overall, the research literature discussing entrepreneurship underlines that raising entrepreneurial
efficacies will also raise perceptions of venture and entrepreneurial intentions in general [19].
Additionally, according to Wilson, Kickul, and Marlino [20] self-efficacy may play an important
role in shaping and/or limiting perceived career options. Moreover, Neto et al. [21] found out in their
study that self-efficacy actually predicts entrepreneurial behaviour of individuals. Thus, self-efficacy
plays a key role in organisations’ development, although it has been more associated with individual
learning. As an example, Bandura [22] explains that students’ beliefs about their efficacy regulate their
learning, motivation, and mastering accomplishments. Moreover, teachers’ beliefs about their personal
efficacy and capacity to motivate and promote learning can affect the types of learning environments
they create in practice for their students, as well as the level of academic progress they can accomplish
in cooperation with their students. Furthermore, faculties’ and schools’ institutional beliefs about their
collective instructional efficacy can contribute significantly to the schools’ academic achievements
and entrepreneurial activities as ‘institutional determinants’ increasing student entrepreneurship [14].
According to Borba [23,24], students and staff with high self-esteem and self-efficacy usually perform
well, and they can better promote the development of their organisation towards goal-orientated
actions, wider success, and collaborations.

Being so, we conclude that self-efficacy is not only an individual process, but it can be understood
as a phenomenon formulated both through individuals and groups. Thus, self-efficacy, as a shared
resource driving individual and organisational entrepreneurial competencies, is also our starting
point for measuring the entrepreneurial organisation from the staff’s perspective. In the following
section, we present the framework for assessing entrepreneurial competencies within the context of
higher education.

2.2. Framework for Assessing Entrepreneurial Competencies

According to Seikkula-Leino [25], the ground of entrepreneurial learning and behaviour involves
a range of individual different competencies, such as: (1) Trust and respect, (2) each person is unique,
(3) open interaction, (4) approaching goals and new opportunities, (5) competence and success oriented
behaviour, (6) and working life, networks, and development. Seikkula-Leino’s approach builds on
Borba’s [23,24] psychological and educational work focused on the development of self-esteem and
self-empowerment, which can also be formed through group activities supporting staff self-esteem
and self-efficacy—see also [22,26,27]—as well as through experiential learning, see, e.g., [28]. These
elements, in combination, are also inherent in entrepreneurship research, e.g., through opportunity
creation on both individual and organisational levels, see, e.g., [29,30].

Building on Seikkula-Leino’s [25] and Ruskovaara et al.’s [31] previous work, we have chosen
the following framework to assess entrepreneurial competencies (see Table 1) in the context of higher
education. These entrepreneurial competencies form the theoretical basis of the research and designing
of the survey, which was conducted for finding out how these entrepreneurial competencies are
reflected in the thinking and everyday functions of both managers and employees within the chosen
case university.

Table 1. Description of entrepreneurial competencies driving organisational change.

Competence Area Description

Trust and respect within the
working community

There is trust between the employees and the management, and in the
organisation as a whole. There is trust enough to allow mistakes that may lead to
new solutions or ideas.

Each person is unique
The personnel have an understanding of individual respect, and the personnel
are given the space and opportunity to act individually. This also promotes new
innovative ways to work in the organisation.
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Table 1. Cont.

Competence Area Description

Open interaction

A cooperative approach is encouraged at work. The personnel are proud of the
team spirit in the workplace. The staff shares ideas. Furthermore, the
organisation does not cooperate only internally. Interaction expands to
communities outside of the organisation.

Approaching goals and new
opportunities

The achievement of personal and group goals is supported in the workplace. The
personnel are encouraged to seek out new opportunities and ways of doing
things to achieve goals. The community participates in decision making.
Changes in a working community bring improvements to the work.

Job satisfaction and competence

The personnel’s skills are recognized, and the personnel have an opportunity to
leverage their strengths in the workplace. There is a feeling that the staff is able to
significantly influence one another’s results. The staff evaluates whether
objectives have led to results.

Working life, networks,
development

The workplace supports the development of understanding of different fields and
professions, and networking and partnerships with working life and the society
around that. A workplace encourages the development/further development of
ideas, solutions, or services for customers or other target groups. There is
continuous development of competences. Moreover, understanding of
entrepreneurship and/or entrepreneurial business is shared within the
organisation.

