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ABSTRACT 

Entrepreneurship within higher education is most often examined as set of market 

and market-like behaviors within colleges and universities. The field of entrepreneurship 

studies has been largely neglected by higher education scholars. This qualitative study 

focuses on entrepreneurship as an academic discipline emerging within the academic 

capitalist/learning regime. Specific attention is paid to expanding student markets, 

capitalist behaviors among entrepreneurship students, and the emerging multidisciplinary 

faculty culture associated with the expanding academic discipline of entrepreneurial 

studies. 

I used semi-structured individual interviews, document analysis, and self-

administered student questionnaires as the methods for collecting data essential to better 

understanding the evolution of entrepreneurship education within the context of academic 

capitalism. The research was conducted at two public research universities: the 

University of Iowa and the University of Texas at El Paso. From this study, I show the 

increasing trend of undergraduate students acting as state-subsidized capitalists, the fluid 

and recursive nature of the capitalist academy, and the multidimensional traits of the 

faculty cultures that are emerging within the academic capitalist knowledge/learning 

regime.  
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION 
 

Background 
 

The rise of the neo-liberal economy has resulted in structural and operational 

shifts within United States (US) institutions of higher education (Slaughter & Leslie, 

1997; Slaughter & Rhoades, 2004). The inclusion of entrepreneurial principles within the 

core mission of colleges and universities helps characterize the present day capitalist 

academy. A significant amount of scholarly work is dedicated to the intersections of 

entrepreneurialism1 and higher education with primary emphasis being placed on 

research institutions and activities that include academy-industry partnerships, private-

funded research agreements, and streamlined instructional delivery models (Anderson, 

2001; Etzkowitz, Webster, & Healey, 1998; Geiger, 2004; Slaughter & Leslie, 1997; 

Slaughter & Rhoades, 2004; and Washburn, 2005). The preceding bodies of literature 

describe the diverse impacts on students, which result from increased educational 

entrepreneurial activities. For example, Slaughter & Rhoades (2004) refer to the 

expansion of distance learning, larger class sizes, and revenue generation through 

increased opportunities for summer enrollment tuition dollars as capitalist initiatives that 

directly impact students. Specifically, the preceding activities place students as 

consumers within academic markets. Thus, by expanding enrollment opportunities 

through distance learning and summer courses and by cutting delivery costs through 

fewer, but larger courses, universities are able to increase revenue gains sometimes at the 
 
1 The term “entrepreneurialism” is the behavior of an “entrepreneur.” An “entrepreneur” is defined by 
Drucker (1993, p. 21) as an economic actor who “shifts economic resources out of an area of lower and into 
higher productivity and greater yield.” In the context of this study, “entrepreneurialism” is examined as a 
specialized field of study comprised of formal scholarly research, course offering, and structured programs 
of study.  
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expense of students. Such revenue-generating strategies are consistent with classical 

conceptions of entrepreneurialism centered on redirecting economic resources from 

stagnant activities to ones that are more productive and efficient (Drucker, 1993). In the 

United States, entrepreneurialism has in many ways become woven into the fabric of 

higher education as demonstrated by institutional activities including technology transfer, 

increased patenting and copyrighting, and the growth of enrollments through increased 

efficiency. 

Entrepreneurialism is not only observable in institutional initiatives designed to 

generate increased revenues and expand economic and social resources. 

Entrepreneurialism has also become a growing and ever more present field of formal 

study within colleges and universities (Charney & Libecap, 2000).  Thus, 

entrepreneurialism should not be viewed only as a set of capitalist behaviors and related 

polices enacted by institutions of higher education to increase resources. Rather, 

entrepreneurialism can also be viewed as an emerging academic discipline that, despite 

being most often housed in business colleges, is impacting fields of study located across 

entire campuses. The scholarly pursuit of entrepreneurship2 has shown a dramatic 

increase within US colleges and universities, which is clearly demonstrated by a 71 

percent increase in the nationwide number of endowed professorships in 

entrepreneurialism and related fields3. This percentage increase resulted in a jump from 

237 professorships in 1999 to 406 in 2003.  In 2001 the Ewing Marion Kauffman 
 
2 Entrepreneurship education is delivered through multiple methods and packages that include formal 
majors, minors, certificates and elective course offerings designed to supplement major coursework. 
3 Ewing Marion Kauffman Foundation web page. 2004 survey of endowed positions in entrepreneurship 
and related fields in the United States ( http://www.kauffman.org/entrepreneurship.cfm?topic 
=college_entrepreneurship&itemID=417) <accessed January 31, 2006>. 
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Foundation4 offered further documentation of the expansive nature of entrepreneurial 

education in the US higher education system (Greene, Katz, and Johannison, 2004). 

According to the Kauffman report, the addition of entrepreneurialism as an academic 

field of study across the US higher education system includes the establishment of one 

endowed chair averaging $2.16 million every 13 days, program enrollments totaling as 

much as 1,500 students per semester, student case competitions with prizes as high as 

$10,000 each, and significant increases in student-founded companies. The preceding 

data adequately demonstrates the emergence of entrepreneurship education within the US 

higher education system.  

The entrepreneurial education is not uniform in nature, but rather is varied in 

content and structure. Accordingly, entrepreneurship curricula differ according to 

institutional and departmental structures, philosophies, and guidelines. For example, the 

University of Arizona’s entrepreneurship education center focuses on transfer of campus-

grown technologies to the private market (Sherry Hoskinson, Associate Director of the 

Karl Eller Center, University of Arizona, personal communication, April 7, 2005), while 

the University of Texas of the Permian Basin (UTPB) trains students to initiate small 

businesses within the institution’s surrounding communities.5 The University of Arizona 

offers a wide variety of programs to students, which include an undergraduate major, an 

MBA emphasis area, and seven undergraduate and graduate-level certificates in areas 
 
4 The Ewing Kauffman Foundation is a philanthropic organization that seeks to promote individual success 
and economic prosperity by aligning education and entrepreneurialism (Ewing Marion Kauffman 
Foundation web page, About the foundation. (http://www.kauffman.org/foundation.cfm) <accessed January 
31, 2006>. 
5 University of Texas of the Permian Basin web page, The Jan and Ted Roden Center for Entrepreneurship 
Education mission statement. (http://www. Utpb.edu/utpb_adm/academicaffairs/schoolOfbusiness/ 
entrepreneurship.html) <accessed April 15, 2005>.  
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ranging from Fine Arts to Bio Industries and Life Sciences. On the other hand, UTPB 

offers no formal entrepreneurship major, minor, or certificate, but rather embeds 

entrepreneurial principles within the established curriculum through the delivery of 

specialized courses. However, UTPB is currently seeking approval to begin offering a 

formal major and minor as soon as possible (Dr. Bill Jackson, Pinkie Roden Endowed 

Chair for Entrepreneurship & Professor of Management, University of Texas of the 

Permian Basin, personal communications, April 15, 2005). The preceding comparison is 

useful in demonstrating the wide variety of entrepreneurship structures, philosophies and 

concentrations within institutions ranging from large public, Research I universities such 

as the University of Arizona to small public, four year comprehensive Hispanic serving 

institutions such UTPB.  The preceding examples demonstrate the emergence of an 

entrepreneurial field of study within the US higher education system best characterized as 

being pervasive, diverse and varied in size, structure, and purpose.  

In addition to establishing an increased presence in US colleges and universities, 

entrepreneurship education has expanded beyond the walls of business colleges to 

include students and faculty from a wide variety of academic disciplines (Greene, Katz, 

and Johannison, 2004). An excellent example of the rise in commercial-like curriculum 

within non-management fields is the funding of $25 million in grants awarded to eight 

universities by the Ewing Marion Kauffman Foundation (Mangan, 2004).  The awarded 

funding is for the purpose of increasing entrepreneurship education across disciplines. 

The Kauffman mission driving the grant funding, which will total $100 million with 

institutionally matched funding, is “to transform the way universities prepare students for 
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success in the American economy” and to “to make entrepreneurship education available 

across their campuses, enabling any student, regardless of field of study, to access 

entrepreneurial training” (Kauffman Foundation webpage, January 20, 2005). The 

preceding Kauffman goal is in alignment with the organization’s comprehensive mission 

of increasing the nation’s economic competitiveness in the global market through the 

promotion of entrepreneurial advancements.6 The Kauffman Foundation was created 

through an endowment from Ewing Marion Kauffman, a Kansas City entrepreneur who 

founded an eventual billion dollar international pharmaceutical and healthcare enterprise.  

 The institutions currently awarded funding (University of Illinois at Urbana-

Champaign, Howard University, Wake Forest University, Washington University in St. 

Louis, Florida International University, the University of Texas at El Paso, the University 

of Rochester, and the University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill) were identified based 

on the commitment to make entrepreneurial studies accessible to students across all fields 

of study.7 Executive summaries from the participating campuses reflect initiatives that 

will: 1) increase diversity in entrepreneurialism; 2) provide stimulation to local and 

regional economies; and 3) better prepare students from all academic majors for success 

in today’s economy. For example, the University of Illinois at Urbana-Champagne’s 

College of Business is extending entrepreneurial opportunities to non-business students 

based on the belief that entrepreneurial expansion is crucial to the US’s future economic 

prosperity and the existence of such interests amongst students across the entire 

 
6 Ewing Marion Kauffman Foundation web page. About the foundation (http://www.kauffman.org/ 
foundation.cfm) <accessed July 13, 2005>. 
7 Ewing Marion Kauffman Foundation, Kauffman Campuses. (http://www.kauffman 
.org/entrepreneurship.cfm?topic=college_entrepreneurship) <accessed July 13, 2005>. 
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university (Tony Mendes, Executive Director of the Academy for Entrepreneurial 

Leadership, University of Illinois at Urbana-Champagne, personal communications, 

January 22, 2005). Further, as an example of institutional commitment to increasing 

entrepreneurship education, the University of Rochester will provide cross-disciplinary 

students with $27,000 in tuition waivers to pursue a fifth year of entrepreneurship-based 

enrichment courses and business venture projects (Mangan, 2004). Finally and important 

to note, the institutional distribution of the Kauffman funds includes one Hispanic serving 

institution (University of Texas at El Paso) and one historically black university (Howard 

University). In other words, 25 percent of the Kauffman Campuses place a primary 

emphasis on multicultural student populations, which suggests a social consciousness and 

awareness of market demographics (i.e., the “Latino Market) within the entrepreneurship 

education movement.  

The Kauffman Foundation is the leader of expansion of entrepreneurial studies 

across the US higher education system. However, additional organizations located 

beyond the boundaries of college and university campuses are supporting the expansion 

of entrepreneurship education opportunities available to cross-disciplinary students. For 

example, the National Association of Schools of Music has set forward an initiative to 

create a formal recommendation to accredited music education programs within higher 

education to include business principles in their curriculum.8 Despite the clear and vast 

expansion of the entrepreneurship education across institutions, disciplines, student 

populations, and socioeconomic boundaries, the movement remains an under-researched 
 
8 National Association of Schools of Music, Accreditation. (http://nasm.arts-accredit.org/index.jsp) 
<accessed March 14, 2005>.  
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phenomenon. The present study aims to expand the scholarly understanding of the likely 

vast and varied implications of entrepreneurship education within US colleges and 

universities. 

An unanswered question related to the evolution and future of entrepreneurship 

education is to identify the underlying incentives and/or assumptions of the involved 

stakeholders, which include institutions, departments, administrators, faculty, and 

students. I argue that due to program diversity and the relatively recent presence on 

campuses, it is difficult to label entrepreneurship education as either a positive or 

negative influence on higher education. Rather, close examination is needed to identify 

and define commonalities, traits, and missions among and between the participating 

programs. Further, linkages made between entrepreneurship education models and the 

academic capitalist/learning regime will prove useful in positioning the emerging trend 

within the present day capitalist academy. Slaughter and Rhoades (2004, p.8) indicate a 

regime shift in higher education from one of public good knowledge regime to the 

academic capitalist/learning regime, which involves the movement of instruction 

(undergraduate and graduate), research, administrative activities, and student activities 

toward the market. Further, attention placed on student consumption is equal to that 

placed on student learning. The present study will attempt to add student capitalism as a 

concrete component of the academic capitalist/learning regime. Thus, the present study 

will provide a more solid conceptual foundation for further examination of 

institutionalized entrepreneurial education within the context of academic capitalism 

theory. 
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Close examination of the cultural characteristics and evolving roles of the 

involved strata, which include administrators, faculty, and students, is essential to better 

understanding the implications of entrepreneurship education within the capitalist 

academy. Lee, Oseguera, Kim, Fann, Davis, and Rhoads (2004) provide a strong 

rationale for the inclusion of cultural contexts when studying emerging trends within the 

academy. Examination of the organizational structures, strata, and cultures supporting the 

rapid emergence of entrepreneurship education within colleges and universities is timely 

and necessary, considering the pervasive changes occurring in higher education as a 

result of the academic capitalism learning/knowledge regime. Most importantly, I will 

pay specific attention to the evolving position of undergraduate students assuming the 

role of active capitalists within the academy. That is, students studying entrepreneurship 

are often concurrently pursuing business ventures to be launched into the private market, 

which can be viewed as a form of state-subsidized capitalism. The present study 

identifies and describes the traits and characteristics of the students acting as capitalist 

agents within entrepreneurship education programs. The unique nature of the student 

sample will also expand the academic capitalism discussion pertaining to students beyond 

its primary dedication to graduate students pursuing disciplines such as biotechnology, 

medicine, and information technology, which are often positioned close to the market 

(Slaughter & Rhoades, 2004). Finally, this study, using theoretical principles specific to 

organizational culture, identifies, distinguishes, and discusses the various attributes of the 

diverse faculty and student bodies participating in entrepreneurship education.  



23 

 

In order to develop a better understanding of the pervasive implications and 

cultural impacts of entrepreneurship education within US institutions of higher education, 

two case study examinations are included. The focus of the study will be on two public 

institutions: the University of Iowa (UI) and the University of Texas at El Paso (UTEP). 

The UI is representative of a large, research intensive public university located in the 

Midwest with an entrepreneurship education program centering on small business 

development and interdisciplinary collaboration.9 UTEP is representative of a Hispanic 

serving public university with an entrepreneurship education center committed to the 

advancement of borderland economies and Hispanic business ownership. The inclusion 

of a research university and a Hispanic serving university provide uniquely rich 

perspectives into the diverse nature of programs included in entrepreneurial education 

movement. While the uniqueness of each of the presented entrepreneurship programs are 

interesting, the primary intents of this study are to extract evidence of the emergence of 

students as capitalist agents and to  explore the cultural implications stemming from the 

expansion and institutionalization of entrepreneurship education. Thus, the examination 

of the two models will contribute to the higher education profession’s understanding of 

the pervasive impacts, both operational and cultural, of the academic capitalism 

learning/knowledge regime on all academic disciplines. Further, the research will 

introduce the emergence of undergraduate students as active, institutionally subsidized 

capitalist agents. 

 
9 University of Iowa web page, John Pappajohn Entrepreneurship Center. ( http://www.iowajpec.org/) 
<Accessed July 13, 2005>.  
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This study has been divided into eight chapters, which includes this introduction 

and the orientation to the theoretical frameworks guiding the research. The second 

chapter provides a review of the literature related to markets, entrepreneurship, 

entrepreneurship education, and organizational cultures. In Chapter Three I provide a 

detailed overview of the methodology and research design used in conducting the study. 

The findings of the study are presented in Chapters Four through Seven. Chapter Four 

uses collected data to place the expansion of entrepreneurship education and student 

market behaviors at both UI and UTEP in the context of the theory of academic 

capitalism. Chapter Five focuses on the findings related to the multidisciplinary faculty 

culture emerging from the institutionalization of entrepreneurship education at UTEP. 

Data collected from UI faculty members will be included in the analysis, but primary 

attention will be paid to UTEP due to the university’s formal integration of 

multidisciplinary faculty members in the entrepreneurship center’s expansion efforts. 

Chapter Six provides an overview of the academic capitalist landscape of the students 

pursuing entrepreneurship as a component of their formal educations. I present four cases 

of state-subsidized student capitalism in Chapter Seven. The cases document the rise of 

student capitalism and evidence supportive of the increase in the market behaviors of 

students in part due to the expansion of entrepreneurship education models. Chapter 

Eight concludes the study with a summary of the findings within the context of the 

existing literature addressing the capitalist academy and suggested areas warranting 

further research. 
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Theoretical Framework 

 The primary theoretical framework used in this study will be constructed from 

theories of academic capitalism (Slaughter & Leslie, 1997; Slaughter & Rhoades, 2004) 

and organizational culture (Bailey, 1973; Becher, 1989, 1994; Biglan 1977; Clark, 1970, 

1998; Deal & Kennedy, 1983; Masland, 1985; Shein, 2004; Tierney, 1988; Ylijoki, 

2000). Academic capitalism serves as a platform useful in my efforts to introduce 

students as active state-subsidized capitalists, which is a role that extends beyond the 

traditional conception of students as learners, consumers, and institutional products 

(Slaughter & Rhoades, 2004). Thus, the study will provide an expanded continuum of 

student identities and roles within the academic capitalist/learning regime.  

Theory pertaining to organizational culture provides a framework in which to 

analyze and discuss both the shared and conflicting values of the students and faculty 

members from varying backgrounds and traditionally isolated discipline-based academic 

units that have been conjoined by entrepreneurship education. The examination of culture 

is an effective approach to studying emerging trends within higher education as the 

norms, values, and beliefs of the various actors often either drive or prevent institutional 

complacency and/or change. Thus, this study will employ the theoretical principles of 

organizational culture as a method of identifying and assessing points of support and 

resistance among certain strata associated with the emergence and institutionalization of 

entrepreneurship education.  
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Academic capitalism 

 The principles of academic capitalism were first introduced by Slaughter and 

Leslie in the 1997 text Academic Capitalism: Politics, Policies, and the Entrepreneurial 

University. Slaughter and Leslie draw attention to the changes in higher education policy 

secondary to the globalization of political and financial economies and the expansive 

evolution of market and market-like behaviors within public, research universities. 

Within the shifting policy environments of higher education, complex and strategic 

academy-industry-state partnerships emerged with the intent of moving university-grown 

products and innovations from the laboratory to the private marketplace. 10 Slaughter and 

Leslie document additional market-like behaviors by colleges and universities including 

“institutional and faculty competition for moneys, whether these are from external grants 

and contracts, endowment funds, university-industry partnerships, institutional 

investment in professors’ spin-off companies, and student tuition and fees” (p. 11). 

Further, examples of pure market behaviors include “patenting and subsequent royalty 

and licensing agreements, spin-off companies, arm’s length corporations, and university-

industry-partnerships, when these have a profit component” (Slaughter & Leslie, 1997, p. 

11). In relation to the present study, Slaughter and Leslie demonstrate the rise in 

entrepreneurial behaviors by institutions of higher education. I will expand the scholarly 

understanding of the influences of entrepreneurialism on higher education through the 

examination of entrepreneurship education models within public research universities. I 

 
10 Metcalfe (2004) provides the re-conceptualization of “university-industry partnerships” to “academy-
industry partnerships” in order to articulate the pervasive scope of the intersections between industries and 
all sectors of higher education. However, the present study maintains an exclusive focus on public research 
universities, which include the University of Iowa and the University of Texas at El Paso.  
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draw attention to entrepreneurship as not only a set of innovative market and market-like 

behaviors on the part of colleges and universities, but also as a rising academic discipline 

that has the potential to establish the role of students as both state-subsidized capitalists 

and social entrepreneurs.  

 Building upon Slaughter and Leslie’s (1997) work, Slaughter and Rhoades (2004) 

present a formalized social theory pertinent to the differing sectors and academic 

disciplines comprising the US higher education system in the book Academic Capitalism 

and the New Economy: Markets, State, and Higher Education. The formal theory of 

academic capitalism directly addresses the methods by which institutions of higher 

education are integrating into the new economy, which is highly technological and global 

in scope. The primary theoretical components of academic capitalism include: interstitial 

structures, intermediating organizations, new circuits of knowledge, and enhanced 

managerial capacities. In relation to this study, the composition of the recently 

established entrepreneurship education centers11 will be examined in the context of the 

preceding theoretical constructs. Specifically, the structural components of the examined 

centers will be dissected based on the primary principles of the theory of academic 

capitalism. The theoretical constructs (intermediating organizations, interstitial 

organizations, new circuits of knowledge, and enhanced managerial capacity) will be 

defined and placed within the context of this study. The demonstration of the concrete 

connection between entrepreneurship education and the aforementioned theoretical 

 
11 According to Greene, Katz, and Johannisson (2004), the primary establishment of entrepreneurial 
education centers have occurred since 1970. Specifically, in 1970 there were only 16 higher education 
institutions offering some form of entrepreneurial education. By 2004, there were well over 2000 
institutions offering entrepreneurial education in the US.  
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principles provide further support for the rationale of including student capitalism within 

the theory of academic capitalism.  

Intermediating organizations 

Intermediating organizations have emerged as consistent participants in the 

capitalist academy (Metcalfe, 2004; Slaughter & Rhoades, 2004). The external 

organizations partner with institutions of higher education for the mutual purpose of 

further connecting colleges and universities with new economy markets. Slaughter and 

Rhoades provide evidence of the influence of intermediating organizations on capitalist 

academies within the contexts of previously stated market and market-like behaviors 

associated with the academic capitalist/learning regime. Intermediating organizations 

should not be viewed merely as external constituents interested in supporting higher 

education. Rather, intermediating organizations enter into higher education partnerships 

with the intent of stimulating economies and increasing the fiscal competitiveness of 

associated industries (Metcalfe, 2004). Entrepreneurship education activities and centers 

are supported by intermediating organizations. The primary example of an intermediating 

organization included in this study is the Kauffman Center. Specifically and as previously 

indicated, the Kauffman Foundation’s mission is not one that supports education without 

an agenda, but rather aims to promote the advancement of entrepreneurialism as a 

mechanism to stimulate local, regional, national, and international economies (Kauffman 

Foundation web page, accessed July 13, 2005). Accordingly, the Foundation views 

entrepreneurship education as a key strategy to the preceding mission. 

 



29 

 

Interstitial organizations 

Slaughter and Rhoades (2004) indicate that interstitial organizations are a primary 

characteristic of the present-day academic capitalist/learning regime. Interstitial 

organizations are structures that are “the means through which actors with mutual 

interests related to yet not at the core of their institution join together to express new 

goals and purposes for the institution” (Slaughter & Rhoades, 2004, p. 307). Further, the 

structures serve as vehicles for identifying emerging opportunities of interest to the 

institution. In the present study, entrepreneurship education centers are viewed as 

interstitial structures based on activities designed to not only educate aspiring 

entrepreneurs, but also to identify emerging innovations that, when moved to the market, 

stand to be profitable to both the students and the institution. According to Slaughter and 

Rhoades (p. 320), “centers and institutes… facilitate the movement of faculty and 

students between academic and business worlds.”  For example, entrepreneurship 

undergraduate and graduate students at the University of Arizona seek out emerging 

innovations developed across the institution that have the potential to be integrated in the 

private marketplace (Associate Director, Karl Eller Center/McGuire Entrepreneurship 

Program, University of Arizona, personal communications, January 20, 2005). With the 

support of both faculty and technology transfer professionals, the students develop and 

frequently implement business venture plans designed to move such innovations from the 

laboratories into the market.  The result of such capitalist activities often includes 

students and faculty acquiring equity holdings in spin-off companies, as well as profit 

sharing and employment opportunities in successful ventures. Further, the university 
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potentially benefits through the expansion technology transfer activities. The benefits are 

more likely to come in the form of prestige enhancement rather than generated income, 

which rarely results from university technology transfer activities (Fellar, 1997).  

The preceding University of Arizona example provides evidence for the 

applicability of intermediating structures to entrepreneurial education centers. However, 

this study does not limit entrepreneurship education and related activities to only private 

market initiatives. Specifically, a rising trend in US schools of business is the inclusion of 

courses addressing civic responsibility and the effectiveness of applying entrepreneurial 

principles to efforts to create social change (Mars, 2005). The curriculum and related 

activities provide evidence that entrepreneurial education is not only producing 

traditional entrepreneurs, but also training aspiring agents of social change. Students with 

aspirations of creating social change through the application of entrepreneurial principles 

are frequently referred to as “social entrepreneurs” (Bornstein, 2004), which will be the 

term used to identify this particular student group throughout the present study. In regards 

to interstitial organizations, opportunity structures gained through internal collaborations 

are not limited to economic arenas. Rather, social change opportunities are also created 

and identified by interstitial structures. While the theory of academic capitalism 

specifically addresses pure capitalist activities involving colleges and universities, this 

study seeks to broaden the theoretical scope to include capitalist-like activities designed 

to produce social change. 
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New circuits of knowledge 

The academic capitalist/learning regime includes new circuits of knowledge 

created to move products from the laboratory to the market (Slaughter and Rhoades, 

2004). The present study seeks to demonstrate that entrepreneurial education models 

within US colleges and universities often result in the creation of new and expanded 

circuits of knowledge across academic disciplines and services units (i.e., offices of 

technology transfer). As previously stated, a national movement spearheaded by the 

Kauffman Foundation is underway to institutionalize entrepreneurship education across 

all disciplines (Mangan, 2004). The collaboration between traditionally isolated 

departments and faculty creates a knowledge pipeline, which is potentially effective in 

the delivery of products and innovations from the institution to the private market. Thus, I 

purport one result of institution-wide entrepreneurship education activities is the 

establishment of highly effective platforms for the creation of new circuits of knowledge, 

which are concrete characteristics of the academic capitalist/learning regime.  

The emerging and evolving roles of entrepreneurship students are central to this 

study. New circuits of knowledge resulting from the integration of multiple disciplines 

into entrepreneurship education models allow departments the opportunity to reshape and 

expand existing offerings to better prepare students to compete in the new economy. One 

purported result of such circuits is that students from various academic disciplines are 

provided opportunities to complement primary fields of study with entrepreneurial skill 

sets otherwise not included in their courses of study. Thus, students are provided with 

entrepreneurial knowledge and resources essential to the successful launching of business 
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ventures linked to primary fields of study. Likewise, the roles assumed by 

interdisciplinary, entrepreneurship students expanded beyond the continuum offered by 

Slaughter and Rhoades (2004) to include students as state-subsidized capitalists and/or 

social entrepreneurs. A hypothetical example would include an optical science student 

creating a lens fabrication business through the knowledge, principles, and other 

resources12 gained from the primary academic department and the entrepreneurship 

education center. Another hypothetical example pertaining to social entrepreneurship 

would include an education major who obtains an entrepreneurial background with the 

intent of establishing a neighborhood tutoring center for low-income high school 

students. The preceding scenarios demonstrate how new circuits of knowledge linked to 

entrepreneurship education are contributing to the emerging roles of students as both 

state-sponsored capitalists and aspiring social entrepreneurs.  

Enhanced managerial and entrepreneurial capacities 

Managerial capacities are expanded as a result of the academic capitalist/learning 

regime (Slaughter and Rhoades, 2004). The complex networks inherent with 

entrepreneurship education require significant attention, support, and management. For 

example, external funding requires efficient modes of communications with 

intermediating organizations; curriculum agreements across academic units require 

coordination; and student activities both internal and external to institutions require 

professional management and oversight. Further, the educational and financial 

implications associated with entrepreneurship education require an expanded 
 
12 “Other resources” include, but are not limited to faculty and professional mentoring, physical resources, 
and professional networking.  
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infrastructure comprised of both faculty and academic professionals. Equally interesting 

and important is that students assume increased managerial responsibilities when 

developing and launching business and social ventures that are born out of the 

entrepreneurship curriculum. In other words, once students engage in activities aimed at 

establishing enterprises within the private and public sectors, they assume 

entrepreneurial-like13 positions. Thus, entrepreneurship education not only establishes 

and/or expands administrative and professional managerial capacities, but also places 

students in managerial positions. The current study demonstrates the expansion of the 

managerial capacities within institutions as a result of entrepreneurship education and the 

emergence of the state-subsidized student capitalist. Further, this study also reveals how 

entrepreneurship education is resulting in students assuming entrepreneurial roles, which 

is further evidence of students evolving into state-subsidized capitalists and social 

entrepreneurs. Finally, I demonstrate the distinction between and interconnectedness of 

the enhanced managerial capacities of the institutions and the expanded entrepreneurial 

capacities of the student capitalists engaged in entrepreneurship education. 

In summary, the theory of academic capitalism (Slaughter & Rhoades, 2004) is 

relevant to this study because it provides a fulcrum to analyze the emergence of 

entrepreneurship education within the current academic capitalist/learning regime. 

However, the study’s examination of entrepreneurship education is also likely to inform 

and contribute to the theory of academic capitalism due to the potential to expand the 

 
13I use the term “entepreneurial-like” to reflect the duties and responsibilities belonging to entrepreneurial 
students who are engaged in market and market-like activities originating in the entrepreneurial education 
center. Examples of duties include soliciting and monitoring venture capital, arranging legal counsel, and 
overseeing the day to day operations of an evolving enterprise.  
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undergraduate student conceptualization to include the roles of state-subsidized 

capitalists and social entrepreneurs. Slaughter and Rhoades address the positions of 

undergraduate students within the capitalist academy by presenting a continuum that 

identifies students as consumers, captive markets, negotiable commodities valuable to 

external constituents, and institutional products upon degree completion. I argue, and 

illustrate throughout this study, the additional role of undergraduate students as state-

subsidized capitalists and social entrepreneurs. More specifically, undergraduate students 

pursuing an entrepreneurship education use, in certain circumstances, state resources14 to 

fund developing business and social ventures. Thus, a plausible statement is that 

entrepreneurship students may be viewed as state-subsidized capitalists and/or social 

entrepreneurs. Illustration 1.1 shows the undergraduate student continuum specific to the 

academic capitalist/learning regime offered by Slaughter and Rhoades.  Illustration 1.2 

shows the refined continuum expanding upon Slaughter’s and Rhoades’ continuum 

through the inclusion of students as active, state-subsidized capitalists and social 

entrepreneurs.  

Illustration 1.1 Undergraduate Student Continuum within the Academic 
Capitalist/Learning Regime (Slaughter and Rhoades, 2004) 

 
Consumer     Captive Markets   Negotiable Commodity   Institutional Product 

 

14 “State resources” refers to the resources provided to undergraduate students pursuing an entrepreneurial 
education by the public research university. Examples of resources include, but are not limited to faculty 
mentoring, computers and other information technology, physical space, and office materials. Other state 
resources may include institutional, state and federal grants, scholarships, and tuition waivers originating 
from the entrepreneurship education centers.  
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Illustration 1.2 Refined Undergraduate Student Continuum within the 
Academic Capitalist/Learning Regime 

Consumer     Captive Market    Negotiable Commodity Active Capitalist/Social Entrepreneur Institutional  Product 

 

Human Capital 

I use the human capital theory (Becker, 1964) to assess the motivation factors that 

are likely compelling students to engage in entrepreneurship education. According to 

Becker, human capital is gained through the acquisition of skills and knowledge deemed 

valuable in the labor market. Human capital is accumulated through education and 

experiences that can eventually be exchanged for a higher wage and standard of living. In 

the context of this study, I speculate that student capitalists are engaging in 

entrepreneurship education as a means of growing their human capital. Specifically, 

individual capital is being garnered through the acquisition of entrepreneurial skills and 

knowledge. Put differently, students are engaging in entrepreneurial studies as a means of 

maximizing the returns on their investments in higher education. 

Monopoly Capital 

In 1966, Baran and Sweezy introduced a theoretical model of monopoly 

capitalism. The theory draws attention to the extreme disparities between those in the 

United States with the most economic resources and those with significantly less. 

Accordingly to the theorists, the former group, by far the minority and termed the 

monopoly capitalists, exploit those with fewer resources in efforts to accumulate further 

wealth and power. Building on Baran and Sweezy’s work, O’Connor (1973) divides the 
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economy into three distinct categories: the state sector, the competitive sector, and the 

monopoly sector. The latter two categories comprise the private economy. On the one 

hand, the competitive sector is characterized as the social space that contains laborers and 

small-scale industries. This sector is described as volatile and relatively unpredictable. 

The types of industries located in the competitive sector are small businesses and local 

and regional retail and service operations. On the other hand, the monopoly sector 

includes national and international corporations that possess large amounts of capital and 

enjoy markets that are relatively stable and secure.  Accordingly, developing businesses 

are likely to find it very difficult to penetrate the well established monopoly sector. In the 

context of the present study, the effectiveness of entrepreneurship education as a 

mechanism of penetrating and disrupting the monopoly sector is  considered. 

Organizational Culture 

 This study seeks to examine entrepreneurship education within the context of the 

academic capitalist/learning regime. The emergence of academic capitalism within 

colleges and universities is extensive (Slaughter & Leslie, 1997, Slaughter &Rhoades, 

2004), as is the rise of entrepreneurship as a formal field of academic study (Charney & 

Libecap, 2003). Further, entrepreneurship education is moving toward a more 

institutionalized, interdisciplinary model (Shaver, 2005; Winfield, 2005). The firm 

establishment of academic capitalism and the pervasive expansion of entrepreneurship 

education within US colleges and universities represent significant organizational shifts 

worthy of scholarly examination. One way in which to study such shifts is through an 

organizational culture lens. The structural changes to the academy as a result of academic 
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capitalism have limited the traditional beliefs that academic cultures and subcultures are 

rooted in either disciplines (e.g., Bailey, 1977; Becher, 1989, 1994; Biglan, 1973; Ylijoki, 

2000) or institutions (e.g., Clark 1970, 1998; Tierney, 1991). The preceding bodies of 

literature provided the theoretical framework for this study’s exploration of the 

implications of entrepreneurship education of faculty members within a diverse field of 

academic disciplines. Finally, I used Edgar Shein’s (2004) framework as a analytical  

framework for the aforementioned analysis.  

Culture is a broad concept. In order to narrow its focus to the relevancy of this 

study, culture refers to the beliefs, norms and values of the groups that comprise the 

strata15 within organizations of higher education. The faculty and student strata are the 

primary focus of the present study. The faculty examined included entrepreneurship 

professors and instructors, as well as those from academic disciplines outside of the 

entrepreneurship education center and business school. In summary, the cultural 

variations of faculty members actively involved in entrepreneurship education were 

explored. My findings revealed a multidimensional faculty culture that has emerged from 

entrepreneurship education that is simultaneously rooted in disciplinary, institutional, and 

private market norm and value systems.    

When studying large and complex organizations such as those found in higher 

education, it is important to identify and analyze the cultural forces that sustain the 

environment, drive or prevent change, and make each organization and comprising 

 
15 Strata refer to the layers that comprise an organization. Each stratum is comprised of cultural groups with 
differing values and norms. According to Shein (2004, p. 20) “it is important to recognize that a fragmented 
or differentiated organizational culture usually reflects a multiplicity of subcultures, and within those 
subcultures there are shared assumptions.” 
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groups unique (Shein, 2004). Further, the environments in which organizational cultures 

exist play an important role in how organizational strata are perceived both internally and 

externally. For example, the academic capitalist/learning regime rewards units and 

departments close to the market while neglecting, if not punishing, those detached from 

the market. The result of environmental forces that place emphasis on capitalist activities 

is an influence on a culture in one unit that embraces such efforts while creating a culture 

completely resistant to the capitalist establishment in another.  An example of an 

academic-unit culture likely to welcome the academic capitalist ideology is optical 

sciences, which is a discipline that is often engaged in technology transfer activities with 

a research agenda closely aligned with the needs and priorities of the private market. An 

example of an academic-unit likely resistant to academic capitalism is humanities, which 

is far removed from research and private markets. Thus, differentiated cultures exist 

across the academic discipline landscape.  

The differentiation across academic strata makes the formation of distinct, 

collaborative cultures complex as organizational structures emerge within the 

differentiated16capitalist academy. The institutionalization of entrepreneurship education 

is no exception. Numerous academic and administrative units have become entangled in 

the entrepreneurial education movement, all of which subscribe to a unique set of norms 

and values. The conflicts between the varied cultural traits within the units comprising 

the academic strata are likely to present barriers to the efforts to institutionalize 

entrepreneurship education. This study will use Shein’s (2004) organizational culture 
 
16 “Differentiated” refers to the varying degrees of capitalist activities within the multitude of units 
comprising institutions of higher education.  
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framework to identify and analyze the cultural implications of efforts to institutionalize 

entrepreneurship education within the academic capitalist/learning regime. Shein’s model 

states culture is evident on three distinct organizational levels. 

Level one: Artifacts 

According to Shein (2004), the first level of culture consists of “artifacts,” which 

are the observable structures, and procedures that are seen through member and sub 

group behaviors. The traits found at this level do not have a degree of meaning that goes 

below the surface. The present study will examine the artifacts associated with the 

various academic groups linked to entrepreneurship education. Such artifacts are likely to 

include items such as curriculum, organizational charts, policies and procedures, 

mentoring opportunities for students in the area of entrepreneurship and extra- and co-

curricular activities. Observable traits, which are also artifacts, will be given attention and 

include patterns of dress and professional etiquette that are likely to vary between the 

groups participating in the entrepreneurship education operations. While Shein cautions 

that artifacts are “both easy to observe and very difficult to decipher” (p. 26), they 

provide valuable, preliminary insight into the distinct cultural traits of groups that are 

meaningful, but less observable.  

Level two: Espoused beliefs and values 

Shein’s (2004) second level of cultural analysis, which is less observable than 

artifacts, is termed “espoused beliefs and values.” Group behaviors that are observable, 

but driven by shared beliefs and norms that are deeply engrained in the philosophies of 

group members provide insight into the second level of organizational cultures. Espoused 



40 

 

values and beliefs are established through shared group experiences that are over time 

socially validated by members.  Social validation is critical and those members who 

oppose or defy shared beliefs and norms risk being excommunicated from the group. In 

this study, beliefs and norms distinct to the various groups of the academic strata are 

identified and assessed. Particular focus is placed on the evolution and/or consistency of 

the norms and values of the groups and sub-groups integrating entrepreneurship 

education into their cultures. Areas of resistance and/or acceptance within each group 

provide insight into integration patterns of the academic capitalist/learning regime.   

Level three: Basic assumptions 

Sustained acceptance and perceived utility of espoused beliefs and values by 

group members result in the establishment of a third and unobservable level of culture. 

Shein (2004) terms the third level of organizational cultures “basic assumptions.” The 

assumptions are not able to be observed, but are most powerful in determining how 

members view, react, and process organizational traits, structures, and changes. Group 

member acceptance of basic assumptions is extremely consistent and non-negotiable. 

Accordingly, basic assumptions make cultural change very difficult. Shein provides the 

following example of basic assumptions: “In a capitalist country, it is inconceivable that 

one might design a company to operate consistently at a financial loss, or that it does not 

matter whether or not a product works” (p. 31). Shein’s capitalism example is relevant to 

the present study. Students engaged in entrepreneurship education often assume roles as 

active capitalists or social entrepreneurs. While student activity in ventures designed to 

produce positive social change may be widely accepted within the institution due to 
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humanitarian intentions, traditional capitalist activities by students through the utilization 

of college resources is likely to be viewed as heresy by many academic groups. The 

present study seeks to identify the basic assumptions of cultural groups as either resisters 

or catalysts to cultural changes occurring as a result of entrepreneurship education and 

ultimately the academic capitalist/learning regime. Considering the cultures examined in 

this study are in their infancy stages, the analysis is highly interpretive and more of a 

forecast rather than a concrete depiction. Further, intensive observation is often ideal in 

identifying and deconstructing the basic assumptions that underlie within a culture. In 

this study, resources and time restricted my ability to conduct such a longitudinal 

analysis. However, a robust set of preliminary data suggestive of the emerging culture’s 

underlying basic assumption was gathered.  

As indicated in the preceding statement, Shein’s (2004) organizational culture 

model is not without limitations. In the context of this study, the primary limitation of the 

framework is its specificity to existing, well-established organizations. Entrepreneurship 

education centers are most often newly formed and evolving structures. Thus, to analyze 

such centers using Shein’s framework is problematic. However, the examination of 

evolving organizations requires attention to the patterns of acceptance and resistance 

from the actors located in other more established and static groups that are being joined 

together under the emerging organizational umbrella.  In this study, the cultural positions 

regarding entrepreneurship education of faculty from varying disciplines are assessed 

using Shein’s model. The positions are believed to be partially rooted in the culture of 

each faculty member’s primary discipline, which are likely to be well established and 
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concrete. However, institutional and external market forces are also thought to be 

influential in the creation of the emerging multidisciplinary faculty culture resulting from 

the expansion of entrepreneurship education. Thus, Shein’s model is particularly helpful 

in identifying and analyzing the implications of traditional academic disciplinary cultures 

on the movement to institutionalize newly formed initiatives such as entrepreneurial 

education.  

Significance of the Study 

 Slaughter and Leslie (1997) document and describe the rise of academic 

capitalism in today’s higher education sector. Further, Slaughter and Rhoades (2004) 

provide a comprehensive theory of academic capitalism. Both of the preceding works 

adequately demonstrate the presence of academic capitalism within institutions of higher 

education. However, the dynamic roles played by undergraduate students within the 

academic capitalist/learning regime remain underestimated. In other words, the 

implications of enhanced capitalist ideologies and practices within higher education on 

college students warrant research. This study addresses the preceding theoretical void by 

examining the institutionalization of entrepreneurship education and the related 

emergence of students as state-subsidized capitalists and social entrepreneurs. Further, 

and as recommended by Shoemaker, Tankard, and Lasorsa (2004), theories must be 

tested. The present study of entrepreneurship education helps test the validity of the 

theory of academic capitalism.   

This study will provide the higher education research field a further understanding 

of the cultural implications of both the emergence of the academic capitalist/learning 
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regime and the pervasive movement to institutionalize entrepreneurship education within 

colleges and universities. The unique nature of the student sample will expand the breath 

of academic capitalism discussion pertaining to students beyond the primary dedication 

to graduate students pursuing disciplines such as biotechnology, medicine, and 

information technology, which are often fields positioned close to the market (Slaughter 

& Rhoades, 2004). Thus, the present study broadens and strengthens the higher education 

profession’s intellectual grasp of the comprehensive presence of the academic capitalism 

knowledge/learning regime and its impact on undergraduate education.  

Finally, the research contributes to the extensive literature addressing cultures 

within organizations of higher education. Shein (2004) indicates that new cultures form 

within organizations as members from pre-existing groups merge. The formation of new 

cultural groups is likely to occur within capitalist academies as traditionally isolated areas 

become more integrated in common pursuit of market opportunities. Slaughter and 

Rhoades (2004) address such integration patterns through the exploration of new circuits 

of knowledge, interstitial and intermediating organizations, and enhanced managerial 

capacities within capitalist academies. This study provides a comprehensive analysis of 

the cultural patterns associated with the institutionalization of entrepreneurial education 

within the capitalist academy. Patterns identified include group resistance, acceptance, 

alteration, and formation. Thus, the scholarly understanding of how academic capitalism 

is impacting academic cultural groups is expanded as a result of this study.  
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CHAPTER TWO: REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
 

The following literature review contains various studies and perspectives related 

to capitalism and entrepreneurial education within colleges and universities. First, the 

primary works of academic capitalism are outlined and underscored by related research. 

Second, research examining the organizational cultures within institutions of higher 

education is presented. Third, literature documenting the dramatic expansion of 

entrepreneurial education across the higher education landscape is discussed. Finally, 

research addressing the principles of entrepreneurialism, including social 

entrepreneurialism, is provided as a foundation for understanding the potential 

implication associated with the institutionalization of the entrepreneurship as an academic 

field of study.  

The Emergence of the Academic Capitalist Knowledge/Learning Regime 

 Research universities in the US are experiencing dramatic operational and 

structural changes due in large part to the present day neo-liberal, global economy. 

Slaughter and Leslie (1997) formally document the changes in the book Academic 

Capitalism: Politics, Policies and the Entrepreneurial University. Beginning in the 

1980s, the depletion of traditional state funding pushed research universities to become 

much more entrepreneurial-minded. Accordingly, institutions, departments and faculty 

looked to private sector industries for funding which resulted in an increase in applied, 

market-driven research and a decrease in basic research. The market’s influence on 

research directly impacted technology transfer and patent policies. The preceding 

influences dramatically impacted the behaviors and professional activities of faculty, 
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especially engineers and applied scientists located within research universities. Faculty 

engaged in efforts to not only make new discoveries, but to also move the resulting 

innovations to the market are labeled by Slaughter and Leslie (1997) as “state-subsidized 

entrepreneurs” (p. 9). Entrepreneurial activities by and within US research universities 

became evident during the 1980’s and 1990’s, as did the emergence of the academic 

capitalist knowledge/learning regime. Thus, the former public good paradigm was 

displaced by the current market driven regime. 

 Slaughter and Rhoades (2004) advanced and refined the aforementioned 

principles when developing a formalized comprehensive theory of academic capitalism. 

The theory addresses the far reaching implications of the “academic capitalist/learning 

regime” across a wide variety of institution types and academic disciplines. In other 

words, the theory of academic capitalism is relevant to all sectors of higher education, not 

just exclusively to research universities and the technoscience fields. In addition to 

providing breadth, Slaughter’s and Rhoades’ theory provides depth to the scholarly 

understanding of the structural composition of the capitalist academy. The four primary 

components of the academic capitalist/learning regime according to Slaughter and 

Rhoades include intermediating organizations, interstitial structures, new circuits of 

knowledge, and enhanced managerial capacities. The theory of academic capitalism lays 

a clear conceptual foundation and analytical framework for researchers interested in 

examining the pervasive movement of colleges and universities away from an insulated, 

pure environment and toward a market-oriented climate.  
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The aforementioned literature by Slaughter and Leslie (1997) and Slaughter and 

Rhoades (2004) are powerful. In addition to these pieces, the body of scholarly literature 

addressing the intrusion of capitalism into the higher education sector is broad and 

extensive (e.g., Etzkowitz, Webster, & Healey, 1998; Geiger, 2004; Gibbons, Limoges, 

Nowotny, Schwartzman, Scott, & Trow, 1994; and Clark, 1998; Kirp, 2003; Washburn, 

2005;). The preceding groups of scholars document, examine, and interpret the power of 

external dollars on the internal processes and operations of colleges and universities. For 

example, Gibbons, Limoges, Nowotny, Schwartzman, Scott, and Trow (1994) 

demonstrate the changes in knowledge production attributed to the agendas of private 

market funders.  The shift turns on two processes of producing knowledge. The first 

model, termed “Mode 1,” represents the traditional form of research and is characterized 

as being grounded in the university, isolated within distinct academic departments, highly 

structured and conducted by tenured (or tenure-track) faculty members. However, “Mode 

2” knowledge production has emerged within the capitalist academy. The new mode of 

knowledge production is much more flexible, fluid and vulnerable to market pressures 

originating outside of the university. Additional characteristics of the Mode 2 model 

include interdisciplinary partnerships, triad university-industry-government partnerships 

and applied projects identified through market analysis. The differing models presented 

by Gibbons, et. al. reflect the power of external dollars on academic structures located 

within universities.  