Source: Authors’ own elaboration after Seikkula-Leino [25] and Borba [23,24].

3. Case Study Overview

The Finnish Universities of Applied Sciences (UAS) actively conduct collaborative RDI activities
with a range of different stakeholders, but these external linkages tend to be more often results of
bottom-up initiatives rather than institutional bridging mechanisms (e.g., [32]). However, the Finnish
UASs are considered to be significant promoters of innovation, particularly through their group-based
and networked learning environments [33]. A strong entrepreneurial competence base of the UAS
staff members could further reinforce the establishment of linkages with external partners and other
collaborative initiatives [14]

The chosen case institution, namely the Tampere University of Applied Sciences (TAMK), is one
of the biggest UASs in Finland, with well-established working life connections and a strategic aim to
develop towards entrepreneurial organisation. It is a multidisciplinary UAS with 13,000 students and
about 800 staff members, offering a range of BA and MA degree programmes in health and wellbeing,
business studies, and technology. It’s mission statement underlines the importance of developing
collaboration with external partners and higher education’s societal role: ‘Our strong orientation
towards working life ensures the best learning possibilities for our students. Furthermore, we are
involved in research, development and innovation which specifically target the development needs of
working life.’ TAMK is also part of the newly established Tampere Higher Education Community,
following the merger of the former University of Tampere and Tampere University of Technology in
2019, thus it represents a unique case in the Finnish UAS scene.

3.1. Research Design, Questions, and Target Group

Previous studies imply that the development of an entrepreneurial culture is not straightforward
in an academic context [34]. This is argued, in particular, in the previous studies of Seikkula-
Leino et al. [35,36] and Devici and Seikkula-Leino [37], discussing how entrepreneurship has been
integrated into teachers’ education. These studies underline that especially the development of
entrepreneurial competencies and skills among the higher education staff members is not uncomplicated.
These findings provided a profitable starting point for our study, allowing us to build on existing
viewpoints related to entrepreneurial competencies in the context of higher education. Thus, we wanted
to further investigate how different staff members working in a university perceive entrepreneurialism
within the organisation, and how it could be reinforced while also examining individual employees’
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assessments of their entrepreneurial capacities. Furthermore, the entrepreneurial competencies of the
supervisors were studies through both staff’s evaluations and their own assessments.

It has been argued that the first step towards driving (organisational) change successfully is to
ensure that the employees themselves have assimilated the strategic reform [35–37], thus we decided
to limit our research to the academic personnel. The research questions of this study are the following:

1. How are the entrepreneurial competencies assessed in a (higher education) organisation?
1.1 How do the employees evaluate the entrepreneurial competencies of their organisation?
1.2. How do the supervisors evaluate the entrepreneurial competencies of their organisation?
1.3. Are there any differences between the employees’ and supervisors’ evaluations of their

organization’s entrepreneurial competencies?

2. How do personnel self-evaluate their entrepreneurial competencies?
2.1. How do the employees self-evaluate their entrepreneurial competencies?
2.2. How do the supervisors self-evaluate their entrepreneurial competencies?
2.3. Are there any differences between the employees’ and the supervisors’ self-evaluations of the

entrepreneurial competencies?

3. How are the entrepreneurial activities of the supervisors visible in the organisation?
3.1. How do the employees evaluate the entrepreneurial competencies of their supervisors?
3.2. How do the employees’ evaluations of the supervisors’ entrepreneurial competencies accord with

the supervisors’ self-evaluations of their entrepreneurial competencies?

As we explained above, the target group of the study includes different staff members working
in higher education institutions (HEI). TAMK provided an interesting case HEI, as it has a strategic
aim to strengthen entrepreneurial skills and competencies. Overall, the case study provided a suitable
platform for investigating how these organisational goals can be detected in individual staff members’
attitudes and beliefs. As Cohen, Manion, and Morrison [38] argue, the generalisability of such single
experiments (e.g., case and pilot studies) can be extended through replication or multiple experiment
strategies, allowing case studies to contribute to the development of a growing pool of data for
eventually achieving a wider generalisability. Thus, the results obtained from our pilot study contribute
to ‘analytic’ rather than ‘statistical’ generalisation to build on further studies.

The survey was conducted in Spring 2020 by sending the questionnaire to 198 respondents working
at Tampere University of Applied Sciences by email. This specific group of staff member has been
actively or, to some extent, actively involved in the development of an entrepreneurial organisation in
TAMK. Altogether, 56 of the responses were received from 17 supervisors and 39 employees. In total,
our response rate in this random sampling is about 29%, which can be considered reasonably good in
this kind of quantitative research setting.

3.2. Assessment Tools and the Data Analysis

In our previous studies, the assessment tools have been successfully used in the corporate world
(e.g., Wihuri Group, Property Management Association, Raisio, pharmacies etc.) between 2012–2015.
These individual studies confirm the reliability of the assessment tools; as an example, Cronbach’s alpha
levels varied in different categories between 0.67–0.96, which can be interpreted as ‘satisfactory’ [39].
Minor changes were made to the metrics to increase its usability in the context of higher educational
institutions; the assessment tools utilised in this study are based on Seikkula-Leino’s [25] approach
on entrepreneurial behaviour presented in the previous section. In addition, the SKILLOON student
assessment tools, based on similar theoretical approach, were utilised in the development of the
tools for this study. SKILLOON (www.skilloon.com), is an official education concept of Education
Finland supported by the Finnish National Board of Education. SKILLOON involved assessment tools,
entrepreneurial activities, and student mentoring programmes. SKILLOON is created in research
cooperation with schools and universities, and it is used for education and research purposes.
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The assessment tool targeted to personnel, the SKILLOON staff assessment survey, had four
different assessment tools, each of which included six sets of research questions. The first assessment
tool was targeted to both employees and supervisors, and it contained an evaluation of the different
(entrepreneurial characteristics) of the organisation. The second and third assessment tool focused
on self-assessment of the employers and the supervisors, and finally, the fourth assessment tool was
targeted to employers, who assessed the employers. Each of these four sections contained between five
to seven questions of claims. The respondents specified their level of agreement or disagreement on a
symmetric agree/disagree scale between 1–10, whereas 1 meant that the respondent fully disagrees
with the claim, and 10 that the respondent fully agrees. Each competence area forms an individual
summation notation, by calculating each respondents’ mean for each set of questions.

In order to assess the quality and representativeness of the data, we inspected the pattern and
frequencies of missing values. One respondent was excluded from the analysis in the supervisors’
self-evaluation section due to non-response. In addition, three respondents (employees) lacked an
answer to one question in different sections, and these were treated as missing values in the analysis.
The examples of survey questions and claims are summarised in Table 2.

Table 2. The examples of SKILLOON staff assessment tools and claims.

Competence Area,
Examples Evaluation of the Organisation (The 1st Assessment Tool)

Trust and respect within
the working community

1. The staff share the same opinion about the common rules.

2. There is open communication between the employees and the management, and this enables, for
example, the proposal of ‘crazy’ ideas.

3. There is trust between the employees and the management.

4. Employees can count on the promises made by management.

5. The rules governing employees are clear.

6. We see that mistakes that are made lead to new solutions or ideas.

Open interaction

1. It is clear that the personnel are proud of the team spirit in the workplace.

2. Cooperation is encouraged at work.

3. The atmosphere in the workplace means that people keep ideas to themselves.*

4. Employees want to work for the benefit of the whole organisation and not only to complete their
own tasks.

5. The employees have a feeling of unity.

6. We actively develop network cooperation with parties outside our working community.

*Question number 3 was reversed. This was taken into account in our analysis by reversing the answers for
this question.

Competence Area,
Examples

Self-Evaluation of Supervisors (The 2nd
Assessment Tool)

Self-Evaluation of Employees (The 3rd
Assessment Tool)

Each person is unique

As a member of the management team . . .
1. I make an effort to get to know the personal lives
of the employees.
2. I send personal messages (e.g., congratulations,
condolences, thanks).
3. I regularly consider the uniqueness of each
employee;
4. I take into account the efforts of employees.
5. I provide opportunities for employees to get to
know each other’s interests.
6. I allow space for employees to take risks when
doing new things.