In Knowledge & Money: Research Universities and the Paradox of the 

Marketplace (2004), Roger L. Geiger highlights the significant increase in the influences 
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of market forces on research universities at the cost of institutional autonomy. Geiger 

views market coordination within the research institution sector as in many circumstances 

both functional and efficient. For example, universities have garnered more resources 

than ever before, although at the cost of increased stratification across sectors, student 

populations, and academic disciplines. Also, the enhanced importance of student markets 

has resulted in a shift from a model that positions students as clients to one that 

empowers students as consumers. The author espouses that the emergence and expansion 

of student consumerism has depleted institutional authority over curricula and learning. 

Despite the increases in stratification and student consumerism, Geiger views market 

coordination as an avenue to increased educational efficiency by “matching students best 

equipped to learn with institutions having the greatest learning resources” (p. 263).  

Geiger (2004) further argues that in some ways the increased power of market 

forces on research institutions has multiplied the social benefits produced by universities. 

Accordingly, increased research activities have been aligned with economic priorities and 

thus have had significant impacts on economies and related development efforts. Geiger 

argues the positive externalities of market coordination in higher education outweigh the 

negative externalities, which are viewed as manageable. While Geiger views the 

immediate payoffs of increased interactions between the market and research universities 

as functional overall, but warns that as market conditions change in the future so must the 

nature of the relationships between the research institutions and private sector economies. 

Regardless, Geiger states in the immediate sense “the tangible payoffs from these 

markets will prove greater than the intangible dangers” (p. 266).  
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Despite Geiger’s (2004) minimal view of the risks associated with market 

coordination across the research university sector, his argument helps inform the present 

study. First, student consumerism is a trend not unrelated to the expansion of 

entrepreneurship education. As the present study will show, entrepreneurship education is 

viewed by many academics and managerial professionals as a “sexy trend” that holds the 

potential to increase student demand and quality at the departmental, college, and 

institutional levels. Second, Geiger asks “Is it possible for universities similarly [to 

research activities autonomous from teaching] to develop an autonomous role for 

technology development and transfer – a kind of enterprise zone within the university?” 

(p. 257). Entrepreneurship education and student capitalism may provide an alternative 

answer to the question. In other words, entrepreneurship education may be a student-

centered structure within the capitalist academy that simultaneously contributes to 

economic development, technology transfer/commercialization efforts, and meets the 

demands of student consumers.  

Washburn (2005) provides a thorough overview of the implications associated 

with the corporate sector’s involvement with higher education institutions, in particular 

top research universities. Washburn states that corporate America has increasingly gained 

influence over universities since the 1980s, which has gone with little to no government 

regulation. The author argues the results of the unregulated commercialization of US 

research institutions are the loss of scholarly commitment to academic freedoms and the 

liberal pursuits of pure knowledge. Washburn does not argue for the complete isolation of 
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the higher education sector from corporate influences, but rather calls for federal reform 

that closely regulates university-industry relations.  

Washburn’s (2005) argument does not exclude students, but rather promotes 

student entrepreneurial activity over institutional market behaviors. Washburn states 

“When the university isn’t trying to maximize its own profits, moreover, it will be able to 

support student entrepreneurship in a manner far more in keeping with its educational 

responsibilities” (p. 239-240). Washburn goes on to state “the university would be able to 

dedicate itself to truly nurturing the intellectual, creative, and entrepreneurial talents of its 

students – who are, after all, the university’s most valuable and important ‘assets’” (p. 

240). The author’s view of students as entrepreneurs and institutional assets neglects to 

address the issues that arise when students actually become entrepreneurs within the 

academy.  

Etzkowitz, Webster, & Healey (1998) are attentive to the evolving complexities 

that are resulting from the increasing linkages between academic research and industrial 

agendas. Accordingly, the authors underscore the increased influences of industry and 

government over the research activities occurring within universities. Etzkowitz, et. al. 

state “As a result of financial pressures and incentives, universities have broadened their 

activities from education and research for its own sake to meeting specific research needs 

of industry” (p. 8). The permeation of external priorities into the core of higher education 

institutions has resulted in dramatic alterations in the academic value system. The 

authors’ argument is compelling, but not complete. Specifically, little mention is made of 

the increasing integration of market ideologies and principles into the educational and 
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instructional core of the academy. Louis and Anderson (1998) partially address the 

proffered void when arguing that increased interactions between professors and industry 

stand to shift educational practices and alter the socialization of students. However, Louis 

and Anderson’s cautionary statements regarding students losing touch with the Mertonian 

norms once central to the public knowledge regime are limited to graduate students.  

The positions of students within the capitalist academy have not been completely 

neglected within the higher education literature. For example, Anderson (2001) argues 

that instruction has become as commercialized as research and development activities. 

The same author also indicates there is a paucity of research addressing the role of the 

undergraduate student population within the academic capitalist/learning regime. In 

particular, Anderson (2001) draws attention to the emergence of student entrepreneurs 

within colleges and universities. However, the entrepreneurial behaviors of students are 

limited to simple, independent activities such as selling class notes or constructing web 

pages. Research expanding our understanding of students as entrepreneurs, who through 

interstitial structures such entrepreneurship education centers, act as state-subsidized 

capitalists is warranted.    

The literature has addressed the legal issues associated with student capitalism. 

Baez and Slaughter (2001) call attention to legal disputes regarding the property rights of 

institutions, faculty members and undergraduate students involved in the research. Mars 

and Slaughter (working paper) document a Florida State University (FSU) case in which 

a former post-doc chemistry student and private sector pharmaceutical firm was sued for 

patent ownership related to the drug Taxol. FSU won the case in large part due to the 
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confidentiality agreement signed by the former student at the beginning of his post-doc 

experience. The property rights to the patent were awarded to the university based its 

ownership of the scientific knowledge that led to the discovery of the new drug. The 

aforementioned literature identifies students as capitalists seeking to independently 

exploit university-born innovations. Research expanding the conception of students as 

state-subsidized capitalists working in conjunction with colleges and universities in 

efforts to move products and services is needed. 

Principles of Entrepreneurship 

Entrepreneurship is a term used often in higher education literature and 

scholarship (e.g., Clark, 1998; Etzkowitz, Webster, and Healey, 1998; Slaughter & 

Leslie, 1997; Slaughter & Rhoades, 2004;), but often not adequately defined. 

Entrepreneurship is not mistreated by the literature, but rather under-treated. For 

example, in setting up the discussion pertaining to entrepreneurial activities at the 

department level, Slaughter and Rhoades (2004) state “In this context we might expect 

departments to increasingly orient themselves towards activities and markets that they 

hope will generate revenues” (p. 181). The efforts to generate revenue do not necessarily 

constitute entrepreneurship. Rather, and what must be clarified, is that entrepreneurship 

inherently involves the redistribution of economic resources with the intent of creating 

wealth. A departmental attempt at generating revenue is not inherently an entrepreneurial 

activity. Rather, what is inherently entrepreneurial is if and how the departments alter 

organizational practices and redistribute resources with the intent of creating economic 

wealth. Increasing course sizes to enhance efficiency is not entrepreneurship. Creating, 
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altering, and/or eliminating existing degree programs in order to better meet the 

consumer demands of prospective student markets is entrepreneurship. In the later 

example, organizational restructuring and alternations are employed with the intent of 

creating new avenues of wealth. The emphasis placed on the redistribution of resources 

and alternation of existing practices must be emphasized when accurately using 

entrepreneurship terminology. The following section provides an overview of the 

entrepreneurship literature to better highlight the importance of the aforementioned 

clarification.  

Economist Joseph Schumpeter (1984) provides a clear definition of 

entrepreneurship. According to Schumpeter, entrepreneurship is the advancement of the 

economy through the disruptive and innovative distribution and application of economic 

resources. Entrepreneurship includes not only the development of applicable innovations, 

but also the strategic management of the economic resources associated with such 

advancements. The desired results of entrepreneurial efforts are revolutionary and 

sustained economic advancements and prosperity. Dees, Emerson, and Economy (2001) 

conclude that entrepreneurship involves innovation, identifiable opportunity structures, 

resourcefulness, creativity, and the commitment to change.  

In the text Innovation and Entrepreneurship, Drucker (1993) draws on 

Kondratieff’s “long-wave cycle” to demonstrate the distinct differences between 

technological advancement in the marketplace and entrepreneurial success. According to 

Kondratieff, a Russian economist executed by Stalin for being critical of the Russian 

communist government, technological advancement in economies follow a fifty year 
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cycle with the last twenty years marked by rapid development and prosperity. However, 

the economy eventually spikes and immediately crashes downward into a recession. 

Within the cycle technology advances economy, but does not create a long-term, 

sustainable economic platform. Drucker uses the Kondratieff Cycle to predict the 

eventual dot-com boom and bust of the late 1990s. Further, Drucker argues that 

biotechnology is also a field populated by “inventors rather than innovators, still 

speculators rather than entrepreneurs” (p. 13). Unlike pure technological advancement, 

entrepreneurship is a systematic and well-planned process that not only introduces new 

technologies to the market, but also reshapes the entire economy through the strategic 

allocation of resources (Drucker, 1993). In the case of entrepreneurship education, 

academics, professionals and students trained in entrepreneurship serve as the economic 

catapults for strategically launching university-born technologies into the market. The 

innovative entrepreneur-scientist dynamic holds the potential of nullifying the 

Kondratieff Cycle. Specifically, entrepreneurship education centers partner scientists with 

experts in entrepreneurship to both move discoveries and innovations to the market and 

to create significant profits and sustainable revenue streams.  

Drucker (1993) recognizes the modern US higher education system as an example 

of true entrepreneurship beyond the private sector of the economy. Accordingly, the 

university development in the US between the late 1800s and World War I resulted in the 

country becoming a sustained leader in the areas of scholarship and research. The 

entrepreneurial tradition of US academics continued following World War II when 

innovative institutions were created to better serve the rapidly growing adult and veteran 
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populations. The post-World War II massification of higher education can be described 

as entrepreneurial due to the pervasive impacts of a more educated citizenry on the 

economy. For example, the GI Bill was enacted, which provided financial assistance and 

increased college access to military veterans. According to Cohen (2003), the GI Bill was 

social strategy to reduce welfare and joblessness, as well as stimulate the US capitalist 

economy. The GI Bill innovative approach  to reducing poverty and stimulating the post-

was economy is a sound example of entrepreneurial policy making. The academic 

capitalist/learning regime described by Slaughter and Leslie (1997) and Slaughter and 

Rhoades (2004) can also be viewed as entrepreneurial in that the rapid increase in market 

behaviors within colleges and universities could potentially create dramatic and long-

term economic alternations. However, further research addressing the positions of 

undergraduate and graduate students within such market-driven initiatives and the 

implications of entrepreneurship and external markets on faculty cultures is required.  

Finally, entrepreneurship inherently involves economic and social risk taking. 

Lounsbury and Glynn (2001) address such risks when discussing the norms and values 

that support the unstable nature of entrepreneurial endeavors. The culture of 

entrepreneurship accepts the risky nature of investing in innovations that may or may not 

result in sustained economic prosperity. However, the acceptance does not come without 

skepticism. Lounsbury and Glynn indicate that entrepreneurs seeking venture capital 

often rely on stories of success, both true and mythical, to obtain legitimacy and the 

confidence of would-be investors. The authors position such storytelling at the core of 

what is referred to as “cultural entrepreneurship.” Specifically, “stories function to 
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identify and legitimate new ventures, thus mediating between extant stocks of 

entrepreneurial resources and subsequent capital acquisition and wealth creation” (p. 

546). The potential influences of campus-wide stories of entrepreneurial success are a 

means of gaining increased support and participation of traditionally non-entrepreneurial 

departments. For example, claims stating the efficacy of entrepreneurship in advancing 

social causes may be included in university discourse as a method of gaining social 

science support for the institutionalization of entrepreneurship education.  

Principles of Social Entrepreneurship 

Social entrepreneurship is a growing phenomenon within the present-day global 

economy. Bornstein (2004) marks the growth in the field by indicating the number of 

stories containing the “social entrepreneur” available on Lexis-Nexis multiplied by 

seventy-two times between the years 1991 and 2001 (p. 283). Further, the not-for-profit 

or “citizen” (Bornstein, 2004) sector was the most rapidly growing component of the 

global economy at the beginning of the 1990’s (Drucker, 1993). Bornstein describes the 

growth as global, sophisticated, independent of state and church affiliations, strategically 

aligned with private industries and academic institutions, and increasingly efficient. The 

inclusion of entrepreneurial principles and ideologies into the citizen sector has resulted 

in more efficient and effective sources of social change and advancement (Bornstein, 

2004). J. Gregory Dees, a public service professor at Duke University, provides a 

comprehensive definition of social entrepreneurship in a 1998 paper to the Kauffman 

Foundation. According to Dees (1998), social entrepreneurship is the process comprised 

of the following compulsory parts: the creation of sustainable social change, the constant 
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seeking of new opportunities for valued social change, constant commitment to 

innovation, refusal to be limited by resources, and accountability to society.  

Entrepreneurship Education 

 Burton Clark (1998) indicates that institutions of higher education have been 

forced to adapt curriculum in ways directed toward meeting the demands of the ever 

more global and knowledge-based economy of the present day. The resulting changes 

include the extreme downsizing or even complete elimination of certain academic 

traditions and the creation of new, more interdisciplinary fields of study. Clark states that 

universities aspiring to become more entrepreneurial must have the complete support of 

all academic units in order to achieve a degree of sustainable change. Academic support 

requires, in part, the willingness of each unit and each faculty member to adapt to the 

capitalist environment in an interdisciplinary fashion. Clark’s description of the 

entrepreneurial university is not entirely unlike Gibbons, et. al.’s (2002) Mode 2 model of 

knowledge production. Specifically, both arguments stress the impacts of market-driven 

philosophies and interdisciplinary models on academic departments and fields of study. 

The academic discipline of entrepreneurship serves as an example of an interdisciplinary 

field of study developing within the capitalist academy.  

Entrepreneurship has become a growing and ever more present field of formal 

study within colleges and universities (Charney & Libecap, 2000). Also, entrepreneurship 

education cannot be viewed as a field of study found only within colleges of business. 

Rather, efforts to integrate entrepreneurial principles within non-management curricula 

are evident. In 1990, Ray argues for the creation of an entrepreneurial foundation within 
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the liberal arts, not as a means of meeting the career needs of students, but to bring a 

fresh perspective to the traditions of the arts and sciences. More recently, the Ewing 

Marion Kauffman Foundation awarded $25 million in grants to eight universities as a 

means of funding efforts to institutionalize entrepreneurial education models (Mangan, 

2004). Thus, the integration of entrepreneurship into the academic activities of colleges 

and universities is becoming evident.  

Entrepreneurship as a distinct academic field of study and scholarly research is 

relatively new to higher education (Shane & Venkataraman, 2000). In 2000, Shane and 

Venkataraman indicated that the social science of entrepreneurship lacked a solid 

conceptual framework and was often approached too broadly by most scholars. Further, 

the authors encouraged “scholars from many different fields to join (us) in the quest to 

create a systematic body of information about entrepreneurship” (p. 224). According to 

Green, Katz, and Johannisson (2004), in 2001 the Kauffman Center for Entrepreneurial 

Leadership Staff described the infantile nature of entrepreneurship education and the 

need to build the discipline’s legitimacy through scholarly inquiry.  

Shane and Venkataraman’s (2000) call for interdisciplinary collaboration in the 

effort to develop entrepreneurship as an empirical field of study is not an exclusive 

argument. Scholars of higher education have begun to recognize the growing presence of 

entrepreneurship education in US colleges and universities. For example, Hines (2005) 

argues that the inclusion of entrepreneurial principles within liberal arts programs is an 

effective way of bridging the arts with professions. Gatewood and West (2005) “the 

importance of an entrepreneurial component in a liberal education cannot be overstated” 
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(p. 12).  Gatewood and West go on to list critical thinking, ability to comprehend varying 

viewpoints, problem solving and creative inquiry amongst the skills liberal arts students 

can acquire through an entrepreneurial lens. This literature introduces a rationale for 

including entrepreneurship within liberal arts and other non-management curriculum.  

Higher education in the US has responded to the rapid economic growth of the 

citizen sector through the establishment of research centers specific to non-profit 

enterprises (Bornstein, 2004). In order to narrow the expansion of the study of social 

entrepreneurship within higher education, Mars (2005) analyzed the web pages of the top 

undergraduate business programs in the US according to the 2005 US News and World 

Reports annual rankings. Business colleges were selected as the sites of examination 

based on these schools being the location of most, if not all, entrepreneurial studies 

departments. The examination found that 31.9% of the 47 ranked programs offered either 

a formal program of study or individual courses in social entrepreneurship. While there 

are no previously established baseline data useful in documenting programmatic growth, 

the existing opportunities demonstrate a significant amount of attention paid to social 

entrepreneurship by respected colleges of business. The emergence of social 

entrepreneurship initiatives at less prestigious business schools remains unknown. Social 

entrepreneurship opportunities are most often located within entrepreneurial centers, 

which typically are either stand alone departments or centers housed under the 

managerial studies umbrella. However, many of the programs are available to students 

majoring in fields other than business, which is consistent with the national movement to 

institutionalize entrepreneurial education as documented by Mangan (2004). Thus, the 
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emergence of social entrepreneurship is applicable to students enrolled at elite institutions 

across a multitude of disciplines rather than only those pursuing managerial programs of 

study.  

The potential value of social entrepreneurship to institutions, faculty, students and 

surrounding communities has captured the attention of scholars. Cutrer (2005) highlights 

the value of an interdisciplinary approach to social entrepreneurship when describing the 

impacts of student efforts to enhance the economic and social well-being of US/Mexico 

border communities. Winfield (2005) positions social entrepreneurship as a necessary 

component in providing liberal arts students with the capacities needed to create social 

change. Through traditional courses, students learn to identify areas within society in 

need of change. By studying entrepreneurial principles, students can then develop 

creative and effective methods of creating and sustaining needed change.   Drayton 

(2005) indicates the inclusion of social entrepreneurship within formal curricula is 

essential to meeting the needs of the increasingly competitive and entrepreneurial citizen 

sector of the economy. Accordingly, the present study would be neglectful if discussion 

of the potential role of students as social entrepreneurs were excluded.  

Existing literature documents the pervasive and expanding presence of 

entrepreneurial education within colleges and universities (Charney & Libecap, 2000; 

Greene, Katz, & Johannisson, 2004; Shane &Venkataraman, 2000). Further, connections 

between the interdisciplinary nature of entrepreneurial units (Clark, 1998; Gibbons, et. 

al., 1994) and the movement to institutionalize entrepreneurial education across academic 

fields (Gatewood & West, 2005; Hines, 2005; Mangan, 2004) have been provided. The 
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present study will expand the preceding body of literature related to entrepreneurship 

education by providing insights into the cultural variations across faculty bodies and 

fields of study and the emerging roles of entrepreneurship students as state-sponsored 

capitalists. 

Organizational Culture 

Institutions of higher education are complex organizations with layers of cultural 

strata that are varied, both internally and externally. Lee, Oseguera, Kim, Fann, Davis, 

and Rhoads (2004) indicate the existence of an extensive body of literature and models 

useful in conducting cultural analysis within organizations of higher education. 

Accordingly, the scholarly literature pertaining to the organizational cultures within 

institutions of higher education is comprised of vast and varied perspectives (Bailey, 

1977; Becher, 1994; Becher, 1989, Biglan, 1973; Clark, 1970; Clark, 1998;  Tierney, 

1991;Ylijoki, 2000). A slice of this literature is provided as background useful in 

conceptualizing the cultural dynamics associated with the institutionalization of 

entrepreneurial education within US colleges and universities.  

Through the cultural examination of Christian colleges, Tierney (1991) argues 

that the culture of an institution is more powerful in determining how knowledge is 

produced and conceptualized than are disciplinary-based norms and values. Further, 

institutional ideology is viewed as the integrating force within Christian colleges and is 

thus expressed in the daily activities of faculty and students. Clark (1970) expresses a 

similar view in his research, addressing the organizational sagas within three elite liberal 

arts colleges. Clark defines an organizational saga as a “collective understanding of 
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unique accomplishment in a formally established group” (p. 178). The sagas of three elite 

liberal arts colleges are presented as evidence of the integrating power of distinct 

institutional cultures. While the findings of both Tierney and Clark are compelling, 

weaknesses exist. More specifically, both studies were conducted within very narrow 

fields, which were Christian colleges and elite liberal arts colleges. Thus, neither study 

provides evidence to support the argument that institutional culture is the integrating 

force within all institutions of higher education. Rather, the aforementioned studies are 

limited to specific institutions and specific phenomenon. 

Ylijoki (2000) views culture as widely dispersed and varied across and within the 

academic disciplines comprising institutions of higher education. Accordingly, the 

behaviors of academics and students are guided by a set of discipline-specific norms and 

values.  Ylijoki terms such cultural guidelines as the “moral order” of academic 

departments. Further, the moral order within departments is often differentiated between 

the norms and values of faculty and those of students.  According to Ylijoki, higher 

education cultures are best viewed as being both departmentalized by disciplines and 

even further by member status (faculty v. students). Ylijoki’s argument is built on 

Bailey’s (1977) model of disciplinary culture, which describes universities as institutions 

comprised of a network of “academic tribes.” Within the model, academic disciplines are 

viewed as individual “tribes” with unique cultural norms, values and practices. Divisions 

within each tribe exist specific to membership type (Becher, 1994). For example, faculty 

and students, while linked by disciplinary culture, are likely to have differing norms and 

values based on their distinct roles within the “tribe.” Tribes coexist within institutions. 
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The college or university provides a platform that permits inter-tribal communications, 

relations and sociopolitical activities. Thus, the institution serves as a conduit between 

disciplines rather than as the universal source of ideology.  

The cultural variations across and between academic disciplines create a 

sociological landscape within higher education. Biglan (1973) argues that academic areas 

can be grouped according to interdisciplinary similarities in cultural norms and values. 

The classification system is quadratic. Specifically, disciplines are grouped within one of 

the following four categories: hard/pure (natural sciences), soft/pure (humanities and 

social sciences), hard/applied (science-based professions) and soft/applied (social 

professions. In the text Pasteur’s Quadrant: Basic Science and Technological Innovation 

(1997), Donald E. Stokes distinguishes research that is pure from that which is applied. 