1. I will take note if my colleague or other
member of the work community has
succeeded in something.

2. I don’t mind if I act differently to other
employees.

3. I like to take into account the personal
lives of others (birthday, hobbies, children,
spouse, etc.).

4. I show my appreciation for others.

5. I am not afraid of failure, but I boldly try
new things.

6. I encourage other employees to do new
things.
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Table 2. Cont.

Competence Area,
Examples

Self-Evaluation of Supervisors (The 2nd
Assessment Tool)

Self-Evaluation of Employees (The 3rd
Assessment Tool)

Approaching goals and
new opportunities

As a member of management team . . .
1. I strive to map employees’ thoughts and ideas on
development regularly.
2. I help staff develop a shared vision of what is most
important in our workplace for the client or other
target group.
3. I make sure that everyone is aware of our mission
content.
4. I offer opportunities for shared responsibility.
5. I provide detailed feedback to help each employee
achieve their goals.
6. I guide employees towards seeing the positive
aspects of change.

1. I strive to find new opportunities in my
work.

2. There are clear goals in my work.

3. I strive to reach my goals.

4. I try to influence decision-making.

5. I understand what the goals of our
organisation are.

6. I am excited about new challenges in my
work.

Competence Area,
Examples Evaluation of the Supervisors by Employees (The 4th Assessment Tool)

Job satisfaction and
competence

As an employee I think that the management . . .
1. Offers the support I need so I can fulfil the expectations set for me.
2. Enables me to demonstrate my competence.
3. Directs my improvement at work through various methods (e.g., through observation, discussion,
leveraging customer feedback, etc.).
4. Clearly states what is good in my work and what could be improved.
5. Helps me to identify the significance of my activities regarding the personal activities of others
(target groups/customers, other employees, etc.).
6. Evaluates how I have achieved results.

Working life, networks,
development

As an employee I think that the management . . .
1. Supports the development of my understanding of the various sectors and areas of working life.
2. Directs me towards networking in order to support the development of my work. (Networks
include companies, educational institutions, organisations, social actors, etc.).
3. Encourages me to develop/further develop ideas, solutions, or services for customers. (A
customer may also be a person or entity who does not pay for a service.)
4. Supports me in developing new solutions that improve my own operations.
5. Supports the continuous development of my own skills.
6. Contributes to strengthening my understanding of entrepreneurship and/or entrepreneurship
business.
7. Encourages the search for partnerships from different sectors of society.

4. Results

In this section, we present the key results from each of the four assessment tools of the survey.

4.1. How Are the Entrepreneurial Competencies Assessed in A (Higher Education) Organisation?

4.1.1. How Do the Employees Evaluate the Entrepreneurial Competencies of Their Organisation?

The sum variables were formed from the responses of 39 employees. The averages of the sum
variables in every assessment tool are quite high, as we can see from Table 3. The highest average is
in assessment tool ‘Trust and respect within the working community’ and the lowest average is in
assessment tool ‘Job satisfaction and competence’. Only the lowest average in assessment tool ‘Job
satisfaction and competence’ is slightly smaller than in other assessment tools. This could be explained
by the fact that in this assessment tool, one of the questions was reversed—there might be people that
haven’t noticed this. On the other hand, there is a reversed question also in assessment tool ‘Open
interaction’, but there was no visible deviation within the results. Overall, the employees considered
their organisation to be rather entrepreneurial.

4.1.2. How Do the Supervisors Evaluate the Entrepreneurial Competencies of Their Organisation?

The sum variables were formed from the responses of 17 supervisors. The highest average is
in assessment tool ‘Working life, networks, development’ and the lowest average is in assessment
tool ‘Each person is unique’. The averages of every six sum variables were high and they were all
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at the same level. This can be verified from Table 3. In general, the supervisors highly evaluate the
entrepreneurial competencies of their organisation.

4.1.3. Are There Any Differences between the Employees’ and the Supervisors’ Evaluations of the
Entrepreneurial Competencies of Their Organisation?