Pure research is seen as scholarship that is insolated from the market. Applied research 

includes inquiry targeting market needs and applications. Stokes’ categories are helpful in 

understanding the research norms and values of the disciplines comprising each academic 

category. However and despite the methodological distinctions, Stokes clarifies that 

research traditions are not linear, but rather are interactive. That is, pure research 

influences applied research and applied research influences pure research. Further, the 

traditions can and often do cross as research is conducted and refined.    

The preceding distinctions offered by Bailey (1977), Becher (1994), Biglan 

(1973), Stokes (1997), and Ylijoki (2000),  are useful in understanding the cultural 

dynamics and implications associated with the interdisciplinary expansion of 

entrepreneurial education.  The emphasis placed on institutional cultures by Tierney 
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(1991) and Clark (1970) demonstrates the merit of considering institutional differences 

when conducting cultural analysis specific to higher education. The present study utilizes 

the preceding works as a means of identifying the cultural origins of that 

multidisciplinary faculty who are conjoining under the auspices of entrepreneurship 

education. Further, the importance of institutional culture in the expansion of 

entrepreneurial education is considered when comparing the two sites comprising this 

study.  

Despite the importance of the aforementioned literature addressing institutional 

and disciplinary cultures, the associated frameworks are limited in relevance to the 

academic capitalist/learning regime. The preceding scholars treat academic culture as 

operating within the confines of the academy. In discussing the limitations of cultural 

analysis in the higher education literature, Slaughter and Rhoades (2004) state “there is 

little, if any, consideration of subunits and groups within the organization, or of their 

multiple connections with various units and groups outside the organizations” (p. 8-9). 

Accordingly, the theory of academic capitalism treats modern academic cultures as 

susceptible and responsive to external market forces. Cultures are not neatly divided by 

disciplinary and institutional boundaries. This is contrary the dichotomy presented by 

Birp (2003) who declares “It [private market] pits those who believe… that the public 

good emerges from individuals’ pursuit of their own selfish interests, against  those who 

argue that public purposes can best be served by public and nonprofit institutions” (p. 

256).  
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Other scholars who study the permeation of the private market into institutions of 

higher education have partially theorized the implications of academic capitalism on 

academic cultures.  For example, Washburn (2005) describes cultures within higher 

education as powerless against the corporate influences that penetrate the boundaries of 

the academy. Geiger (2004) posits existing, established faculty cultures have reacted and 

adjusted to the increasing influences of the market on their professional work. Clark 

(1998) describes entrepreneurial cultures within colleges and universities as uniform and 

emerging from institutional environments. Accordingly, Clark states “A common culture 

grows, an identity is shared” (p. 148). The aforementioned depictions of academic 

cultures within the capitalist academy are problematic and incomplete. Specifically, the 

proffered positions of the implications of academic capitalism on cultures limit 

influencing to compartmentalized units or structures.  

 In summary, the present study utilized traditional organizational culture models 

as theoretical frameworks useful in exploring the unique sociological traits of 

entrepreneurship education. The analytic and deconstructive processes used to examine 

the emergent entrepreneurship education culture(s) are highly interpretive and flexible. 

The examined entrepreneurial cultures are representative of the academic capitalist 

knowledge regime and thus are shown to be fluid rather than static, multidisciplinary 

rather than mono-disciplinary, and market-directed rather anchored in pursuits of the 

public good.  
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Shein’s Tri-level Model of Organizational Culture Analysis 

The recent evolution and expansion of entrepreneurship education provides the 

opportunity to conceptualize academic culture in the context of the academic capitalist 

knowledge regime. The present study employed Edgar Shein’s (2004) tri-level model of 

organizations when deconstructing the cultural components associated with 

entrepreneurship education. As previously stated, Shein’s model consists of three levels 

of culture within organizations. The levels include: artifacts, espoused beliefs and values 

and underlying basic assumptions. “Artifacts” are observable traits of groups from which 

meaning is difficult to extract. “Espoused beliefs and values” represent the strategic and 

philosophical underpinnings of a group. However, these underpinnings can represent an 

existing group principle or a future goal. Thus like artifacts, the meaning and significance 

of a groups’ espoused beliefs and values are difficult to determine. The third cultural 

level of Shein’s model is termed “basic underlying assumptions.” This level is least 

observable, but most powerful. The assumptions are extremely engrained in the belief 

systems of group members and thus often go unquestioned and unchallenged. The 

stability and believed merit of the group assumptions are so established that change 

becomes difficult. Shein’s model provided utility to the present study by providing a 

framework by which to identify and examine the cultural dynamics associated with the 

revolutionary expansion of entrepreneurialism into disciplines traditionally isolated from 

capitalist ideologies.  

The deep rooted establishment of the basic underlying assumptions of a cultural 

group makes organizational change difficult (Shein, 2004). By implementing Shein’s 
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model, Lee, Oseguera, Kim, Fann, Davis, and Rhoads (2004) identify the barriers 

inherent to organizational change within research universities through the examination of 

efforts to unionize the graduate student labor force. The authors identify resistance to 

graduate student unionization not as uniform, but rather dispersed across the “sub-

cultures” of faculty, administrators and graduate students. The reasons for resistance 

differ according to the cultural characteristics unique to each sub-culture. Similar to the 

Lee, et al. study,  the present research utilizes Shein’s model to identify and assess the 

cultural traits of the groups within and across the strata involved in the institutionalization 

of entrepreneurial education.  

While often complex and difficult, change can and does occur within 

organizations such as colleges and universities. Shein (2004) states organizational change 

often occurs when members of distinct groups combine to form a new group. Each 

member of the newly established group brings with him or her certain traits and attributes 

from previous group affiliations. Shein, in Organizational Culture and Leadership (2005) 

state: 

Members of any new group will bring their own cultural learning from prior 

groups, from their education, and from their socialization into occupational 

communities, but as the new group develops its own shared history, it will 

develop modified or brand-new assumptions in critical areas of its experience. (p. 

35) 

In other words, hybrid groups with unique cultural bases form when members of 

differing backgrounds join under common organizational structures. The present study 
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closely examines the cultural backgrounds of the faculty members affiliated with the each 

of the identified entrepreneurial education centers. Specific attention is given to the 

convergent patterns of both distinct and common norms and values originating out of 

each faculty member’s primary field of study.   

The preceding concept of the change process within organizations is particularly 

useful in examining the impacts of academic capitalism on institutions of higher 

education. Specifically, Slaughter and Rhoades (2004) indicate that the academic 

capitalist/learning regime connects constituents from traditionally isolated departments 

by developing new circuits of knowledge and interstitial structures. One argument is that 

the interdisciplinary collaborations stemming from academic capitalist activities result in 

the formation of unique cultural groups. Through the examination of institutionalized 

entrepreneurial education models, the present study will further enrich the scholarly 

understanding of the cultural implications of the academic capitalist/learning regime. 
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CHAPTER THREE: METHODOLOGY 

Theoretical Framework 

 Chapters One and Two introduced the primary underpinnings of this study. First, 

the emergence and rapid expansion of entrepreneurship education within US colleges and 

universities was documented. Second, the theoretical constructs of academic capitalism 

(Slaughter & Leslie, 1997; Slaughter & Rhoades, 2004) were provided as a conceptual 

framework for analyzing the context of entrepreneurship education within capitalist 

academies. Next, the primary works addressing disciplinary (e.g., Bailey 1977; Becher 

1989, 1994; Biglan, 1973; Ylijoki, 2000) and institutional (e.g., Clark, 1972, 1998; 

Tierney, 1991) cultures were presented as a theoretical grounding for this study’s analysis 

of the cultural implications of entrepreneurship education on faculty participants. Shein’s 

(2004) model of organizational culture was presented as the tool to be used in examining 

the emerging faculty cultures within and associated with entrepreneurship education 

centers. Finally, literature describing the principles of entrepreneurship was included as 

supporting information. This study seeks to further understand the evolving academic and 

organizational landscape of entrepreneurship education within the academic capitalist 

knowledge/learning regime. The preceding theoretical and conceptual models guide the 

methodology used in the present research. 

 The theoretical constructs comprising the theory of academic capitalism 

(Slaughter & Rhoades, 2004) inform this study’s analysis. The constructs, which are 

described in Chapter One, include intermediating and interstitial organizations, new 

circuits of knowledge, and enhanced managerial capacity. The present study utilized the 
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principles of academic capitalism as a conceptual framework to explore and better 

understanding the engine driving the expansion of entrepreneurship education across 

academic fields. Slaughter and Rhoades (2004) position the academic capitalist/learning 

regime within the neo-liberal economy, which is both global and technologically 

oriented. Accordingly, attention was given to the scope of the economic and industrial 

activities occurring within the examined entrepreneurship education centers.  

The analytical efforts and scholarly contributions of the present research was 

reciprocal. That is, while the theory of academic capitalism informs the study, the study’s 

in-depth examination of entrepreneurship education adds both depth and breadth to the 

integrity of the theory of academic capitalism.  The premier works addressing academic 

capitalism (Slaughter & Leslie, 1997; Slaughter & Rhoades, 2004) place primary focus 

on research agendas (especially in the technology and science fields), the faculty 

profession, and graduate level activities. Further, theoretical preference is given to the 

global, neo-liberal economy over the activities and relevance of local and regional 

economies. The present study provides a more concrete awareness and understanding of 

the implications of academic capitalism on undergraduate education, a wide variety of 

academic disciplines, and more local and regional economies.  

The present study also expands the undergraduate student continuum within the 

capitalist academy to include students as active capitalists who are making deliberate and 

self-directed market choices within the academy. Slaughter and Rhoades (2004) provide a 

conceptual student continuum that primarily positions students as consumers, captive 

markets, commodities, and institutional products. I contend that entrepreneurship 
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education sheds light on the emerging position of students as state-subsidized capitalists. 

In other words, students are not only passive participants within the capitalist academy, 

but are also becoming more capable of identifying, mobilizing, and utilizing institutional 

resources (both physical and human capital) for personal gains. I identify the increased 

capitalist agency afforded to students through entrepreneurship education as the 

enhancement of their entrepreneurial capacities. While capitalist behaviors are the 

primary focus of the study, attention is paid to the potential emergence of student 

entrepreneurs who are looking to improve society rather than accumulate personal 

wealth. This group of students is termed “social entrepreneurs.” Thus, this study 

improves our understanding of the expanding role of students within the capitalist 

academy.  

 The rise of the academic capitalist/learning regime is a significant paradigm shift 

within and across the higher education sector. The cultural composition of colleges and 

universities has been altered by the capitalist transformation. For example, Slaughter and 

Rhoades (2004) argue that new circuits of knowledge have been developed between 

traditionally isolated departments in common pursuit of market opportunities. Shein 

(2004) states “culture is within us as individuals and yet constantly evolving as we join 

and create new groups that eventually create new cultures” (p. 8). The conjoining of 

distinct fields requires the collaboration of actors from different backgrounds, each of 

whom subscribe to distinct sets of professional norms and values. Shein argues that new 

cultures form when distinct actors operate under a common umbrella. Thus, a reasonable 

prediction is that new organizational cultures will be established as a result the 
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amalgamations of fields inherent to the academic capitalist knowledge/learning regime. 

The present study views the expansion of entrepreneurship education as an opportunity to 

identify and examine a forming academic culture born out of the establishment of the 

academic capitalist/learning regime. The common culture of the multidisciplinary faculty 

members participating in entrepreneurship education will be shown to be rooted in a 

mixture of disciplinary, institutional, and private market norms and values.      

 Shein’s (2004) organizational culture model was applied in this study as a 

conceptual framework useful in examining the cultural characteristics of the diverse 

actors, specifically faculty members, merging within entrepreneurship education centers. 

While focusing on resistance to change within organizations is attractive, this study 

places analytical emphasis on what motivates the faculty members from a variety of 

disciplines to willingly participate in entrepreneurship education efforts. I argue that the 

understanding of motivational factors of faculty members is both as interesting and as 

powerful as understanding resistance factors. Accordingly, Shein’s tri-level cultural 

model (artifacts, espoused beliefs and values, and basic assumptions) was employed to 

identify and explore the motivations behind the multidisciplinary behaviors of faculty 

members in the context of entrepreneurship education. The data revealed through the 

examination of motivational factors was analyzed in order to forecast the characteristics 

and structures of the emerging faculty culture specific to entrepreneurship education and 

ultimately the academic capitalist knowledge/learning regime.  
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Research Questions 

Using the theoretical and conceptual principles covered in Chapters One and Two, 

three primary research questions are addressed in the present study: 

1. To what degree does the theory of academic capitalism explain the emergence and 

expansion of entrepreneurship education within colleges and universities? 

2. What are the cultural characteristics of faculty participating in the multidisciplinary 

construction and expansion of entrepreneurship education?  

3. What are the emerging positions of undergraduate students pursuing entrepreneurship 

as a component of their formal education? 

Research Methods 

 The present study utilized a multidimensional, qualitative design. Qualitative 

research allows for a holistic examination of the phenomena in question, as well as the 

capacity to include personal interpretation of findings (Schwandt, 1994). According to 

Stake (1995), researchers utilizing qualitative methods are “pressed for understanding 

interrelationships among all that exists” (p. 37).  Social science research, which includes 

examining the organizational fields of higher education, involves numerous interactive 

variables that relate to one another in complex and indiscrete ways. The emergence and 

expansion of entrepreneurship education is a relatively recent occurrence within higher 

education. Further, the multidisciplinary academic structures of the entrepreneurship 

education models examined throughout this study involve complex variables that 

interrelate in indiscrete ways. The result is a paucity of concrete and reliable quantitative 

data pertaining to the structure and outcomes of entrepreneurship education. Thus, the 
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varied, complex, and under-researched nature of entrepreneurship education warranted 

the use of qualitative methodology in this study.  

In an effort to capture the complex nature of entrepreneurship education, a case 

study approach was used. The case study method allows for the examination of a single 

site or multiple sites and requires data that is thorough and from numerous informational 

sources (Creswell, 1998).  The present study involves two research sites: the University 

of Texas at El Paso and the University of Iowa. I provide a comprehensive rationale for 

the selection of each site further in this chapter. Data was collected using three 

techniques: in-depth interviews, document analysis, and student questionnaires. The use 

of the preceding data collection methods allowed for triangulation and an increase in the 

validation of the findings across the examination sites.  

Pilot study 

Following the construction of the initial research design, a pilot study was 

conducted at a neutral site, the University of Arizona. The pilot study was useful in 

several primary ways. First, interview questions were tested and refined. Three faculty 

members active in entrepreneurship education were interviewed using the initial framing 

questions developed for the present study. The three participants represented distinct 

academic fields: Management Information Systems, Physical Sciences, and Music. Thus, 

disciplinary differences in faculty responses to the interview questions were considered 

during the pilot study. Further, interviews were conducted with administrators within the 

entrepreneurship education center and the university’s technology transfer center. 

Through the administrative interviews I gained insight into the intermediating and private 
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sector forces, interstitial structures, newly formed circuits of knowledge, and managerial 

and entrepreneurial capacities driving the expansion and institutionalization of 

entrepreneurship education. Student questionnaires were distributed to five 

entrepreneurship students and later refined based on the feedback from the pilot sample. 

Finally, the codes to be used in the final data analysis were narrowed and made more 

concise.  

Site selection 

 Potential sites for this study were identified and selected between November 2004 

and February 2005 through a purposeful environmental scan of institutional web pages. 

The criteria used to select each site were loosely defined and fluid to prevent the 

premature elimination of potentially rich sites. The criteria included three programmatic 

characteristics: 1) formalized, institutionally recognized entrepreneurship education 

centers; 2) the clear inclusion of multidisciplinary undergraduate students; and 3) the 

existence of an entrepreneurial incubator or intended goal of establishing an 

entrepreneurial incubator. The aforementioned criteria were essential to the selection of 

the examined sites for the following three reasons. First, the centers needed to be formal 

organizational structures in order to demonstrate the institutional recognition of 

entrepreneurship as an academic field of study. Second, the centers needed to be 

inclusive of undergraduate students from a diverse set of disciplines in order to 

authenticate entrepreneurship as a multidisciplinary field of study. Third, the presence of 

or efforts to establish an entrepreneurial incubator demonstrated each center’s intended 

commitment to promoting students as state-subsidized entrepreneurs. In addition to the 
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preceding criteria, I sought to include a “Kauffman Campus” (Mangan, 2004) in order to 

capture the implications of a predominant intermediating organization on the expansion 

of entrepreneurship education.  

 The initial selection process resulted in the identification of over 20 

entrepreneurship education programs. Following the identification of  these potential 

sites, preliminary contact was made with program directors through information available 

on the centers’ web pages. The intent of the contact was to gain a further understanding 

of each program and to assess the accessibility to essential data resources. Thus, site 

selection was purposeful and strategic rather than random. Through the preceding 

informal process, I selected the University of Texas at El Paso and the University of 

Iowa. Preliminary data demonstrated a commitment to the expansion and 

institutionalization of entrepreneurial education. Further, each program included varying 

ways in which undergraduate students within numerous academic fields are either 

emerging as or have the capacity to emerge as active capitalists. Finally, program 

member response to initial inquiry probes suggested that each of the selected sites would 

provide reasonable access to data resources. Brief descriptions of each program are now 

provided. 

The University of Texas at El Paso (UTEP). UTEP is an urban university located 

in Western Texas. The university annually enrolls approximately 18,900 students, 70 

percent of whom are Hispanic17. The Carnegie Foundation categorizes UTEP as a 

doctoral/research intensive institution. Geographical location makes the university a 
 
17 The University of Texas at El Paso web page, President’s Welcome, (http://www.utep.edu/aboutUTEP/ 
presidentswelcom.aspx) <accessed October 28, 2005>.  
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unique and rich examination site. Specifically, the city of El Paso, population 700,000 

shares an international border with the city of Juarez, Mexico, population 2,000,00018.

The unique location positions UTEP in the center of an international “metroplex” 

consisting of rich culture, extensive global trade activities, and collaborative initiatives to 

promote local and regional economic development within both the United States and 

Mexico. UTEP provided a unique and rich environment for examining the implications of 

entrepreneurship education on higher education and economic development. 

UTEP’s Center for Entrepreneurial Development, Advancement, Research, and 

Support (CEDARS) is a unique and complex organization. CEDARS does not offer any 

formal degrees, minors, or certificates, but does offer entrepreneurship courses open to all 

university students. The center is academically located within the College of Business 

Administration under the Management and Marketing department. CEDARS is 

comprised of individual programs, each of which target specialized groups that include 

entrepreneurs within the El Paso community, growing small businesses, and UTEP 

faculty and students interested in “incubating” a start-up company.  Further details of 

each program are discussed in-depth during later chapters and in the context of the 

research findings. Important to the present study is that UTEP, through the CEDARS, is a 

funded “Kauffman Campus.” Specifically, UTEP has been awarded $2 million by the 

Ewing Marion Kauffman Foundation to support efforts to institutionalize 

 
18 The University of El Paso web page, About El Paso, (http://www.utep.edu/aboutUTEP/about 
elpaso.aspx) <accessed October 28, 2005>. 
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entrepreneurship education across academic fields19. Also, the Kauffman initiative 

includes efforts to establish the Center for Hispanic Entrepreneurship (CHE), which will 

include the development of an entrepreneurial incubator. The implications associated 

with the Kauffman funding will be further discussed in Chapter Four. UTEP is a clear 

example of the national movement to institutionalize entrepreneurship education with US 

universities and colleges, and thus was selected as a research site for this study. 

The University of Iowa (UI). UI is categorized as a Doctoral/Research Extensive 

University by the Carnegie Foundation20. Located in the Midwest, UI is consistently 

ranked among the Top 25 public universities by US News and World Report. The 

university also has an active entrepreneurship agenda demonstrated by being ranked the 

ninth most entrepreneurial university in 2004 by the Princeton Review21. UI annually 

enrolls approximately 28,000 students22. The University of Iowa provided an 

environment useful in examining the implications of entrepreneurship education within 

large, research extensive public institutions.  

The John Pappajohn Entrepreneurial Center (JPEC) at the UI is not a recognized 

academic unit. Instead, the JPEC is an academic center officially housed within the 

Management Department. The center offers only a certificate in entrepreneurship, which 

is available to students across all academic fields and at both the undergraduate and 
 
19 Ewing Marion Kauffman Foundation, $25 million in Kauffman grants to transform culture of 
entrepreneurship on eight campuses. (http://www.kauffman.org/news.cfm?itemID=396) <accessed October 
28, 2005>. 
20 Carnegie Foundation web page, Doctoral/research universities – extensive, (http://www.carnegie 
Foundation.org/Classification/CIHE2000/PartIfiles/DRU-EXT.htm) <accessed October 28, 2005>. 
21 The University of Iowa web page, University of Iowa rankings, 
(http://www.uiowa.edu/%7Eour/fact.book/) <accessed October 28, 2005>. 
22 The University of Iowa web page, About Iowa, (http://www.uiowa.edu/homepage/about-UI/index.html) 
<accessed October 28, 2005>. 
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graduate level. However, the College of Engineering offers a “Technological 

Entrepreneurship Certificate” and the Division of Performing Arts offers a “Bachelor of 

Arts in Performing Arts Entrepreneurship,” both of which are partially supported by the 

JPEC23. The JPEC was selected in part due to a commitment to the multidisciplinary 

expansion of entrepreneurship education. Equally important to the selection of the site is 

the Bedell Entrepreneurship Learning Laboratory, which is an incubator, designed to 

support students who are actively launching business ventures from within the walls of 

the university. UI was a concrete representation of the expanding presence of 

entrepreneurship education and the resulting emergence of state-subsidized student 

capitalists. 

Site comparison  

 The entrepreneurship education centers at UTEP and UI share commonalities, but 

are also in many ways different. For example, the student incubator at UTEP is 

conceptual and under development, while the incubator at UI is well established with 

students already having successfully launched businesses out of the center. Further, 

UTEP is a “Kauffman Campus” and UI is not. The differences between the 

entrepreneurship education centers provided both depth and breadth to this study. 

Specifically, the two sites provided insight into the varied landscape of entrepreneurship 

education within colleges and universities. The unique aspects of each site allowed for a 

broader empirical understanding of the implications of entrepreneurship education on 

 
23 The University of Iowa web page, Undergraduate Programs, (http://www.iowajpec.org/students/ 
undergradprogram.html#tech) <accessed November 8, 2005>. 
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higher education settings and the faculty and students functioning within these 

environments.  

 Another primary distinction between each site warrants specific discussion. The 

UTEP entrepreneurship education center has created a formal institution-wide network of 

faculty members who are interested in the potential implication of entrepreneurship on 

their academic disciplines. The network, which is termed the “CEDARS Faculty 

Advisory Board” and primarily the result of the Kauffman grant, provides a structured, 

multidisciplinary platform from which this research has been conducted. On the other 

hand, the UI has not developed a structured network with faculty across academic 

disciplines. Isolated relationships do exist between the entrepreneurship education center 

and the College of Engineering and Division of Performing Arts. In other words, the 

entrepreneurship education is opened to all students with entrepreneurial aspirations, but 

a structured faculty network does not exist. The differences in faculty network structures 

between the two sites had implications on the present research, which are discussed later 

in this chapter.  