Even though the averages of supervisors are slightly higher than the averages of employees in
each assessment tool (Table 3), the boxplots in Figure 1 indicate that there is more dispersion in the
responses of employees. Moreover, the employees have more extreme responses. In these boxplots,
the orange and blue colours are for supervisors and employees, respectively. This could be explained
by the fact that there were significantly more employees (n = 39) than supervisors (n = 17) among the
respondents. Both the highest and the lowest averages of supervisors and employees are in different
assessment tools. It was examined by analysis of variance (ANOVA) whether there were differences
between the responses of supervisors and employees. The p-values in each assessment tool are in
Table 3. Thus, based on these p-values, there was a statistically significant difference in assessment tool
‘Job satisfaction and competence’ between the answers of supervisors and the answers of employees:
The supervisors evaluate the entrepreneurial competences in this assessment tool significantly higher
than the employees.

Figure 1. Evaluation of the organisation by each competency area, n = 56.

Altogether, the personnel’s perception on the entrepreneurial competencies of their organisation
is quite good, and there are no significant differences between the means of assessments of supervisors
and the means of assessments of employees, except in assessment tool ‘Job satisfaction and competence’.
However, in this assessment tool, the supervisors evaluate the competencies of their organisation to be
higher than the employees.



Sustainability 2020, 12, 7323 9 of 16

Table 3. Evaluation of the organisation, n = 56.

Evaluation of the
Organisation, Supervisors

Evaluation of the
Organisation, Employees Sig.

Mean Mean

1. Trust and respect within the
working community 6.98 6.9 0.9502

2. Each person is unique 6.58 6.43 0.768

3. Open interaction 7.52 6.82 0.1025

4. Approaching goals and new
opportunities 7.24 6.46 0.1006

5. Job satisfaction and competence 6.99 5.73 0.008955 **

6. Working life, networks,
development 7.6 6.86 0.127

*, **, *** indicate significant at the level of 5%, 1%, and 0,1% respectively.

4.2. How Do the Personnel Evaluate Their Own Entrepreneurial Competencies?

4.2.1. How Do the Employees Self-Evaluate Their Entrepreneurial Competencies?

The sum variables were formed from the answers of 39 employees. The averages in every
assessment tool are very high as we can see from Table 4. The highest average is in assessment tool
‘Open interaction’, and the lowest average is in assessment tool ‘Job satisfaction and competence’.
In general, the employees evaluate themselves to be very entrepreneurial.

4.2.2. How Do the Supervisors Self-Evaluate Their Entrepreneurial Competencies?

The sum variables were formed from the responses of 16 supervisors, since one respondent among
the supervisors did not answer any questions of the last two assessment tools. The averages are high
or very high in all assessment tools, as we can see from Table 4. The highest average is in assessment
tool ‘Trust and respect within the working community’, and the lowest average is in assessment tool
‘Job satisfaction and competence’. The supervisors evaluate themselves to be very entrepreneurial.

4.2.3. Are There Any Differences between the Employees’ and the Supervisors’ Self-Evaluations of the
Entrepreneurial Competencies?

Based on these results, we conclude that both the supervisors and the employees evaluate
their entrepreneurial competencies to be rather high. Considering the assessment tool ‘Trust and
respect within the working community’, the supervisors seem to evaluate themselves higher than
the employees based on the means. In all other assessment tools, the employees have higher means.
The highest average of employees and the highest average of supervisors are in different assessment
tools. On the other hand, the lowest average of employees and the lowest average of supervisors are in
the same assessment tool ‘Job satisfaction and competence’. It was examined by analysis of variance
whether there were differences between the means of supervisors’ answers and the means of employees’
answers in how they evaluate themselves. The differences are statistically significant in competency
areas ‘Each person is unique’, ‘Open collaboration’, ‘Approaching goals and new opportunities’,
and ‘Job satisfaction and competence’. In each of these competence areas, the TAMK’s employees
seem to evaluate themselves higher than supervisors. The boxplots in Figure 2 also suggest the same
conclusion obtained using statistical methods. By comparing Tables 3 and 4, we can conclude that
the personnel evaluate their individual entrepreneurial competencies to be higher than the collective
capacities of the organization. This applies to every assessment tool.
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Figure 2. Self-evaluation by each competency area, n = 55.

Table 4. Self-evaluation, n = 55.

Self-Evaluation,
Supervisors,

Self-Evaluation,
Employees, Sig.