While differences existed between the two settings, similarities also existed. For 

example, each center offers outreach services to pre-college student populations and 

plays an identified role in each institution’s efforts to expand development within local 

and regional economies. Characteristics and functions common to both entrepreneurial 

centers increased this study’s ability to generalize certain findings as characteristics of the 

entire movement to expand entrepreneurship education across the US higher education 
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system. Thus, comparisons between the entrepreneurship centers at UTEP and UI will be 

provided throughout Chapters Four, Five, Six, and Seven. 

Research participants 

The participants of the present study’s sample were purposely selected, using a 

mixed-methods approach. Miles and Huberman (1994) state that qualitative sampling is 

often purposeful rather than random because of the specificity of the topical area and 

because “social processes have a logic and a coherence that random sampling can reduce 

to uninterruptible sawdust” (p. 27). Following Miles and Huberman’s guidelines, the 

sample of interview participants within the present study were selected using a clear set 

of boundaries and framing developed in accordance with the research questions. Miles 

and Huberman indicate that a mixed method sampling strategy allows for triangulation, 

flexibility, and addresses multiple needs. In the present study, flexibility in sampling was 

required based on the structural and programmatic differences between the 

entrepreneurship education centers at UTEP and UI. Selected participants were contacted 

via phone and email communications. The participants were selected using snowball 

sampling and/or maximum variation in sampling techniques, both of which are described 

further in this section. Those agreeing to participate received a letter clarifying meeting 

times and locations (see Appendix B). The letter contained a brief description of the 

research and a broad overview of the intended outcomes.  

UTEP interviewee participants were selected using the snowball sampling 

method. Miles and Huberman (1994) state snowball sampling “identifies cases of interest 

from people who know people who know what cases are information-rich” (p. 28). 
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Specifically, the entrepreneurship education director provided the researcher with a list of 

potential faculty and managerial professional participants who are engaged in the 

CEDARS activities. The list was comprised of the members of the “CEDARS Faculty 

Advisory Board.” With the exception of one managerial professional (technology transfer 

manager), all participants originated from the provided list.  

There exists no formal, institution-wide network of faculty and professionals 

active in entrepreneurship education at UI. Snowball sampling was only useful in 

identifying interviewees from the College of Engineering and the Division of Performing 

Arts. To broaden the sample size at UI, a maximum variation strategy of sampling was 

employed. According to Miles and Huberman, maximum variation in sampling allows for 

“diverse variations and identifies important common patterns” (p. 28). The researcher 

selected faculty members from a variety of academic disciplines in order to capture 

multiple perspectives related to the potential implications of entrepreneurship education 

on distinct fields of study and undergraduate education models. I did not require that 

participants be active in entrepreneurship education. The UI entrepreneurship education 

expansion had not been institutionalized across the faculty stratum. Thus, requiring 

faculty interviewees to be active in entrepreneurship education would have resulted in an 

extremely narrow and homogenous sample. However, the criteria used to frame the 

selection of faculty members involved identifying those professors who are clearly 

associated with undergraduate education. Faculty web pages provided the information 

needed to select participants who satisfied the sample requirements. The criteria used to 
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frame the selection of managerial professionals24 were designed to establish a sample 

mirroring those managerial professionals interviewed at UTEP. The purpose was to have 

administrative parity between the two sites. Also, the assistant director of the UI 

entrepreneurship education center was included as a source of essential background and 

programmatic information.  

Interviews 

 Interviews were a primary source of data in the present study. Framing questions 

specific to faculty and to managerial professionals were used as a means of guiding each 

interview (See Appendices C and D). The process is consistent with the semi-structured 

format recommended by Creswell (1998). Accordingly, interviews provided insight into 

the rationale and motivation for individual and unit participation in entrepreneurship 

education. Also, pockets of resistance and concerns related to entrepreneurship education 

amongst the interview sample were probed. Each interview lasted approximately one 

hour. While a consistent format related to content and inquiry was followed throughout 

the research process, the interview protocol varied. Specifically, interviews with UTEP 

participants were conducted in person on the university campus within a three day period 

of time. Interviews with UI participants were conducted over the phone and throughout a 

one month period of time. Phone interviews were conducted with UI interviewees due to 

the inability to schedule interviews within a compressed period of time inherent with a 

site visit. The limitations of phone interviews will be discussed later in this chapter.  

 
24 Rhoades (1998) refers to “managerial professionals” as those comprising the academic workforce who 
are not faculty, but belong to an established profession as determined by professional associations, 
standards, and networks.  
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The primary population of this study’s interview sample was comprised of faculty 

members from a variety of disciplines. A total of 20 faculty members were interviewed, 

12 of whom were at UTEP and eight at UI. In regards to faculty rank, nine of the 

participants were Associate Professors and ten were Full Professors. Only one faculty 

interviewee was not tenured and that person is a full time lecturer, which is a non-tenure 

track position. The faculty sample included representatives from a variety of academic 

disciplines with all but two having an administrative background. The administrative 

backgrounds of the faculty participants included current or former academic unit 

directors, research center directors, and deans. The administrative backgrounds provided 

the participants with insight into the motives supporting each unit’s participation in the 

expansion of entrepreneurship education. Faculty participants were categorized based on 

academic field, institutional affiliation, and the disciplinary cultural traditions (see table 

3.1). The later classifications are based on the cultural guidelines suggested by Becher 

(1989, 1994), Biglan (1973), Stokes (1997), and Ylijoki (2000) and include: hard/pure; 

hard/applied; soft/pure; and soft/applied.  

A total of five participants were “managerial professionals” (see table 3.2). The 

three non-faculty interviewees conducted at UTEP included the Director of Technology 

Transfer, the Associate Director of the Institute of Public Policy and Economic 

Development, and a Program Coordinator with the CEDARS.   The additional two 

participants from UI included the Associate Director of the Technology Innovation 
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Center and Oakdale Research Park,25 and the Assistant Director of the JPEC. While not 

all of the aforementioned participants are considered elite institutional leaders, the 

managerial responsibilities of each participant provided valuable insight into the patterns 

of the expansion of entrepreneurship education across each institution. The 

appropriateness and usefulness of the preceding participants is similar to the advantages 

associated with “elite interviews.” According to Platt (1981), interviews with elite 

administrators of organizations provide unique historical perspectives and insights into 

current policies and future visions. While not all of the non-faculty members included in 

this study were elite administrators (e.g., presidents, vice presidents, deans), each did 

possess unique and specific background information and details related to the expansion 

of entrepreneurship education within their respected institutions. The perspectives gained 

through the interviews with the managerial professional were valuable to the present 

study and not accessible through alternative methods of data collection. 

Finally, two UI student entrepreneurs were interviewed. The UI denied the 

researcher’s request for student contact information needed to organize and schedule 

student focus groups. However, public information specific to the two student 

interviewees was available. The student interviews provide supporting data included in 

the cases of student entrepreneurialism presented in Chapter Seven. The interviews with 

students were conducted over the phone and guided by a set of framing questions similar 

to those used during faculty and managerial professional interviews (see Appendix E). 

 
25 The UI Technology Innovation Center and Oakdale Research Park is an organization with the mission of 
connecting existing businesses with university-developed innovations, as well as incubating university-
affiliated start-up companies. University of Iowa web page. Technology Transfer at the University of Iowa.
(http://research.uiowa.edu/techtransfer/tic_main.htm) <accessed November 8, 2005).  
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Table 3.1 
Faculty Demographics 

 
Faculty 
Participants

Institution Rank Degree Discipline Research 
Tradition 

Hard Soft Pure App. 
1 UTEP Full PhD Political Science  X X  
2 UTEP Full PhD Chicano Studies  X X  
3 UTEP Full PhD Management  X X  
4 UTEP Full PhD Management  X X  
5 UTEP Full PhD Engineering X  X  
6 UTEP Full PhD Engineering X  X  
7 UTEP Full PhD Chemistry/Material 

Sciences 
X X

8 UTEP Associate PhD African American 
Studies 

 X X  

9 UTEP Associate PhD Economics/Finance  X X  
10 UTEP Associate PhD Public 

Administration 
 X X  

11 UTEP Associate PhD English Literature  X X  
12 UTEP Associate PhD Sociology  X X  
13 Iowa Associate PhD Microbiology X  X  
14 Iowa Associate PhD Sociology  X X  
15 Iowa Associate PhD Anthropology  X X  
16 Iowa Associate PhD Political Science  X X  
17 Iowa Full PhD Engineering X  X  
18 Iowa Full PhD Social Work  X  X 
19 Iowa Full PhD Music Education  X X  
20 Iowa Lecturer MFA Stage Management  X  X 
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Table 3.2 
Managerial Professional Demographics  

 

Questionnaires 

 The examination of students assuming capitalist roles as a result of 

entrepreneurship education required access to the students themselves. However, gaining 

access to the students was problematic. Specifically, the UI entrepreneurship education 

center (JPEC) would not agree to my request to conduct focus groups with UI 

Institution Position/Title Unit Duties External Funding for 
Position 

1. UTEP Program 
Coordinator 

.5 CEDARS 

.5 IPEDS 
-Managing 
CONNECT 
-Managing E-
Corps 

.5 Institution 

.5 Kauffman 
Foundation 
 

2. UTEP Program 
Manager 

Office of 
Technology 
Transfer 

-Managing 
university 
technology 
transfer activities 

Institution 

3. UTEP Associate 
Director 

IPED -Managing 
economic 
development/com
munity  
outreach 
activities 

.5 Institution 

.5 FUMAC 
(borderland 
development 
organization) 

4. Iowa Assistant 
Director 

JPEC -Managing 
institutional 
relations and 
entrepreneurship 
curriculum 

-John Pappajohn Gift 

5. Iowa Associate 
Director 

Technology 
Innovation 
Center/Oakdale 
Research Park 

-Managing 
technology 
transfer 
initiatives and 
economic 
incubator 

-Institution 
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entrepreneurship students. The rationale for preventing contact with the entrepreneurial 

student was to avoid compromising the confidentiality of student business concepts. The 

reasoning was informing to this study and is discussed in greater length in Chapter Six. 

UI agreed to distribute the questionnaires with the agreement that student participation 

was voluntary with no required disclosure of student entrepreneurial enterprises or 

projects. In order to capture basic data suggestive of the underpinnings of student 

entrepreneurship, questionnaires were made available to entrepreneurship students at both 

UI and UTEP. While UTEP was willing to support this researcher’s request to hold 

student focus groups, questionnaires were used in order to establish a student data bank 

uniform across both sample sites. Two versions of the questionnaire were developed, 

each specific to the terminology used at the respective sites (see Appendices F and G). 

Lastly, an introduction letter and return stamped envelope accompanied each 

questionnaire. The introductory letter clarified the terms identified as confusing during 

the pilot study, which were “technology transfer” and “social entrepreneurship” (see 

Appendix H). The return envelope was intended to increase the ease of returning 

completed questionnaires and thus increasing the response rate. The questionnaires were 

self-administered. According to Babbie (2004), questionnaires allow for collecting data 

from a large number of participants. The fact that questionnaires allow for a large sample 

size across academic disciplines increased this study’s ability to capture a sample more 

representative of the national student population pursuing entrepreneurship education.   

The boundaries framing the selection of the students receiving the questionnaire 

varied due to the distinct programmatic structures of each entrepreneurship education 
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center. UI students using the entrepreneurial incubator and/or who are members of the 

first year business and entrepreneurship learning community received the questionnaire. 

A total of 80 questionnaires were distributed to UI students. UTEP students enrolled in 

undergraduate entrepreneurship courses all received questionnaires. A total of 128 

questionnaires were distributed to UTEP students. Thus, a total of 208 questionnaires 

were distributed to entrepreneurship students between the two sites. The aggregate 

response rate to the questionnaire was 57.7% (120 responses). The response rate specific 

to UTEP was 45.3% (58 responses) while the UI response rate was 77.5% (62 responses). 

However, eight responses from UTEP and 13 from UI were not able to be included based 

on improper completion. The demographics of the student respondents and specific 

results of the questionnaires are discussed at greater length within Chapter Six.  

Document analysis 

A wide variety of documents were collected from both UTEP and UI, as well as 

from other resources relevant to this research. Documents collected included 

programmatic brochures, university web pages, research and entrepreneurial center web 

wages, faculty vitas, faculty home pages, faculty research materials, enterprise (university 

born entrepreneurial ventures) home pages, web pages and brochures of intermediating 

organizations and private sector interest groups, grant proposals, and email 

correspondences. The documents were useful in capturing data pertaining to historical 

accounts, formal policies and procedures, and established programmatic structures linked 

to the expansion of entrepreneurship education at the two examined sites. In order to 
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increase objectivity, the documents were examined using the same coding structure used 

in the analysis of the interviews, which is discussed in-depth later in the present chapter.   

 

Data analysis 

Data analysis is the process of organizing, structuring, and providing meaning to 

large amounts of collected data (Patton, 1990). Miles and Huberman (1994) provide a 

framework for qualitative analysis that includes: data reduction, data display, and 

conclusion/verification. Reductive analysis involves identifying, simplifying, 

contemplating, and converting raw collected data into meaningful patterns that 

correspond with the research questions. Further, data reduction occurs when data are 

coded, summaries are developed, and themes have been established. 

In the present study, data reduction was initiated when contact summary forms 

were completed following each interview (see Appendices I, J, and K). The purpose of 

the form is to capture data and researcher perceptions that are not readily reflected in 

interview notes or transcriptions. More specifically, the summary form is useful in 

meeting the following objectives: gaining insight into how to better conduct the next 

interviews, developing new codes and revising existing ones, establishing a starting point 

useful in reviewing written notes, and aiding in additional analysis. Data extracted from 

documents were reduced and placed in the context of the present study using a document 

summary form (see Appendix L). The documents gathered throughout the data collection 

process were often lengthy and varying in format. The document summary form allowed 
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for the extraction of valuable data in a method that was concise, consistent, and 

meaningful.  

 

Interview analysis 

 Coding is an advanced process in the reduction and analysis of data. Codes are 

categorical labels that provide meaning to descriptive and inferential data compiled 

throughout the research process (Bliss, Monk, and Ogburn, 1983). Creswell (1998) 

provides a systemic method of developing, refining, and clarifying codes during 

qualitative research. First, preliminary “open codes” are established, which cover a broad 

range of information related to the topic being studied. Second, axial codes are created by 

refining the open codes in a way that is more central to the phenomenon being examined. 

Axial codes are logical and consider causal relationships, strategies, contexts, conditions, 

and outcomes. Finally, selective coding occurs when the researcher presents the study’s 

“story” based on themes that emerge through axial codes. Further, coding sets the 

foundation needed for drawing conclusions (Miles and Huberman, 1994).  

In the present study, data recorded on the contact and document summary forms 

were coded under categories consistent with the theoretical constructs of academic 

capitalism and the concepts comprising Shein’s (2004) tri-level model of organizational 

culture. The categories corresponded with the research questions and served as the 

study’s open codes. Important to note is that the open codes were identified prior to the 

initiation of data collection. Thus, the open codes were used in developing and refining 
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interview questions and determining which documents would be informing to the study 

and thus collected.  

The data recorded on the summary forms were extracted and placed within a more 

advanced summary format (see Appendix M). The advanced summary form is more 

concise and clearly articulates the relationships of the data to the study’s theoretical 

constructs. The theoretical constructs represented the axial codes of the study. By 

displaying the data on the form in the context of axial codes, the storylines of the study 

became more clear and valuable in addressing the research questions. More specifically, 

the conditions leading to the development and expansion of entrepreneurship education 

became clearer. The strategies used by those responsible for expanding and 

institutionalizing entrepreneurship education on each campus were revealed and 

recorded. Finally, the outcomes and consequences of entrepreneurship education 

emerged. The storylines developed through the aforementioned axial codes served as the 

study’s selective coding schema, which are the underpinnings of the research findings.  

Creswell (1998) suggests the final step in qualitative analysis is the display of 

data within conditional matrices. Miles and Huberman (1994) state “meta-matrices are 

master charts assembling data from each of several cases in a standard format” (p. 178). 

Data in the current study has been clustered according to variables specific to each 

research question. Data pertaining to the intersections of academic capitalism and 

entrepreneurship education were clustered and displayed using the “Case-Ordered 

Descriptive Meta-Matrix” (see Appendices N-P) model offered by Miles and Huberman 

(1994). A Case-Level Display for Partially Ordered Meta-Matrix was used to cluster and 
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organize the data linked to the disciplinary positions of faculty within the context of 

entrepreneurship education (see Appendices Q-R).   

 

Student questionnaires 

 The results of the student questionnaires were tabulated separately by site. 

According to Babbie (2004), aggregating questionnaire results within a multiple case 

study results in data that are not reflective of the similarities and differences between 

sites. The responses to each question were counted and recorded in two separate tables 

according to site (see Appendices S-T). The raw data was recorded on standard tables 

specific to each site. Responses were then clustered according to the axial categories 

consistent with the study’s theoretical constructs and research question two.  The 

analyzed data has been displayed using the “Case-Ordered Descriptive Meta-Matrix” 

model (see Appendix U). Finally, student responders were clustered by disciplinary 

tradition in order to evaluate relationships between academic interests and industrial 

interests (see Appendix V). Disciplinary traditions have been clustered in the following 

categories: business, liberal arts, fine/performing arts, engineering, science, and 

undecided/other.   

Limitations 

 Limitations did exist within this study. As with all case studies the ability to 

generalize the results across the entire entrepreneurship education sector is not possible. 

However, the reliability and validity of the results were increased through a multiple site 
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sample (Creswell, 1998). Also, questionnaires are not without limitations. According to 

Marshall and Rossman (1995), the utilization of questionnaires requires reliance on 

responses that are both honest and accurate. Thus, some responses may not be accurate 

reflections of the phenomenon being studied. Further, the number of responses are often 

much lower than the ideal, complete (100%) response rate. According to Babbie (2004), 

the lower the responses rate the higher the chance of respondent biases. In other words, 

lower response rates increase the likelihood that the positions, opinions, and experiences 

of the respondents do not accurately reflect the entire population being studied. However, 

despite the aforementioned weaknesses, questionnaires do allow for data collection from 

a large sample size. In the present study, data representative of 99 students were 

collected. Considering the increasing number of students pursuing entrepreneurship 

education nationally, the risk of response bias did not outweigh the advantages of a large 

sample size made possible through the use of a questionnaire.  

 Creswell (1998) indicates that phone interviews have both strengths and 

weaknesses. The strengths center on increased accessibility to interviewees. The 

weaknesses center on the inability to observe non-verbal forms of communication and 

environmental settings. The phone interviews conducted during the present study were 

not the ideal form of interview methodology. However, circumstances at UI did not allow 

the researcher access to interviewees in a compressed time period needed for a site visit.  

 Finally, the ability to fully utilize Shein’s tri-level model of organizational culture 

is limited. Specifically, basic assumptions are the most deeply rooted components of 

organizational cultures. Extracting data representing basic assumptions is difficult 
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through interviews and questionnaires. Long-term observations are the ideal method of 

collecting data most useful in identifying and analyzing basic assumptions. However, 

artifacts, which are the most observable traits of an organizational cultural, are readily 

available in documents and interviewee responses. Espoused norms and values, while 

less observable than artifacts, are able to be extracted from data gathered through 

document collection and interview analysis. The artifacts, norms, and values linked to the 

multidisciplinary faculty sample were used to begin to interpret the basic assumptions of 

the emergent faculty culture resulting from the expansion and institutionalization of 

entrepreneurship education. 

Ethical Considerations 

 The present study has received approval from the Human Subjects Committee at 

the University of Arizona. Further, site authorization and human subject approval was 

obtained from both UTEP and UI. Further, informed consent was obtained from all 

interviewee participants. When appropriate, confidentiality has been ensured. 

Accordingly, no individual names of participants have been or will be disclosed. 

Information that is publicly available via printed materials and/or the World Wide Web 

has been included in the research without measures to protect the confidentiality of 

sources.  
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CHAPTER FOUR: 
ENTREPRENEURSHIP EDUCATION AND THE CAPITALIST ACADEMY 

 
Introduction 

 
The present study examined the implications of multidisciplinary 

entrepreneurship education on undergraduate students. I placed the expansion of 

entrepreneurship education and its implications on students within the context of the 

academic capitalist knowledge/learning regime. Accordingly, faculty and students have 

been located at the intersection of entrepreneurship education units and the external 

market forces that promoted and supported these academic structures. Chapter Five of 

this study explores the implications of capitalist structures such as entrepreneurship 

education on faculty culture. Chapters Six and Seven of this study focus on the 

emergence of state-subsidized student capitalism within entrepreneurship education 

models. Therefore, the capitalist traits of the entrepreneurship education centers were 

central to this study’s argument. This chapter examined the infrastructure of the 

entrepreneurship education centers comprising this study within the context of the theory 

of academic capitalism (Slaughter & Rhoades, 2004). In doing so, research question 

number one was addressed, which asks: “To what degree does the theory of academic 

capitalism explain the emergence and expansion of entrepreneurship education within 

colleges and universities?”   

The present chapter helped to test the validity of the theory of academic 

capitalism across higher education structures and more specifically undergraduate student 

populations. In doing so, entrepreneurship education was placed within the context of 

academic capitalism. Further, the findings presented in this chapter contributed to the 
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aforementioned theory in several significant ways. First, I introduced the concept of 

students acting as state-subsidized capitalists and entrepreneurs. Second, I demonstrated 

the fluidity of the theoretical concepts that frame the capitalist academy. More 

specifically, the entrepreneurship centers were proven to be organizations that are 

multidimensional and rooted in both the universities and the external markets that 

influence them. Thus, the centers function as structures that bridge the public and private 

sectors without being rooted in either. Consequently, the centers both expanded the 

entrepreneurial capacities of constituents and created numerous and diverse knowledge 

circuits. Lastly, I demonstrated the dynamic nature of the examined centers, which in part 

created a recursive, capitalist flow of human, social, and political capital, as well as actual 

products and processes.  

Theoretical Framework 

 The theoretical framework guiding the present chapter was based on the theory of 

academic capitalism (Slaughter & Rhoades, 2004). Each of the examined 

entrepreneurship education centers was analyzed according to the four primary 

theoretical constructs of academic capitalism, which are: intermediating organizations, 

interstitial organizations, enhanced managerial and entrepreneurial capacities, and new 

circuits of knowledge. I did not view each of the four preceding constructs as being 

distinct principles. Rather, each is informed by one another and are therefore not 

mutually exclusive. By deconstructing each center according to the preceding theoretical 

framework, I assessed the degree to which multidisciplinary entrepreneurship education 

was attributed to the academic capitalist knowledge/learning regime. Additionally, the 
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industrial concentrations and economic scope of each center was analyzed in order to 

place each program within the context of the neo-liberal economy, which is central to the 

theory of academic capitalism. The advanced understanding of the position of 

entrepreneurship education in relation to the capitalist academy is essential to better 

understanding the implications of academic capitalism on undergraduate students.  