Mean Mean

1. Trust and respect within the working community 8.63 8.52 0.9929

2. Each person is unique 7.48 8.41 0.000167 ***

3. Open interaction 7.95 8.83 0.0005413 ***

4. Approaching goals and new opportunities 7.9 8.62 0.002278 **

5. Job satisfaction and competence 7.28 7.98 0.009078 **

6. Working life, networks, development 8.11 8.26 0.504

*, **, *** indicate significant at the level of 5%, 1%, and 0,1% respectively.

4.3. How Are the Entrepreneurial Activities of the Supervisors Visible in the Organisation?

The supervisors’ self-evaluation and the employees’ assessment of the supervisors are both above
average with overall means 7.89 and 6.34, respectively. Therefore, we can conclude that TAMK has a
good entrepreneurial competence in particular amongst its supervisors.

4.3.1. How Do the Employees Evaluate the Entrepreneurial Competencies of Their Supervisors?

As summarised in Table 5, the employees evaluate the entrepreneurial competencies of their
supervisors quite highly, with averages ranging from 5.97 to 7.14. The employees agree most in ‘Trust
and respect within the working community’ and disagree most in ‘Job satisfaction and competence’.
Both the maximum mean, 7.14, and the maximum median, 7.50, is in ‘Trust and respect within the
working community’, and the lowest mean is in ‘Job satisfaction and competence’. Therefore, these
assessment tools should be examined in more detail.

In the assessment tool ‘Trust and respect within the working community’, question 1. ‘As an
employee I think that the management is reliable (e.g., keeps its promises)’ has a rather low dispersion,
and the average of the question is 7.95, and the median is 8.0, which is a very good result. Thus, it can
be concluded that the employees most often agree that the management is reliable. In ‘Job satisfaction
and competence’, question 4. ‘As an employee I think that the management clearly states what is
good in my work and what could be improved’ has the lowest score, a mean of 5.28, and median 5.00.
The content of the question is worth paying attention to in the further development of the organisation.
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Table 5. Employees evaluate supervisors, n = 39.

Mean Median Standard Deviation

1. Trust and respect within the working community 7.14 7.5 1.99

2. Each person is unique 6.04 6.5 2.06

3. Open interaction 6.11 5.67 2.07

4. Approaching goals and new opportunities 6.15 6.83 2.25

5. Job satisfaction and competence 5.97 6.33 2.32

6. Working life, networks, development 6.6 7.14 2.06

4.3.2. How Do the Employees’ Evaluations of the Supervisors’ Entrepreneurial Competencies Accord
with the Supervisors’ Self-Evaluations of Their Entrepreneurial Competencies?

Supervisors evaluate their own entrepreneurial competencies to be higher compared to the
employees’ assessment on the entrepreneurial competencies of the supervisors. This can be seen in
each of the assessment tools (Figure 3). Once again, the employees’ responses are more dispersed,
which may be due to the fact that there are significantly more employees (n = 39) than supervisors
(n = 16) among the respondents. One supervisor lacked responses to self-evaluations assessment tools
5 and 6, reducing n to 16.

Otherwise, the results of sections ‘Employees evaluation of supervisors’ and ‘Supervisors
self-evaluation’ are parallel in all the competence areas. The responses summarised in Table 6
indicates that ‘Trust and respect within the working community’ has the highest mean in both
self-evaluation and evaluation of the supervisors, 8.63 and 7.14, respectively, while ‘Job satisfaction
and competence’ has the lowest, 7.28 and 5.97, respectively.

Figure 3. Evaluation of the supervisor by each competency area, n = 55.
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Table 6. Comparison of the supervisors’ self-evaluation and employees evaluating supervisors, n = 55.

Supervisors’
Self-Evaluation

Evaluation of the
Supervisors Sig.

Mean Mean

1. Trust and respect within the working
community 8.63 7.14 0.000111 ***

2. Each person is unique 7.48 6.04 0.000559 ***
3. Open interaction 7.95 6.11 2.63 × 10−5 ***
4. Approaching goals and new
opportunities 7.9 6.15 6.77 × 10−5 ***

5. Job satisfaction and competence 7.28 5.97 0.002704 **
6. Working life, networks, development 8.11 6.6 0.000439 ***

Total 7.89 6.34 2.79 × 10−5 ***

*, **, *** indicate significant at the level of 5%, 1%, and 0,1% respectively.

Because of unequal variances and unbalanced data, the comparison of the two respondent groups’
means was done using Welch’s f-test. The differences in group means are statistically significant
(see Table 6). Although in some sum variables the group means differed a lot, all are above 5.5, which
can be considered a rather good result. But it should be noted that the average differences in the groups
are at their highest 1.84 (‘Open interaction’), which is a big deviation and may need some further
examination. However, this can be partly explained by the different group sizes of the respondents,
and perhaps the data is somewhat biased if, for example, more satisfied supervisors and less satisfied
employees have responded to the survey.

When examining assessment tool ‘Open interaction’ question by question, it can be seen that the
results are parallel, but the average responses of employees are, on average, almost two points lower
than those of supervisors in questions 2–6. It can be concluded that supervisors and employees have
different views on how well management invests in open interaction within the organisation. Also,
the supervisors evaluate their entrepreneurial competencies in open interaction to be much higher
than the employees do.

4.4. Consistency of the Assessment Tools

Internal consistency of the assessment tools was measured with Cronbach’s alpha. These
assessment tools have been used a lot, and they have been developed along the way. Furthermore,
as presented before, they have been proven to work well in assessing entrepreneurial competencies in
the context of private organisations. Table 7 indicates that all the alphas are good or excellent, ranging
from 0.60 to 0.95, except in ‘Employees self-evaluation’, which is a new section. In assessment tools
‘1. Trust and respect within the working community’, the alpha is 0.47, and in ‘3. Open interaction’,
the alpha is 0.52. However, considering that there are only 39 observations and that this section is
in use for the first time, the alphas are sufficient for using the tool. This implies, that there are two
questions within the two assessment tools that need to be reformulated for further use. There is also a
new assessment tool ‘Working life, networks, development’, but it works very well, the alphas being
between 0.79 and 0.95. Overall, there are a total of about 120 statements in all of our research metrics.
Therefore, we do not consider this to compromise the results of the study, as only a few statements are
not completely ideal. However, further examination of the tool is still needed.

Overall, we assess that the reliability and validity of the assessment tools are on a sufficient level
for responding to the set research questions [39]. The phenomenon has been examined through a
multidisciplinary approach, and with a range of different assessment tools and two different respondent
groups. However, there is still room for further development of the assessment tools and research
design, both of which are discussed in the following section together with the obtained results.
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Table 7. Measuring the consistency of the assessment tools by Cronbach’s alpha.

Evaluation of the Organisation Cronbach’s Alpha

1. Trust and respect within the working community 0.91
2. Each person is unique 0.87
3. Open interaction 0.83
4. Approaching goals and new opportunities 0.91
5. Job satisfaction and competence 0.88
6. Working life, networks, development 0.91

Supervisors Self-Evaluation

1. Trust and respect within the working community 0.68
2. Each person is unique 0.61
3. Open interaction 0.7
4. Approaching goals and new opportunities 0.64
5. Job satisfaction and competence 0.6
6. Working life, networks, development 0.79

Employees Self-Evaluation

1. Trust and respect within the working community 0.47
2. Each person is unique 0.69
3. Open interaction 0.52
4. Approaching goals and new opportunities 0.81
5. Job satisfaction and competence 0.77
6. Working life, networks, development 0.88

Employees Evaluating Supervisors

1. Trust and respect within the working community 0.92
2. Each person is unique 0.89
3. Open interaction 0.89
4. Approaching goals and new opportunities 0.95
5. Job satisfaction and competence 0.95
6. Working life, networks, development 0.95

5. Discussion and Conclusion

In this paper, our aim was to investigate how entrepreneurial thinking and actions on both the
individual and organisational levels were realized in practice after the case university’s strategy reform.
Our approach enabled analysing what kind of entrepreneurial competences are needed in the context
of higher education to drive organisational change, which can have also a significant socio-economic
impact in the long-term. Overall, the results obtained from our pilot study are positive in regard to the
activities of the organisation and the individuals, both of which were estimated to be entrepreneurial.
In regard to previous studies [34–37], it can be estimated that Tampere University of Applied Sciences
has succeeded in implementing an efficient entrepreneurship strategy across the board, although there
are also areas in which further development is needed.