Methods and Data Sources 

 The primary method used to collect and analyze the data informing this chapter 

was document analysis. The documents analyzed pertaining  to each of the examined 

entrepreneurship education centers included: 1) university, college, and departments web 

pages; 2) printed university, college, and department materials (magazines, newsletters, 

recruitment brochures, and other public relations materials); 3) the web pages and links of 

external organizations functioning in intermediating capacities; 4) outlines of grants and 

related funding proposals (when available); and 5) course materials that included syllabi 

and assigned projects. The results of the document analysis were enriched through 

triangulation with complimentary data extracted from faculty and staff interviews and 

emails, as well as from returned student questionnaires. 

Findings 

The University of Iowa: John Pappajohn Entrepreneurial Center  

 Background information. The John Pappajohn Entrepreneurial Center (JPEC) is a 

freestanding unit within the Tippie College of Business at the University of Iowa (UI). 

Accordingly, the center is not positioned under a formal academic department and reports 

directly to the Tippie College Dean. At the undergraduate level, the center does not offer 
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a formal degree, but does offer a certificate in entrepreneurship available to all UI 

students from all fields of study. The center’s multidisciplinary network, which is 

discussed in-depth within this chapter’s new circuits of knowledge section, has resulted 

in two formal collaborative curriculum models. First, engineering students can earn a 

certificate in entrepreneurship that is specific to engineering and second, students within 

the Arts can earn a Bachelor of Arts in Performing Arts Entrepreneurship. Both of the 

preceding programs are offered by each of the respective colleges rather than through the 

business college and more specifically, the JPEC. The engineering model is less 

surprising due to the traditional applied nature of the discipline. However, the art 

department’s formal partnership with entrepreneurship department is not typical and thus 

much more surprising than the agreements between the JPEC and the college of 

engineering.  

In addition to the preceding curricula, the JPEC houses an experiential laboratory 

designed to promote the migration of student entrepreneurial ventures into the 

marketplace. The lab functions as an economic incubator for aspiring student 

entrepreneurs from all academic fields and at both the undergraduate and the graduate 

levels. The incubator is the platform through which students launch ventures into the 

private market, as well as a wealth of resources essential to such academic capitalist 

activities. The entrepreneurial incubator is the driving engine behind the emergence of 

state-subsidized student capitalism at UI. 

Economic scope. Economic scope refers to the economies that are most directly 

influenced by the market activities originating out of the JPEC. The examination of the 
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economic environments central to the agenda of the entrepreneurship education center 

was essential to accurately interrupting the market activities of state-subsidized student 

capitalists housed within the unit. Further, the priorities of the JPEC and intermediating 

organizations that support the center are believed to be better understood through the 

analysis of the associated economic agendas at the time this research was conducted. The 

center received a significant amount of financial support from external intermediating 

organizations that sought to use the entrepreneurial activities within the UI as a catalyst 

for economic expansion within the state of Iowa. For example, in 2000 the JPEC awarded 

$40,000 in seed capital grants from four entrepreneurial companies within the state of 

Iowa. The minimum requirements included that the applying entrepreneurs either be 

currently enrolled or have graduated from the UI and that the awarded companies agree 

to remain located in Iowa for at least three years past the time of the award.26 

The entrepreneurial activities at UI are aligned with the state of Iowa’s efforts to 

boost its economy through the creation of new businesses and wealth creation 

opportunities. In 2002, Iowa legislation was passed that allowed for tax reductions 

designed to increase corporate contributions to economic growth and expansion within 

the state. The legislation had a direct impact on entrepreneurship education in Iowa in the 

form of a $5 million contribution from Wellmark Blue Cross and Blue Shield to the 

entrepreneurial education centers at the UI, University of Northern Iowa, Iowa State 

University, and North Iowa Area Community College – Mason City. The gift was made 

possible through the savings resulting from the tax reduction policy and was earmarked 
 
26 JPEC Press Release (February 1, 2000). Pappajohn Entrepreneurial Center offers seed capital grant 
program. (http://www.iowajpec.org/newsevents/press_detail.cfm?id=110) <accessed December 19, 2005>. 
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for support of Start-Ups and expanding Iowa companies.27 The JPEC used its equal share 

of the gift to further crystallize its developing entrepreneurial platform and to support the 

on-going efforts to launch ventures out of the center and into the Iowa economy. The 

JPEC’s marketing materials reflected a clear commitment to the economic prosperity of 

the state of Iowa. For example, the JPEC’s web page states “We believe the continuous 

development of entrepreneurs is vital to the long-term economic health of Iowa and the 

U.S.”28 The preceding gift from an intermediary and its own internal public relations 

message provided evidence of the JPEC’s primary commitment to the economic 

development of the state of Iowa. 

Despite the proffered depiction of the JPEC’s commitment to the Iowa economy, 

I concluded that large, global industries were influential in the operations of the unit. The 

student enterprises launched out of the JPEC were located within the state of Iowa. 

However, the principles of academic capitalism predicted that the companies spawned 

out of the JPEC with the greatest initial market success and perceived vitality were likely 

to be attractive investments to large, global conglomerates. The remaining enterprises, 

with minimal to moderate market successes, were more likely to remain located in Iowa. 

The contributions of the former initiatives could still contribute to the Iowa economy, but 

not in exclusive and purposeful ways. The less profitable companies were likely to 

experience little growth while fighting for survival in the limited and competitive markets 

within the state. Thus, despite the JPEC’s clear commitment to the economic welfare of 

 
27 Venturing (Winter 2002), Wellmark blue cross and blue shield community ventures fund announced, p.1-
2. 
28 JPEC web page,  Alumni and friends, (http://www.iowajpec.org/alumni/) <accessed December 20, 
2005>. 



101 

 

Iowa, I viewed the center as a potential contributor to the neo-liberal economy that is 

central to Slaughter’s and Rhoades’ (2004) theory of academic capitalism. Due to the 

student enterprises being in their infancy stages at the time of this research, no data 

existed to test the purported hypothesis. Accordingly, future research addressing the 

sustainability of the local and regional enterprises launched from the JPEC is warranted.   

Intermediating and interstitial organizations. The JPEC is a formal organizational 

structure that exists based on its capacity to generate revenue and primarily operate as a 

self-sufficient unit. Also, the JPEC is an organizational space which external actors can 

use as a means of promoting private agendas within the walls of the academy. Consistent 

with the description of interstitial structures at the department level offered by Slaughter 

and Rhoades (2004), the JPEC is a unit within the UI business colleges that serves as a 

knowledge and resource channel connecting the academy with external corporate entities. 

One important aspect of the JPEC is that students are the primary goods that are being 

exchanged between the institution and the private sector interests. Thus, the students were 

a source of capital to the JPEC and ultimately the university.  

The JPEC at the UI is one of six Pappajohn entrepreneurship education centers 

across the state of Iowa. The other JPEC’s are located at Iowa State University, 

University of Northern Iowa, Drake University, and North Iowa Area Community 

College. Additionally, there is a JPEC located in Des Moines, Iowa, which is an 

independent center that offers continuing education courses in entrepreneurship to 

distance learners attending seven different colleges and universities. The primary funding 

source of the preceding entrepreneurial education enterprises is John Pappajohn. 
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Pappajohn is a prominent venture capitalist in the state of Iowa with national projects and 

is a major financial supporter of the state’s higher education system with contributions 

exceeding $25 million.29 At the time of this research, Pappajohn’s most recent company 

was Equity Dynamics, Inc., a national investment capital firm specializing in real estate 

and development. The JPEC at UI received specific attention within the present study and 

thus, from this point forward JPEC refers specifically to the UI entrepreneurship 

education center.  

 Intermediating forces on the JPEC were significant. Slaughter and Rhoades 

(2004) viewed external influences on the capitalist functions of colleges and universities 

as coming primarily from formal organizations. The present study expanded the 

intermediaries to include not only organizations, but also individuals who donated large 

sums of money with the intent of advancing the capitalist activities occurring within 

institutions of higher education. The JPEC would not have been able to exist without the 

dollars that flowed into the center from private supporters. The center received only one 

quarter of its approximate $2 million annual operating budget from the university. The 

remainder of the unit’s general funds came from private individuals and grants. The 

Assistant Director of the JPEC stated “Bottom line, if we did not receive private support, 

we could not have a large, cross-campus program” (personal communications, January 

20, 2005). In other words, the JPEC would not have existed without the support of 

intermediating organizations and associated funding. The center functions as an 

interstitial structure effective in creating potential revenue streams by connecting internal 
 
29 John Pappajohn web page, Biography, (http://www.pappajohn.com/biography/index.html) <accessed 
December 16, 2005>. 
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university representatives with private sector interest groups. The JPEC’s capacities to 

create such linkages is due in large part to funding awarded to the center by intermediary 

sources. Thus, the fluidity of the academic capitalist constructs became more evident.  

One primary example of the intermediating forces acting upon the JPEC was its 

namesake, John Pappajohn. In 1996, Pappajohn made a gift of over $1 million in seed 

money to create an entrepreneurship education center at the UI. In 2000, he donated a 

near equal amount to further enhance offerings of the established JPEC.30 Students 

pursuing entrepreneurial ventures within the confines of the university also personally 

benefited from Pappajohn’s commitment to the expansion of entrepreneurship education. 

For example, Pappajohn sponsored an annual statewide entrepreneurial business plan 

competition which awards up to $5000 in seed money to winning student teams. Several 

cases of student capitalism presented in Chapter Six of this study were partially funded 

through seed money awarded during a Pappajohn competition. The significance of 

Pappajohn to the UI’s entrepreneurial education efforts was clear. The intermediating 

presence of Pappajohn supported not only the organizational structure housing the UI 

entrepreneurship education model, but also contributed directly to the state-subsidies that 

helped sponsor student entrepreneurs at the UI.  

 Pappajohn was not the only intermediating force driving the entrepreneurial 

education model at the UI. As indicated earlier in this chapter, the JPEC contains an 

economic incubator designed solely to support the budding entrepreneurial ventures of 

students from across the entire campus. The incubator is named the Bedell 
 
30 Bergstrom, K. (2000, September 7). Four colleges get $3.5 million to groom entrepreneurs. The Des 
Moines Register, D1, D2. 
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Entrepreneurship Learning Laboratory (BELL) and is funded operationally through a 

$660,000 endowment from Tom Bedell (JPEC Assistant Director, personal 

communications, November 18, 2004). Bedell is an influential Iowa entrepreneur who 

owes his wealth to the state’s retail fishing industry. The Bedell gift was complimented 

by private annual sponsorships of $2,500 per student team. Each of the sponsorships 

involved a four year commitment and was used to offset operation costs and capital 

improvements. The incubator is the hub of entrepreneurial activity amongst the UI 

student population. At the time of this research, the incubator had served 55 students 

across 22 entrepreneurial teams since being established in the spring of 2004.31 The 

BELL serves as the launching pad for the entrepreneurial ventures of many UI student 

capitalists. The incubator is directly affiliated with the UI and functions as a center for the 

distribution of state subsidies to student entrepreneurs. The implication of intermediating 

forces on the emergence of state subsidized student entrepreneurs was made more evident 

through the BELL case.  

 The leverage of external market forces over the UI entrepreneurship education 

initiative was not limited to the aforementioned benefactors. The JPEC is influenced by 

an advisory board that includes representatives from the following private sectors areas: 

global document processing, retail, venture capital, marketing and sales, and global 

financial and technology consulting. Both John Pappajohn and Tom Bedell are members 

of the board, which increases their influence over the center even further than the 

previously mentioned donations. The JPEC board is essential to the fundraising efforts 

 
31 JPEC Press Release (August 24, 2005). JPEC offers free advice to student entrepreneurs.  
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that sustain the unit’s existence. Further, the board is also a primary resource for the 

student capitalists. In other words, the revenue and social resources harvested by the 

JPEC board not only supports the unit’s operations, but are also sources of venture capital 

used by students as seed money during the launching of their businesses. Specifically, the 

private donations generated through the board’s activities support the operations of the 

student incubator, which as previously stated, is the primary depository of the resources 

essential to the entrepreneurial activities of students. The board serves an intermediating 

function by its ability to connect the university with the private market with the intent of 

creating market opportunities for student entrepreneurs. The success of student 

entrepreneurs would in turn stimulate the Iowa economy, which is a primary goal of the 

state.  

The board provides its external members with a forum from which to integrate 

their private sector interests into institutional activities.  Specifically, the advisory board 

members are likely to begin using the JPEC as a breeding ground for the human capital 

needed to expand their own enterprises and future capitalist endeavors. In other words, 

the JPEC holds the potential of becoming a corporate source of monopoly capital to the 

advisory board members.  The capital being monopolized would be the top 

entrepreneurial student talent within UI. Also, and as demonstrated by the student 

capitalism cases presented in Chapter Seven of this study, the entrepreneurial ventures of 

students within the fields most closely aligned with markets possess the scientific and 

technological knowledge most desired by large, global corporations. The predicted 

outcome was that the students with the highest market value would abandon their 
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entrepreneurial projects to pursue employment opportunities with the private enterprises 

who helped fund their entrepreneurship education.  

The preceding hypothesis was informed by my research examining the Carlson 

Consulting Group at the University of Minnesota – Twin Cities (Mars, 2003). The 

consulting firm is operated by graduate students within the University of Minnesota’s 

Carlson School of Business. The group is directed by a board comprised of private sector 

corporate representatives, with 81.25% stemming from global firms, 50% from 

information-based industries, and 37.5% from consulting firms. Data indicated that 

nearly 30% of the Group graduates were offered positions with corporations sitting on the 

advisory board. In other words, the group acted as a training center for the future leaders 

of the advisory board firms. The student consultants were able to gain management 

consulting experience while being mentored by large, global corporate leaders, who in 

turn were able to prepare future, top performing employees at little to no cost. Thus, the 

advisory board members acted as intermediates through the creation of  a pipeline of top 

management prospects from the university into the high-tech, global economy. I argued a 

similar structure targeting technology-based student enterprises is likely to result through 

the JPEC at UI. However, the student value would be measured in terms of 

entrepreneurial innovations rather than the capacities to provide expert consultation 

services.  

The market values of smaller scale, service oriented industries within the JPEC  

should not be completely overshadowed by the preceding emphasis placed on the student 

enterprises most closely matching the economic agendas of the intermediating 
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organizations affiliated with the center.  Student ventures that remain local were of great 

value to both the JPEC, the university, and the surrounding communities. One example of 

such a business is a film production company that produced documentaries focused on 

the importance of safety in motocross racing.  Another local operation launched out of 

the JPEC is an on-line real estate guide and rental service specific to the areas 

immediately surrounding the UI campus. The aforementioned student enterprises were 

viewed as having market value within UI’s local and regional economies. The success of 

such ventures not only favored the students who found them, but also provided the JPEC 

with much needed credibility across the UI campus and its communities. However, as the 

cases in Chapter Seven demonstrate, the service-oriented enterprises were less likely to 

be awarded significant amounts of seed money than were the more technologically-

oriented student ventures. Despite the stratified nature of the JPEC capital reward 

structure, the less lucrative student business benefited from the BELL resources (physical 

and human capital) made possible in large part through intermediating forces.   

The preceding section provided evidence of the intermediating and interstitial 

structures contained within the UI entrepreneurial education center. The JPEC is an 

internal university unit that is reliant more on external funding than it is on institutional 

resources. The center’s primary reliance on private dollars and its independence from any 

one formal academic department was consistent with the description of an interstitial 

organization provided by Slaughter and Rhoades (2004). Further, the center’s primary 

function of supporting the entrepreneurial ventures of students and its ability to connect 

students with private sources of venture capital further underscored its interstitial 
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structure. Lastly, the center’s ability to secure seed money for student ventures 

contributed to the emerging role of entrepreneurial students acting as state-subsidized 

capitalists. 

Managerial and entrepreneurial capacities. The networks connecting the JPEC 

and its students with external businesses have resulted in the enhancement of the 

managerial capacities of the center and the university. First, the JPEC’s near complete 

reliance on private funding allows the center independence from any one academic 

department. The independence provides the unit with the freedom to openly engage in 

capitalist behaviors without being restrained by traditional academic structures that are 

inherently resistant to market forces.  The JPEC’s financial dependency on external 

funding also provides the center with the freedom to independently pursue market 

opportunities. The market opportunities allow for the center’s expansion, which is most 

evident in the center’s extensive staff structure and privately funded student incubator. In 

turn, the managerial staff and incubator serve as the primary catalysts to the students’ 

capacities to utilize institutional resources during entrepreneurial activities. The current 

section highlighted this study’s findings as they relate to the enhanced managerial 

capacities of the JPEC and university  as a result of the expansion of entrepreneurship 

education.  

The JPEC is supported by a significant administrative staff. The staff is comprised 

of seven managerial positions with duties that include external relations, development, 

and academic and student affairs. The staff not only helps design and deliver the curricula 

of the center, it also drives the on-going success of the student incubator. The incubator 



109 

 

ultimately stands to generate substantial revenue and resources for the JPEC and the 

university as the student entrepreneurs realize market success. The growth of the 

managerial staff within the JPEC results in the center’s ability to function as an interstitial 

organization effective in growing enrollments, promoting student entrepreneurialism, 

extending and maintaining strategic alliances with private investors, and ultimately 

generating revenues and prestige for itself and the university. 

One significant example of the enhanced managerial capacities of the UI 

entrepreneurship education center was its pursuit of policy that allows the center to 

assume equity holdings in successful student ventures. At the time of this research, the 

JPEC was initiating the pursuit of policy that allowed the center to take a five to ten 

percent equity holding in any student ventures that utilized its resources during 

commercialization processes. The policy was being met with political resistance from 

constituents across the UI campus. The primary platform for the resistance was that the 

university, as a public institution, was not permitted to profit from products developed by 

its students. The resistance was viewed by the JPEC as being parallel to the reluctance of 

non-management fields, especially in the Arts and Sciences, to embrace the movement to 

institutionalize entrepreneurship education across the academic disciplines. One JPEC 

administrator stated the following when asked why there was campus-wide resistance to 

the JPEC’s move to financially profit from student ventures:  

They (College of Liberal Arts and Sciences) are less positive toward business 
education and view making money as an evil thing. We hope, that over time, the 
college will see our value in helping students get jobs and become wealthy 
donors! (Electronic Communications, January 27, 2005). 
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The administrator’s comment reflected the value that the JPEC placed on aligning 

itself and its students with the market. Also, the interviewee stated one goal of the center 

was to profit from the future success of its students in the market place. The relatively 

independent status of the JPEC allowed the center to pursue politically unpopular policy 

with the intent of profiting from the entrepreneurial successes of its students. If the center 

is successful in gaining the authority to capitalize on enterprises launched from the 

incubator, students will function as educational innovators capable of creating products 

and generating revenues supportive of the entrepreneurship education center and the 

ultimately the university.  

At the time this research was being conducted, the JPEC was in the earliest stages 

of pursuing the authority to take equity in successful student ventures launched out of the 

entrepreneurial incubator. In other words, the center was intent on capitalizing on the 

market activities of its current and former students. The planned use of revenues 

potentially gained through the market successes of the center’s entrepreneurial students is 

essential to better understanding the capitalist nature of the entrepreneurship education 

center. According to a JPEC administrator: 

We (JPEC) think Iowa code allows for it (taking equity), but plan to verify. The 
legal department is concerned about liability. What we would like to do is get a 5-
10% equity stake in exchange for the free services (delivered through the 
incubator). The climate in the state has changed toward expecting the research 
universities to participate in economic development through tech transfer so we 
think the time is right to address this issue. We intend to use any revenues to 
operate the incubator and help students. (Electronic Communications, January 27, 
2005) 
 
The preceding comments indicated that the revenues resulting from equity 

holdings in student enterprises would remain in the JPEC and be used to support and 
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expand the incubator. Concern was not paid to the movement away from the purity of 

learning and towards capitalizing on student entrepreneurialism.  Rather, attention was 

given to the legal implications associated with the center’s financial affiliation with 

student businesses and the political climate within the state of Iowa.. The JPEC’s 

authority to generate revenues through the entrepreneurial ventures of its students would 

expand the center’s capacities to spawn future market activities beneficial to the center 

and its external supporting constituents.  

 The entrepreneurial capacities of the UI students utilizing the JPEC were 

expanded as a result of the center’s close proximity to the market. Undergraduate and 

graduate students were able to capitalize on resources made available to them through the 

JPEC during efforts to launch entrepreneurial initiatives into the private market. For 

example, during the fall 2004 there were ten student enterprises ranging from 

bioinformatics software development to a fitness and daycare center operating out of the 

BELL. The student entrepreneurs were afforded a wide variety of resources useful in 

transitioning the projects from the incubator into the marketplace. Students allowed 

access to the incubator were selected based on the perceived market feasibility and 

growth potential of their proposed entrepreneurial ventures. The selected students were 

identified by an admission team consisting of JPEC faculty and staff, advisory board 

members, and Iowa entrepreneurs (aka “friends of the center”). The composition of the 

team symbolized the new circuits of knowledge within the center and across the 

university and private markets. The students selected into the incubator received physical 

office and meeting space, furniture, office supplies, information technology, and 
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guidance from entrepreneurship faculty and volunteer mentors. The preceding resources 

awarded to the student entrepreneurs are viewed as state subsidies, considering the assets 

and intellectual capital were provided in exchange only for minimal enrollments in the 

center’s coursework. Specifically, one member from each of the student entrepreneurial 

teams had to complete an entrepreneurship course and remain enrolled in UI courses 

throughout each team’s tenure within the incubator.  Thus, the student entrepreneurs 

received state-subsidies supportive of their businesses with little required personal 

investments and academic accountability.  

 The aforementioned subsidies were not the only resources afforded to JPEC 

students utilizing the BELL incubator. The students capitalized on their affiliation with 

the university in order to establish a sense of credibility and legitimacy amongst external 

investors. The intellectual capital, in the form of faculty and entrepreneurial mentoring, 

received by the students through the incubator enhances the market feasibility of each 

emerging enterprise. Equally important was the students’ affiliations with the university 

in the form of social capital. In other words, the credibility of the student entrepreneurs 

was enhanced due to its location within the BELL incubator.  Venture capitalists were 

likely to view student enterprises anchored within the UI as much more of a sound 

investment than similar student efforts operating independently of the institution. 

Evidence in support of this argument was found in seed money awarded to students 

active in launching entrepreneurial ventures out of the BELL incubator. For example, in 

2004 three Iowa student entrepreneurial teams were awarded $5000 in seed money 
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through the Pappajohn Business Plan competition.32 The student entrepreneurs attributed 

their successes to the resources made available to them through the JPEC and BELL 

incubator. Thus, the UI entrepreneurship education center subsidizes students with not 

only physical and human capital, but also with social capital effective in securing funding 

from private investors impressed by the prestige associated with the JPEC and BELL 

incubator.  

 The JPEC’s close position to the private market has resulted in the enhancement 

of the managerial capacities of the center and university, as well as the entrepreneurial 

capacities of its students. I proposed that a capitalist cycle exists, which describes the 

likely implications of the increasing managerial activities of those market actors 

associated with the UI entrepreneurship education center. The proposed cycle turns and 

expands on the principles of capitalism and wealth accumulation. Accordingly, resources 

(social and financial) are distributed in a revolving manner that helps fuel the market 

pursuits of the JPEC, its external investors, and the state-subsidized student 

entrepreneurs. Resources continuously flow through the BELL incubator with the 

managerial capacities of the market actors perpetuating the cycle. Subsidies and 

investments vary by market actors. The JPEC invests in its students with returns coming 

in various forms of prestige, reputation, and most central to this study, revenue. Direct 

profits from student ventures are contingent on the intended policy to allow the JPEC to 

take equity in the enterprises launched from the student incubator. The returns of the 

JPEC’s investments in students result in the expansion of the BELL incubator and the 

 
32 Venturing (Summer 2005), JPEC awards and recognition, p. 5.  
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number of entrepreneurial ventures being launched into the market by students. The 

external investors also stand to profit from student entrepreneurs, who are potential 

employees and stimulators to markets that support the private sector economy. The cycle 

captures the flow of resources and capital that are viewed as the stimuli to the continued 

growth of the entrepreneurship education expansion at UI and the number of 

entrepreneurship students who emerge as state-subsidized capitalists. 

New circuits of knowledge. The UI entrepreneurship education center is an 

organizational structure bundled together by multidisciplinary knowledge circuits that run 

across the university and between the institution and external markets. First, the JPEC 

packaged its courses into a certificate available to all students regardless of their primary 

fields of study. The student body pursuing the certificate is multidisciplinary and at the 

time of the study 50% came from business, 30% from the arts and sciences, and 20% 

from engineering. The curriculum requires students to complete 20 units of 

entrepreneurship courses. The courses vary in type and are largely taught by adjunct 

instructors who themselves are active entrepreneurs within the private market. The large 

number of adjunct instructors, who were mostly practicing entrepreneurs, constituted a 

new circuit of knowledge. The certificate is a curriculum package designed to create a 

university-wide entrepreneurial interest amongst students. The courses serve as an entry 

point into the BELL incubator. Specifically, each entrepreneurial team using the 

incubator must have one member that is currently enrolled or has completed at least one 

entrepreneurship course. The courses thus spawn entrepreneurial interest among students, 
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which in turn broadens the number of potential businesses to be launched out of the 

JPEC.  

 The aforementioned courses are not a source of revenue to the JPEC. In fact, 

offering the courses to students from across the UI campus is an expense incurred by the 

JPEC. The demand for the entrepreneurship courses outweigh the supply, which is a 

signal that UI students are enthusiastic about the opportunity to augment their educations 

with an entrepreneurial experience. The JPEC receives no financial support outside of the 

business college other than a minimal annual gift from the College of Engineering. 

Further, the tuition revenue does not follow the students. In other words, the JPEC does 

not collect tuition dollars from courses offered to students from outside of the business 

college. According to a JPEC administrator: 

Financially, there is a disincentive to attract students from outside the College of 
Business because the tuition’s revenue doesn’t follow. Recognizing this and the 
value our program provides to their students, the College of Engineering does 
voluntarily fund our program. We have no such arrangement with the College of 
Arts and Sciences, probably because they are so strapped financially. We deal 
with this by capping total enrollments – demand for our classes is greater than 
supply. We have increased most of classes to 70 students, some to 50. We could 
add additional sections of our four core courses. (personal communications, 
January 20, 2005) 

 
The above statement suggested no rationale for the JPEC’s multidisciplinary model. 

However, the center’s financial infrastructure is not framed by revenue from tuition or 

inter-college donations, but from private funding. The JPEC’s expansion across 

disciplines is an investment with expected returns coming from the market successes of 

future student entrepreneurs. 
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The center is not a traditional academic department and thus cannot be treated as 

such. As previously stated, less than 25% of the JPEC’s operating budget is accounted for 

through business college funding and revenue gained through enrollment dollars. Tuition 

is not central to the financial stability of the JPEC. Rather, the center is an academic 

structure financially and operationally dependent on the needs of market actors within the 

new economy. Therefore, the center created knowledge circuits from across the UI 

campus to expand and enhance the entrepreneurial ventures developing within its 

incubator. Data suggested that business students were not the primary sources of 

entrepreneurial activities across the UI student population. For example, the most 

successful student ventures launched from the BELL incubator, as measured by awarded 

venture capital, were initiated by engineering and science students. Also, business 

students represent a minimal number of students active in the UI Technology Innovation 

Center (TIC), which is the organization that houses university-born enterprises during the 

final transition from the institution into the marketplace. The TIC further connects 

developed student entrepreneurs from the BELL with private economy market structures. 

The TIC associate director indicated that there were 117 students at the post-doc, 

graduate, and undergraduate levels utilizing the innovation center. The 117 students came 

from a wide variety of academic disciplines that included the biosciences, life sciences, 

medical sciences, engineering, and education (speech pathology and testing 

technologies). Business students made up a very small percentage of the 117 

aforementioned students (personal communications, October 23, 2005). Considering the 

JPEC’s intended goal of being able to take equity holdings in student enterprises, the 
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center stood to profit by making entrepreneurship courses and entrepreneurial incubator 

available to a broad range of students, even if it meant absorbing the costs of educating 

non-business students. 

The general entrepreneurship certificate is not the only formal structure 

connecting students from varying academic fields with the entrepreneurship education 

center. Specifically, the JPEC extends its UI student market through formal 

collaborations with the College of Engineering and the Division of Performing Arts in the 

College of Arts and Sciences. First, the JPEC delivers the primary set of courses 

comprising the Technological Entrepreneurship Certificate, which is an institutionally 

recognized course package awarded by the College of Engineering. Second, the 

performing arts division offers an undergraduate degree in Performing Arts 

Entrepreneurship, which requires nine credit hours of advanced entrepreneurship 

coursework. The formal collaborations with engineering and the performing arts did more 

than direct student attention to the JPEC and the BELL student incubator. The 

collaborations helped the engineering college and performing arts division better align 

with the market needs of the new economy.   

The College of Engineering viewed the Technological Entrepreneurship 

Certificate as a marketing tool useful in gaining the interest of top student recruits.     

The following description of the certificate is one of the six references to 

entrepreneurship that appeared in the UI College of Engineering’s 2006 student 

recruitment brochure:  

Many engineers today start their own businesses. Earning the Technological 
Entrepreneurship Certificate, you will gain the business know-how to turn your 
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engineering expertise into a successful company and interact with many current 
and future entrepreneurs. You’ll study topics like patenting your ideas, seeking 
investors, managing your workforce, and marketing your product. Iowa was the 
first university in the United States to offer this kind of certificate with an 
engineering degree. 
 
The description outlined the certificate’s intended goal of enhancing the 

entreprenial capacities of engineering students through exposure to information 

pertaining to patenting, seeking and identifying venture capital, and sales and 

management techniques. The description was intended to demonstrate to prospective 

students the college’s commitment to incorporating entrepreneurial values into its 

academic practices. According to an electrical and computer engineering professor, the 

UI College of Engineering “actively incorporated entrepreneurship into its academic 

model in order to better compete with top engineering programs outside of the United 

States” (personal communications, September 13, 2005). The preceding technological 

certificate description underscored the uniqueness of the program by stating its 

pioneering role in building entrepreneurship into the engineering curriculum. Thus, the 

College of Engineering utilized entrepreneurship education as a strategy to further align 

itself with the new economy and better compete in the present day global market of 

higher education.  

 In addition to helping recruit future talent, the engineering college also viewed 

entrepreneurship as a means of expanding development funds.  In other words, the 

college sought to include entrepreneurial principles into its public practices to create a 

donor base of accomplished engineers who were also successful entrepreneurs. The 

initiative was enacted in the early 1990’s when the college dean set forth a development 
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campaign to raise the money needed to construct a new building to house the college. It 

was not possible to identify the campaign dollars garnered directly from the inclusion of 

entrepreneurship in the guiding philosophy of the college. However and according to an 

engineering professor (personal communications, September 13, 2005), the college 

continues to view entrepreneurship as a strategic component to its academic and financial 

models .  

 The Division of Performing Arts used its evolving relationship with the 

entrepreneurship education center in ways designed to better link its students with the job 

market. According to a music education professor, “The connections between the 

performing arts and entrepreneurship are natural. Both require creativity and innovation” 

(personal communications, October 11, 2005). The connection was formalized at UI with 

the creation of an undergraduate degree in performing arts entrepreneurship, which is 

housed within and awarded by the Division of Performing Arts. The division is an 

academic unit with the College of Arts and Sciences. The degree was created for two 

primary reasons. First, the curriculum is responsive to the National Association of 

Schools of Music’s (NASM) call to incorporate more business and career-oriented 

principles in the arts programs. NASM advocated that business principles were essential 

to increasing the success of performing arts students in the job market, especially 

considering a majority of the students will not find work performing. Second, when the 

division was created in the late 1990’s the UI administration placed a heavy emphasis on 

entrepreneurial activities. Thus, the division viewed the collaboration with the 

entrepreneurship education center as a strategic political move useful in stabilizing its 
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position within the university’s organization chart. While there was no financial capital 

linked to the creation of the performing arts entrepreneurship degree and associated 

collaboration with the JPEC, the division did engage in the entrepreneurship education 

movement as a means of moving its students closer to the marketplace and to gain social 

and political capital within the walls of the institution. 

Finally, the expansion of the UI entrepreneurship education model was not 

confined to the institution’s campus. First, the instructional body within the 

entrepreneurship education center is comprised of twelve faculty members. Of the 

twelve, only one is a full professor with tenure. Another instructor is a clinical professor 

in a non-tenure, non-research position. The remaining entrepreneurship faculty body 

included ten adjunct instructors who were entrepreneurs within the private sector. The 

adjunct instructors are viewed as intermediating actors in that their primary professions 

are rooted in external markets rather than in academia. The JPEC’s near complete 

reliance on private sector instructors who are first capitalists and second educators is 

representative of knowledge circuits that spanned not only across the university, but also 

between the university and the private market. 

Additional knowledge circuits connecting the JPEC with student markets external 

to the university were created. Specifically, the center created an entrepreneurial pipeline 

between itself and secondary schools throughout the state of Iowa. The center received 

$100,000 grant from the Zimmerman Foundation33 to expand its Iowa Teacher and Youth 

 
33 The William Zimmerman Foundation is a philanthropic organization located in Fairfield, Iowa. The 
foundation supports business and entrepreneurship education in secondary and post-secondary school 
systems throughout the United States.  
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Entrepreneurship program. The program was the central component to the JPEC’s early 

outreach initiative, which was designed to deliver low cost online teacher and student 

entrepreneurship curriculum to high schools across the state of Iowa. The secondary 

outreach curriculum expands the potential implications of entrepreneurship education 

beyond higher education to include secondary school systems. The monies from the 

Zimmerman Foundation increased the JPEC’s managerial capacities and ultimately 

created interstices between the university, the JPEC, its private sector funding source, and 

the Iowa secondary school system.  

In summary, a multitude of knowledge circuits were created in the expansion of 

entrepreneurship education across the UI campus. First, the JPEC created a formal, 

multidisciplinary certificate to entice the interest of aspiring student entrepreneurs located 

throughout the academic fields within the university. The interest was compounded 

through the establishment of collaborate curriculum models with the College of 

Engineering and the Division of Performing Arts. The collaborations opened up new 

student markets to the JPEC and expanded the pool of potential enterprises to be 

launched out of the BELL student incubator. Second, the engineering college’s 

purposeful inclusion of entrepreneurial principles into both its administrative and 

academic operations demonstrated how entrepreneurship education was used by the 

college as a strategy to remain competitive within the global student markets and to 

increase revenues raised through donations. The Division of Performing Arts utilized its 

network with JPEC to address the normative trend of moving the arts curriculum closer to 

private market demands and to gain creditability amongst a university administration 



122 

 

intent on expanding entrepreneurial values across the campus. Thus, the capitalist 

exchanges resulting from the expansion of entrepreneurship at the UI was not unilateral 

but rather reciprocal with gains being realized by constituents across the knowledge 

circuit. The multidisciplinary nature of the preceding degree and certificates supported 

Slaughter’s and Rhoades’ (2004) finding that academic units were responding to the neo-

liberal economy by creating innovative educational programs and offerings in efforts to 

capitalize on new market opportunities.  

The JPEC’s presence in Iowa high schools served the center by introducing 

students to entrepreneurship as a field of study earlier than their first year of college. The 

early outreach stood to increase the center’s potential pool of candidates interested in 

using the BELL incubator in the future. The increased student interest in entrepreneurship 

and consequently the student incubator raised the likelihood of market successes 

launched from the center. Future market successes resulting from BELL incubator 

activities symbolized revenue streams into the JPEC and ultimately the university. 

Further, the JPEC and its private sector funding sources were able to expand the 

emerging entrepreneurial culture beyond higher education and into secondary school 

systems. Thus, the new circuits of knowledge connecting the JPEC with the Iowa 

secondary school system served four primary and related goals: 1) expanding market 

supply of student entrepreneurs; 2) increasing the potential JPEC and university revenues 

from future market successes linked to the student incubator; 3) further expanding the 

entrepreneurial culture into Iowa secondary schools; and 4) aligning secondary schools 

and its students with the neo-liberal ideology and economic agenda. 
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The University of Texas at El Paso: Center for Entrepreneurial Development, 

Advancement, Research and Support (CEDARS) 

Background information. The entrepreneurship education center at the University 

of Texas at El Paso (UTEP) is a unit located in the College of Business Administration 

under the Management and Marketing department. The Center for Entrepreneurial 

Development, Advancement, Research and Support (CEDARS) has historically focused 

on a service and research agenda centered on small business development and 

franchising. The center’s efforts have traditionally centered on entrepreneurial outreach 

to local and regional businesses and community organizations.  Academically, the center 

provided interested business students with elective courses designed to complement the 

students’ primary major within the management fields. Accordingly, the center offered 

few courses at either the undergraduate or graduate levels and had no formalized, 

degrees, minors, or certificates available to students. The courses were designed to 

provide students with entrepreneurial perspectives on the fields of small business 

development and franchising, both of which were economic activities viewed as central 

to the prosperity of the city of El Paso and the surrounding regions. Thus, UTEP 

entrepreneurship courses targeted primarily business students and were highly focused on 

local and regional economic needs.  

The CEDARS commitment to small business and franchising was evident in the 

center’s service and research activities. For example, the center operates the Small 

Business Institute (SBI), which for a $500 service fee, provides local business owners 

with a team of advanced undergraduate business students charged with developing a 
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comprehensive plan designed to streamline the operations and increase the profits of 

external clients. The fees collected through the SBI are used to offset the expenses 

accrued by units throughout the business college who are less able to generate external 

revenues. The SBI students do not receive financial compensation for the services 

provided, but are viewed as benefiting from “on the job” professional experiences. The 

faculty affiliated with the CEDARS are housed in various academic units most often 

located within the College of Business Administration. Thus, the academic structure and 

activities of the CEDARS is operated  out of the UTEP business school. However, this 

analysis demonstrates how entrepreneurship education is becoming an institutionalized 

academic field due in large part to the Kauffman funding.  

 The CEDARS did not have an entrepreneurial incubator at the time of this 

research. Also, resources available to aspiring student entrepreneurs include limited 

faculty mentoring, and experiential learning opportunities related to programs such as the 

SBI. However, in 2003 the center became one of eight centers awarded with a multi-

million dollar grant by the Kauffman Foundation to be used to expand entrepreneurship 

education across all academic disciplines. As I have demonstrated, the Kauffman grant 

set the stage for the development and expansion of multidisciplinary entrepreneurship 

education and the corresponding emergence of state-subsidized student capitalism across 

the entire UTEP campus. The expansion began with the creation of a complex network 

comprised of faculty members and administrators located across a wide variety of 

academic fields and administrative units. I provided the following analysis in order to 
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place the CEDARS and its initial expansion associated with the Kauffman grant within 

the context of the Slaughter’s and Rhoades’ (2004) theory of academic capitalism.  

Economic scope. UTEP is centrally located within the regional economy that 

spans southwest Texas, southeast New Mexico, and northern Chihuahua.  The university 

is located in El Paso, TX, a city with a population of 700,000.  Its population is 78.2% 

Hispanic with 46.2% of annual family household incomes falling below $50,000.  El 

Paso is across the border from Ciudad Juarez, in Chihuahua, Mexico. Juarez has a 

population of nearly 2 million and together with El Paso, creates an international 

“metroplex.” The economic conditions within the preceding borderland region were best 

characterized as depressed. For example, the relocation of the region’s one time 

prosperous garment industry in central Mexico sparked an increase in unemployment and 

poverty rates within the area. The university and the Ft. Bliss military base represented 

the area’s most promising economic catalysts. UTEP, a Hispanic Serving Institution, 

attempted to assume a primary role in advancing economic conditions within the city and 

region.  Accordingly, the CEDARS represented one institutional initiative designed in 

part to stimulate economic and industrial growth within the borderland region. 
The effectiveness of the CEDARS as an economic engine to the borderland region 

was unable to be determined at the time of this research. However, strategic alliances and 

networks had been created both within and beyond the university that provided insight 

into the direction of the center’s future activities. High technology was viewed as the 

most promising industrial field. Accordingly, the CEDARS were in the process of 

conceptualizing an entrepreneurial incubator that would best cater to the needs of high-
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tech “gazelle”34 start-ups. The model for one such start-up was Mayan Pigments, Inc., a 

paint pigment company co-founded by a UTEP materials science faculty member and 

student. The case is further discussed in detail in Chapter Seven of the present study. The 

company was the offspring of scientific research conducted on the ancient Mayan 

technique of using organic and inorganic pigments in the coloring of art pieces. The 

CEDARS assumed an essential role in providing the academic entrepreneurs with 

business strategy and in connecting the aspiring business owners with local venture 

capitalists. The project was seen as a model for launching high-tech innovations from the 

laboratories of UTEP into the borderland economy. The case served as a model of 

success during the on-going development of the CEDARS incubator.  

UTEP and CEDAR operated under the provisions and conditions set forth by 

Texas state law. Texas state policy addressing technology transfer activities within state 

universities has recently been revised to make the process more manageable at local 

levels.  Up until 1998, all university applications for patenting, licensing, and 

copyrighting were centrally reviewed by the University of Texas System General 

Counsel.  The centralized system became inefficient as market interest and activities 

increased within universities.  As a result, decentralized legal review was initiated.  The 

president of each campus was given the authority to review and decide the status of 

intellectual property applications.  Each university is also responsible for obtaining legal 

counsel from local contracted attorneys who are not affiliated with the state. Also as 

recently as 2002, Texas state law prohibited the use of public funds in the creation of 
 
34 “Gazelle” is an entrepreneurial term used by venture capitalists when describing start-up companies 
perceived to have the greatest potential of rapid market growth and success.  



127 

 

private enterprises, i.e. start-up companies spun off from universities.  The law has been 

modified to accommodate such activities, with the universities retaining ownership of the 

intellectual property throughout the incubation periods.  Under this guideline, the 

university typically licenses the intellectual property to the start up at a price equal to the 

amount needed to recover the patenting or copyright costs initially invested by the 

university. In short, the state and its universities were enabled to be market actors, similar 

to private sector firms.  The central role of UTEP in the efforts to stimulate the 

borderland economy and the relaxed Texas state policy environment surrounding the 

entrepreneurial activities of and within state universities helped frame the emerging 

expansion of CEDARS. 

Intermediating and interstitial organizations. As previously stated, the CEDARS 

is a peripheral unit organizationally located under the management and marketing 

department within UTEP’s College of Business Administration. According to the 

Director of CEDARS and former business school dean, the CEDARS is viewed as the 

college’s community service outlet. The business school traditionally had little to no 

involvement in the El Paso community and the CEDARS was viewed as the unit to “fill 

this gap and gain legitimacy amongst local constituents” (CEDARS director, personal 

communications, September 28, 2005). The center provides a good deal of training and 

consulting to local, family owned businesses at little to no cost. However, the services 

and structure of the CEDARS were dramatically altered in 2003 when the center was 

awarded a multi-million dollar Kauffman grant to expand entrepreneurship education 

across the entire university campus. The changes included the development of a 
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multidisciplinary faculty network, an expansion of the entrepreneurial curriculum and 

educational packages offered, the development of the Center for Hispanic 

Entrepreneurship (CHE), and the conceptualization of an incubator designed to launch 

new start-up companies into the El Paso region economy.  

In 2003 UTEP became one of eight recognized Kauffman Campuses, which 

included being awarded a $5 million grant to institutionalize entrepreneurship education 

in the university. The Kauffman Campus initiative was designed in accordance with: 

…the Foundation’s belief that entrepreneurship is the lifeblood of the American 
economy and that colleges offer an invaluable opportunity for reaching the 
country’s future entrepreneurs: those innovators and leaders who will invent, 
create jobs, and fuel economic growth.35 

CEDARS, the unit receiving the funding, intended on using the money to create a set of 

courses open to all UTEP students that would result in a minor studies program, a center 

designed to promote entrepreneurial activities amongst the Hispanic population, and an 

entrepreneurial resource center/incubator for faculty, students, and local community 

leaders and business professionals. The Kauffman grant provided CEDARS with the 

resources needed to expand its presence and legitimacy across the university. The 

establishment of a funded center with roots in the community surrounding the university 

helped legitimize entrepreneurial activities within the academy. Also, securing a large 

grant provided CEDARS with a sense of sustainability and wealth, which was intended to 

attract the attention of would-be entrepreneurs located throughout the university. In part, 

the Kauffman grant provided the CEDARS with the financial and social capital needed to 
 
35 Ewing Marion Kauffman Foundation web page, Entrepreneurship education without boundaries: 
Kauffman campuses seek to make entrepreneurship education a college-wide experience. (http://www. 
Kauffman.org/entrepreneurship.cfm/college_entrepreneurship/475) <accessed January 20, 2005>. 
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expand its presence across the university. In other words, the Kauffman grant was 

effective in promoting the enhancement of the managerial capacities of the center and the 

university, as well as in creating new circuit of knowledge across a wide variety of 

institutional and community agents.  

 The primary organizational structure developed within CEDARS through the 

Kauffman grant was the Center for Hispanic Entrepreneurship (CHE). The center’s 

purpose is to promote the entrepreneurial activities within the Hispanic communities 

located throughout the borderland region. Entrepreneurship was viewed as an effective 

avenue in promoting management education within the Hispanic student population. The 

director of the CHE, who was also a full professor of management stated: 

UTEP is the only (higher education) game in town. The College of Business 
Administration is organized by disciplines that are technical, which is not 
consistent with the entrepreneurship spirit. The technical disciplines make it hard 
to recruit Hispanic students into the business school (personal communications, 
September 29, 2005).  

 
The CHE was conceptualized as a multidisciplinary unit designed to attract Hispanic 

students located within all academic fields. The primary principle for expanding the 

interest of the preceding targeted student population was that success modeled success. In 

other words, once the initial users of the center began to experience entrepreneurial 

success, others would follow. According to the CHE director, “immigration prevents 

entrepreneurship. Immigrants are seeing security rather than the risks associated with an 

entrepreneurial venture” (personal communications, September 29, 2005). One of the 

driving principles of the CHE was to create a set of examples of how entrepreneurship is 
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effective in creating wealth for the Hispanic and immigrant populations located 

throughout the El Paso borderland region.  