The results indicate that the supervisors tend to estimate their entrepreneurial competencies
higher than the employees. This implies, that the entrepreneurial strategies of the organisation are well
communicated to different management levels, while the employees are less engaged and equipped to
contribute to transformative change towards entrepreneurial organisation to support entrepreneurial
attitudes within the university community [14]. However, as previous studies on the ‘entrepreneurial
university’ have argued, top-down initiatives or organisational strategies alone are not sufficient
for drivers of organisational change, but collegial entrepreneurialism should be supported through
collegial entrepreneurialism [18]. The literature has also emphasized the role of the universities’
personnel [8] in creating an ‘enterprise culture’. Being so, identifying and further development of the
entrepreneurial competencies among staff members would facilitate higher education institutions’ path
towards entrepreneurial organisations. As a practical recommendation, more attention could be paid
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to interaction and personal feedback of the employees. This is also likely to provide valuable feedback
to the HR of organizations and the development of targeted management training programmes with an
aim to equip the managers with new skills for providing constructive feedback, which supports open
communication and raise further discussion on the organisational goals. Undoubtedly, the development
of an entrepreneurial organisation also emphasises psychological starting points for meeting people,
and thus also for strengthening the self-efficacy of individuals [26,27].

On the other hand, the number of participants in the pilot study is limited. The question also arises
as to whether those persons who, in principle, have been more oriented towards entrepreneurialism,
have responded to the survey. That is why, in the future, even more extensive organisational
measurements are required to assess the entrepreneurial capacities effectively. Admittedly, qualitative
research integration would also have the potential to generate a deeper understanding of the
phenomenon. Similar measurements, also in different sectors and societal contexts, would provide
more in-depth information on the extent to which entrepreneurialism appears as a contextual feature.
Based on this knowledge, it would be possible to create even more customised development models or
training programmes targeted for the development of an entrepreneurial organisation (e.g., management
training and HR development).

Previous studies imply that the entrepreneurial culture is not given in the academic context [34–36],
and thus future research is still needed in the area. Moreover, many studies aim to investigate the
entrepreneurial culture within particular target groups (e.g., teachers) representing a part of the
university personnel, although a more holistic view to the development of positive attitude towards
entrepreneurial capacities can also increase student entrepreneurship [14] Being so, our research is
even ground-breaking in the sense that we have not found any previous studies with a similar starting
point—namely, identifying both employees’ and supervisors’ perceptions of their personal and their
organisation’s entrepreneurial capacities and exploring these aspects simultaneously.

As a part of the survey, employees also evaluated their supervisors. To that extent, our different
assessment tools provide unique information on the phenomenon. The tools themselves triangulate [38]
the manifestation of entrepreneurialism in an organisation through a variety of ways, even though
our metrics provide only quantitative information. Furthermore, our tools are also based on an
interdisciplinary premise integrating entrepreneurship, psychology, and behavioural science research,
which contributes to the knowledge base of entrepreneurship research by ‘borrowing’ theoretical
approaches from other research fields [40]. In this way, we have triangulated the phenomenon based
on academic discussion within different disciplines, such as higher education studies.

In the future, we will also emphasise organisational development based on the Seikkula-Leino’s
competency model [25]. With these indicators, we will be able to study further, e.g., the effectiveness
of different national and institutional development programmes. We estimate that our organisational
development concept based on previous studies on entrepreneurial competencies (SKILLOON tool)
could potentially contribute to the development of different entrepreneurial organisations and
entrepreneurial culture, which is permissive, appreciative, and supports feelings of success and
self-efficacy in all levels of the organisation. Furthermore, this approach can help to create a wider
understanding of the theoretical basis of entrepreneurial organisation and its culture by identifying
the elements that support effective managerial and strategic capacities to transform knowledge into
entrepreneurial activity [3]. This type of culture does not only create a basis for entrepreneurial
activity, but, at the same time, it promotes the wellbeing of management and employees, creating
a solid foundation for building a sustainable organisational culture whilst also supporting student
entrepreneurship [14]. Developing such a culture would contribute to the ability to operate more
stably and in a more agile manner in a global and rapidly changing environment. It would also
indirectly contribute to the strengthening of a sustainable society, in which people solve the challenges
ahead and even find new and unpredictable innovative openings for the development of quality of
life—allowing us to put into practice the latest global strategies driving entrepreneurship within the
society (see, e.g., [1,2]).
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6. Data Availability Statement
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