To a certain degree the CHE served an example of a social entrepreneurship 

model. However, the center was also designed to generate wealth and recognition for 

itself, the CEDARS, the College of Business Administration, and the university. 

Accordingly, the center had conceptualized an entrepreneurship incubator that would be 

housed within the CHE. The director stated the incubator would serve as a source of 

entrepreneurship knowledge and tools for community members, faculty, and students 

(personal communications, September28, 2005). Those using the incubator to launch 

businesses would have access to physical resources, at low rent rates, faculty expertise, 

and top students.  In return, the center would collect diminishing royalties from private 

market successes, which would be used to support and expand the incubator. Further, 

those using the incubator would be required to give preference to UTEP students and 

graduates when filling future employment vacancies. Thus, the incubator was designed to 

generate wealth for its users (including faculty and staff), revenues for the incubator, and 

potential job opportunities for university students. Further, the structure of the incubator 

was intended to retain successful businesses within the El Paso economic locale.   

The incubator concept was also designed to connect the university with private 

sector market actors viewed as likely sources of revenues and resources. Thus while the 

incubator would be spawned from intermediating funding, its function would be 

consistent with that of an interstitial organization. The CHE director stated: “The 

University does not know how to innovate. Industries cannot commercialize knowledge 
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due to a lack of time. The incubator will serve as a mid point between the university and 

industry” (personal communications, September 29, 2005). The director went on to say 

that “business viability is most important, not the origin of the idea.” Thus, the 

developing incubator was viewed as a strategic interstice between the university and the 

private sector market. Also, the incubator’s market activities were not to be limited to 

only Hispanic entrepreneurs. Rather, the CHE was proposed and accepted under the 

mission of catering to Hispanic entrepreneurs or markets with high concentrations of 

Hispanic consumers. I argued that the aforementioned principle was a strategic blanket 

statement, which included all the markets and industries comprising the borderland 

region based on its high density of Hispanics. Thus, no proposed incubator activities or 

ventures were excluded from consideration as a result of Hispanic affiliation or 

participation. Further, the broad scope of the incubator symbolized the university’s 

efforts to align itself with efforts to stimulate borderland region economy.  

 The intermediating forces influencing and supporting CEDARS extended beyond 

the Kauffman Foundation. CEDARS received $100,000 in annual funding from the El 

Paso Empowerment Zone. The organization was created through Housing and Urban 

Development (HUD) funding with the purpose of spawning economic development and 

sustainable communities within the El Paso region. The intended purpose of the dollars 

funneled through CEDARS was to create linkages between emerging start-up companies 

and expanding small businesses with potential venture capitalists. The venture capitalists, 

which are considered intermediating forces, included the Camino Real Angels. The 
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Angel group provided over $1 million in venture capital to Mayan Pigments, Inc., which 

was the first start-up company to be spun from the UTEP campus.  

The CEDARS served an interstitial function in connecting the interests of private 

sector industries and those of the university. The newly formed relationships stood to 

generate university revenues and private sector profits. For example, the interstitial 

functions were evident in the center’s ability to connect local venture capitalists with 

university scientists, resulting in the university’s first start-up initiative. However, the 

CEDARS does not operate in isolation from other university units. Rather, CEDARS is 

closely connected to and works in collaboration with UTEP’s Institute for Policy and 

Economic Development (IPED). IPED is a research and service unit designed to analyze 

the implications of economic policy on the El Paso regional economy. The institute also 

benefits the community by serving as a conduit between industries, the university, and 

investors, which is facilitated through the Connect program. According to one IPED staff 

member, “Connect is a university based program that bridges the efforts of entrepreneurs, 

businesses, researchers, and capital investors in order to accelerate business development 

and job growth” (personal communications, September 30, 2005). The Connect program, 

which was funded through the El Paso Empowerment Zone, provides aspiring 

entrepreneurs with technical assistance from business faculty and students, access to 

entrepreneurial courses, workshops and seminars, and mentoring from experts in the 

fields of management, technology, and entrepreneurship.  

The proffered example of the activities occurring within the IPED reflected the 

overlap between the institute’s mission and that of the CEDAR. I argued that the overlap 
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created an interstitial duplex built to promote the organizations’ mutual purpose of 

spawning regional economic development through university-developed initiatives and 

entrepreneurial activities. According to the IPED director: “We (IPED) do the research 

(on economic development) and CEDARS does the outreach and education (related to 

entrepreneurship education)” (personal communications, September 27, 2005). The 

interstitial collaboration between IPED and CEDARS combined the efforts of distinct 

units under the common purpose of using the university, its intellectual capital (both 

faculty and students), and its social capital as resources to promote and expand economic 

activities within the borderland communities. Such efforts were consistent with UTEP’s 

commitment to serving as an economic engine within the borderland region. In return, 

each of the centers received institutional recognition of and external funding supportive 

of their own internal agendas and entrepreneurial intentions. Thus, the collaboration of 

the CEDARS and IPED was further congealed by internal legitimacy, intermediary 

forces, and the multiple external opportunity structures pulling the university towards 

entrepreneurial activities. 

Managerial and entrepreneurial capacities. The intended organizational and 

market expansion of the CEDARS was likely to result in the enhancement of the 

managerial capacities of the center and the university, as well as the entrepreneurial 

capacities of  the faculty and students utilizing the center. First, the center’s growth 

included the expansion of administrative staff, which included five professional positions. 

As with the UI’s JPEC, the CEDARS administrative unit was designed to expand student 

markets, establish and maintain relations with private sector investors, and to solidify the 
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institutional presence of entrepreneurship education across the UTEP campus. In other 

words, the center’s professional staff was created in order to advance the capitalist 

capacities of the center.  

Second, the institution was beginning to capitalize on a recently relaxed state 

policy environment related to the range of permissible market activities by and within 

Texas state colleges and universities. The decentralization of legal reviews and patent 

decision making coupled with the loosening of state policy as it relates to the creation of 

start-up companies within institutions dramatically enhanced the managerial capacities of 

UTEP and its representatives. The expanded market agency of the university was ideal 

for the expansion of a capitalist unit such as CEDARS and its emerging CHE incubator. 

Thus, the relaxed state policy environment associated with the commercialization 

university-spawned products and services allowed the CEDARS flexibility in 

constructing its market-oriented model.   

Student markets were viewed as essential to the future success of the CEDARS 

and its evolving entrepreneurial incubator. I referred to student markets as the pool of 

UTEP students who were either interested in or already involved in entrepreneurship 

activities within the university. External funding was essential in enhancing the 

CEDARS’ capacity to expand the markets, which in turn increased the likelihood of 

future market successes to be launched from the developing incubator. For example, 

funding from the Coleman Foundation increased the center’s ability to engage in the 

early recruitment of high school students who may have interests in becoming 
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entrepreneurs. Therefore, the CEDARS utilized its expanding managerial capacities to 

create student markets not yet enrolled at the university. 

As previously stated, the CEDARS expansion was in large part due to the 

intermediating funding through the Kauffman grant. The dollars allowed the center to 

invest in the creation of a multidisciplinary academic network spanning across the entire 

university. The newly formed network, which will be outlined later as a new circuit of 

knowledge, expanded the CEDARS’ ability to open new student markets within the 

institution. For example, the center was able to fund approximately 200 seats per 

semester of a first year general education course, which was titled “So You Want to Be 

an Entrepreneur.” The course was an option included within a student retention model 

that required the participation of all incoming UTEP freshmen. The course, which was 

filled to maximum capacity when I collected the data for this study, created a captive 

student market for the entrepreneurship education center. The market was captive in that 

a large number of students were required to take a first year academic success course. 

Therefore, the CEDARS was able to promote and foster interest in entrepreneurship 

through a captive audience. The CEDARS utilized external grant funding to create a 

student market. The center’s managerial capacity to create such a market expanded its 

pool of potential entrepreneurs interested in the services being conceptualized within the 

CHE incubator. Also, the tuition dollars were returned to the CEDARS and used to offset 

the center’s operational costs.   

The CEDARS was engaged in market activities prior to the increased presence 

and influences of the preceding intermediating organizations. The primary example of 
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such market activities was the Small Business Institute (SBI). The center’s managerial 

capacities allowed for it to create an institute that intersected with the private sector 

market with the intent of raising revenue for itself and surrounding academic units. 

Further, the CEDARS relative independence from any one academic unit and close 

proximity to the market place affords the center the managerial capacities needed to 

develop a platform by which to increase its own revenues. For example, the CEDARS in 

conjunction with the IPED established a market relationship with a prominent El Paso 

Angel investment group. The relationship resulted in the center’s ability to connect the 

university’s first spawned start-up company with over $1 million in seed money. Thus, 

the managerial capacities of the CEDARS, which were expanding at the time of this 

study, allowed the center to serve as an interstice between capitalist agents within and 

beyond the university. Finally, the CEDARS’ managerial capacities provide the ability to 

generate revenue for itself and other business school units located further from the market 

and thus less able to profit from an external revenue stream. I argued that the 

aforementioned managerial capacities were heightened and enhanced through the 

establishment of the developing CHE entrepreneurship incubator.  

Lastly, the faculty and students were also likely to develop enhanced 

entrepreneurial capacities through affiliation with the expanding UTEP entrepreneurship 

education center. The CEDARS’ expanding role in the capitalist functions of the 

university serves as a resource designed to link entrepreneurial faculty and students with 

private sector markets. The interstitial structure of the center was already established, as 

demonstrated by its ability to assist in connecting the faculty and student entrepreneurs 
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behind Mayan Pigments with external venture capitalists. The creation of  the proposed 

CHE incubator only further advances the center’s capabilities of linking university 

entrepreneurs and start-up initiatives with private market investors. In other words, the 

enhanced managerial capacities of the entrepreneurship education center through the 

establishment of an incubator further expands the entrepreneurial capacities of academic 

capitalists located within the university. The increased capitalist activities of faculty and 

students who utilize the incubator increases the flow of revenues into the CEDARS 

through the collection of diminishing returns on each market success. Thus, the evolving 

CHE incubator creates a recursive capitalist cycle similar to the UI JPEC cycle I 

proposed earlier in this chapter.  

New circuits of knowledge. I argued that the expansion of entrepreneurship 

education across academic fields through the new circuits of knowledge developed by the 

CEDARS, with the help of intermediary and external funding, was likely to be significant 

to the emergence of state-subsidized student capitalism at UTEP. Through the 

development of a multidisciplinary academic network, students are connected with 

scientists, entrepreneurs, technology transfer experts, and private market investors. 

Further, students are exposed to inventive research, scientific knowledge, and the 

physical resources strategic in moving the evolving innovations from the university to the 

market place. Also, students from multiple disciplines are able to capitalize on the local 

and regional prestige and legitimacy of the university during efforts to launch 

entrepreneurial ventures from the campus grounds.  
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The formation of new circuits of knowledge was inherent to the 

institutionalization of entrepreneurship education and ultimately broadens the pool of 

student entrepreneurs located throughout the UTEP system. The expanded pool of 

aspiring student entrepreneurs was viewed by the CEDARS as a means of increasing the 

number of market successes launched from the CHE incubator. The CHE director stated 

“You do not have to have a product to be an entrepreneur. Professions outside of the 

College of Business Administration are entrepreneurial by the nature of capitalism” 

(personal communications, September 30, 2005). In other words, all academic fields are 

comprised of professionals who are potential entrepreneurs with ideas that possess 

varying degrees of market feasibility. Thus, the CEDARS was in the process of creating a 

knowledge circuit connecting all academic disciplines with the intent of maximizing the 

likelihood of capturing university-developed initiatives with market potential. The 

intended results were an increase in the number of market successes launched from the 

incubator, grow the number of student entrepreneurs at UTEP, and the enhancement of 

the managerial capacities of the CEDARS and university. The implications of the 

aforementioned goals included the emergence of state-subsidized student capitalism and 

increases in institutional revenues and prestige.  

The primary example of the increased exposure of students from all academic 

fields to entrepreneurship was the previously mentioned first year general education 

course, “So You Want To Be An Entrepreneur?” The course created a connection 

between 200 first year students interested in many different fields of study a common 

entrepreneurial interest. The course, funded by the Kauffman grant, represented more 
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than a means of reaching students used by the CEDARS. The course represented the 

establishment of a capitalist thread woven directly into the academic core of the 

university. In other words, the first year general education course was evidence of the 

private sector’s intrusion into the general education curriculum and academic foundation 

of the undergraduate studies structure at the university. 

 The private market penetration of the educational core of the university was also 

occurring at the secondary level through the CEDARS’ early outreach initiative. Like the 

William Zimmerman Foundation at UI, the Coleman Foundation36 provided the funding 

needed to create the Secondary Entrepreneurship Education (SEED) program. The 

program links the CEDARS with local teachers and school administrators with the 

intended purpose of infusing entrepreneurial values into high school curricula. SEED 

utilizes the expertise of the faculty affiliated with CEDARS to encourage female and 

minority high school students to consider business ownership and franchising as a career 

option. Further, the SEED program was useful in developing entrepreneurial interests in 

prospective UTEP students and thus helping to expand CEDARS already growing 

student market. Specifically, the SEED program exposed prospective students to 

entrepreneurship education prior to the start of their college experiences. Thus, new 

circuits of knowledge running through current and potential student markets were created 

by the UTEP entrepreneurship education center. The newly developed circuits were 

consistent with the center’s efforts to grow the multidisciplinary entrepreneurship 
 
36 The Coleman Foundation is a philanthropic organization founded in Chicago, Illinois in 1951. The 
foundation funds public sector efforts in the following areas: education, entrepreneurship education, cancer 
research, and services provided to individuals with developmental disabilities. The organization reported 
assets of  $155,237,840 in 2004. The Coleman Foundation web page, 2004 financials, 
(http://www.colemanfoundation.org/index1.html) <accessed January 12, 2006>. 
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education program, expand the pool of potential student entrepreneurs, and increase the 

number of future market successes to be launched from the developing incubator.  

Faculty and administrators located within a diverse set of academic fields and 

professional domains were connected as a result of the expanding presence of UTEP’s 

entrepreneurship education model. The structure most representative of the preceding 

knowledge circuit is the CEDARS’ advisory board (see Table 4.1). The board is 

comprised of representatives from the various academic and administrative units most 

closely involved in the movement to expand entrepreneurship education across the UTEP 

campus. The advisory board was strategically developed by the CEDARS’ director, who 

recruited professionals with known interests in entrepreneurship. The representatives’ 

interests were varied by field and by industry. For example, liberal arts faculty 

participants demonstrated interests closely aligned with social entrepreneurship while 

engineering faculty representatives were active in traditional entrepreneurship activities 

within and beyond the university. Specifically, the faculty from African American 

Studies, Chicano Studies, and Woman’s Studies all viewed entrepreneurship as a 

potential means of promoting economic and social advancements within disadvantaged 

communities. On the other hand, the civic engineering professor was co-owner and 

founder of an international consulting firm that manages the construction of large domed 

structures. Also, the material sciences and engineering faculty member was the co-

founder of Mayan Pigments, Inc., one of the student capitalism cases featured in Chapter 

Six of this study. Other representatives of the advisory board included managerial 

professionals with expertise in the areas of technology transfer, economic development, 
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public policy, and student services. The advisory board provides concrete evidence of the 

knowledge network created by and supportive of UTEP’s efforts to institutionalize 

entrepreneurship education 

Table 4.1 
CEDARS Advisory Board Members 

 
Unit Title/Position 

Academic Advising Center Academic Advisor/ UNV 1301 Instructor 
Academic Affairs Vice President for Academic Affairs 
Academic Affairs Vice Provost 
Institute for Policy and Economic 
Development (IPED) 

Director/Professor (Public Administration) 

Institute for Policy and Economic 
Development (IPED) 

Associate Professor (Public 
Administration) 

Institute for Policy and Economic 
Development (IPED) 

Program Manager  

University Studies Dean/Professor (English Literature) 
Art Professor 
African American Studies/History Associate Professor 
Chemistry Professor 
Chemistry Assistant Professor 
Chicano Studies/Multicultural Education Professor 
Civil Engineering Professor 
Economic and Finance Associate Professor 
Education Associate Professor 
Health Sciences/Kinesiology  Lecturer 
Marketing and Management Professor/Director of Center for Hispanic 

Entrepreneurship 
Marketing and Management Professor/Director of CEDARS 
Marketing and Management Professor 
Mathematical Sciences Professor 
Mechanical and Industrial Engineering Associate Professor 
Metallurgical and Materials Engineering  Associate Professor 
Metallurgical and Materials Engineering Professor 
Sociology/Women’s Studies Associate Professor 

Finally, new circuits of knowledge connecting the CEDARS and ultimately the 

university with external markets and private sector interests were created and/or 
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expanded. For example, the CEDARS served as a connecting point between a diverse 

group of university scientists, administrators, and students and private sector interest 

groups and investors. Mayan Pigments, Inc., UTEP’s first start-up company founded 

jointly by a faculty member and former graduate student, was being launched in large 

part due to the newly formed interstices between the entrepreneurship education center, 

the academic entrepreneurs, and the external venture capitalists. Prior to the academic 

capitalist knowledge/learning regime, the faculty member and student would have been 

more isolated from the private market investors and less able to capitalize on the 

emerging technologies associated with their research. The new circuits of knowledge 

flowing between the university and private market interest groups promoted the 

emergence of state-subsidized capitalism within the academy.  

Conclusion 

The analysis of the preceding two entrepreneurship education centers placed each 

of the expanding models in the context of the academic capitalist knowledge/learning 

regime. Accordingly, the four theoretical constructs of Slaughter’s and Rhoades’ (2004) 

theory of academic capitalism were effective in deconstructing the capitalist nature of the 

multidisciplinary expansion of entrepreneurship education across both of the examined 

universities. Also, the data supporting this chapter located and defined the current 

economic and industrial scopes of the market activities of each of the examined centers. 

The similarities and differences between each of the examined sites introduced the 

diverse and varied landscape of the national movement to institutionalize 

entrepreneurship education. Finally, the application of the academic capitalist framework 
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helped demonstrate how each of the centers served as a nexus between the university and 

private marketplace in ways promoting the emergence of state-subsidized student 

entrepreneurs.  

The economic and industrial focus of each of the examined entrepreneurship 

education centers were influenced by geographical location. In Iowa, the JPEC mission 

cited the university’s role as a stimulant to the state’s economy. Entrepreneurship 

education was included as one of the university’s efforts to help drive the economic 

advancement of the state. Subsequently, the JPEC received a significant amount of 

funding from prominent Iowa venture capitalists and industrialists. While no direct 

statements pertaining to technological entrepreneurship existed in JPEC documents or 

materials, evidence suggesting a dense market concentration in the high-tech industrial 

arena existed. For example, 40% of the student ventures housed in the BELL incubator 

had a technological focus. The remaining student ventures were service-oriented 

operations intended to capitalize on the local and regional markets. The technological 

ventures appeared to hold the most value to the center and its constituents based on the 

disproportionate amount of seed money awarded to these businesses. Two of the 

technological ventures, Bio::Neos and Ergo Ingenieur, are featured cases in Chapter 

Seven of this study. I argued that while the JPEC houses a wide variety of student 

businesses, technological enterprises closest to the neo-liberal economy were most 

valued.  

The entrepreneurship education center at UTEP was also closely aligned with the 

university’s goal of serving as a catalyst to the region’s struggling, borderland economy. 



144 

 

The expansion of entrepreneurship education across disciplines was viewed as a means of 

not just promoting the regional economy, but also promoting economic and social 

advancements within disadvantaged communities. For example, one African American 

Studies professor, whose dissertation examined the historical significance of 

entrepreneurship to blacks following the Civil War, was being funded by the CEDARS to 

conduct entrepreneurship workshops within El Paso’s black community. Despite such 

socially-focused initiatives, the CEDARS targeted technologically-oriented enterprises 

during the initial development of its entrepreneurial incubator. According to one 

CEDARS administrator “there will be room for social entrepreneurship in the incubator, 

but preference will be given to high-tech initiatives with the strongest market feasibilities 

and growth potential” (personal communications, September 27, 2005). While there was 

a social component to the CEDARS agenda, the center placed primary attention on the 

development of high-tech start-ups viewed as holding the greatest potential to stimulate 

the depressed economy of the borderland region surrounding the university.  

The two entrepreneurship education centers examined in this study received 

significant funding from intermediating organizations and other external market groups. 

At Iowa, the JPEC received a majority of its funding from external organizations located 

within the state. The organizations were not philanthropic, but rather private market 

actors with a vested interest in the growth of the Iowa economy. The funding increased 

the center’s ability to function as an interstitial organization, capable of supporting the 

private market ventures of student entrepreneurs. Specifically, external funding allowed 

for the creation of the BELL incubator, which was significant in the emergence of state-
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subsidized student entrepreneurs. Further, private market actors connected with the JPEC 

were responsible for awarding seed monies to student ventures identified as having 

significant market potential during various business case competitions. Thus, 

intermediating organizations and private sector interest groups promoted the development 

and expansion of the entrepreneurship education infrastructure and directly supported the 

entrepreneurial ventures of student capitalists through the distribution of seed monies.  

The primary intermediating force linked with UTEP’s entrepreneurship education 

center was the Kauffman Foundation. Unlike the regional private sector interests 

associated with the Iowa center, the Kauffman Foundation is a philanthropic organization 

focused on advancing nation-wide economies through the expansion of entrepreneurship 

education. The Kauffman Foundation grant funding was utilized by the CEDARS to 

expand entrepreneurship course offerings across the entire undergraduate sector, which 

bolstered the center’s student market and pool of potential student entrepreneurs. Further, 

the grant funding was used to create an incubator model to be housed under the newly 

developed Center for Hispanic Entrepreneurship. The intended goals of the Kauffman 

grant specific to UTEP were to institutionalize entrepreneurship education and promote 

entrepreneurial activities within the Hispanic population. However, I argued that an 

additional result of the Kauffman initiative was the emergence of state-subsidized student 

capitalism at UTEP, which was already beginning to occur on the campus as 

demonstrated by the Mayan Pigments, Inc. case.  

The expansion of entrepreneurship education at both of the examined sites 

resulted in the enhancement of the managerial capacities of the university and the centers, 
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as well as the entrepreneurial capacities of faculty and students. The expanded capacities 

worked in unison to promote the emergence of student capitalism at both sites. Shifts in 

state and institution policy environments in conjunction with private market forces 

enabled both centers to create infrastructures that were effective in moving university-

spawned innovations from the campus to the market place. At Iowa, the BELL student 

incubator served as a central location where aspiring student entrepreneurs from a 

multitude of disciplines were able to leverage university resources in ways useful in 

launching ventures into the marketplace. At UTEP, the incubator was in its infancy 

stages. However, the CEDARS had served as a bridge between external venture 

capitalists and university entrepreneurs. In short, the enhancement of the entrepreneurial 

capacities of those involved or associated with the expansion of entrepreneurship 

education resulted in an increase in market behaviors at both universities. Further, 

students with developing businesses were provided with the agency to act as independent 

capitalists within the academy. Thus, students should no longer be viewed as only 

markets and passive participants within the capitalist academy. Rather, students are 

emerging as independent capitalists with the agency to utilize university resources in 

support of personal entrepreneurial ventures. 

The expansion of entrepreneurship education at both of the examined sites 

resulted in the creation of new circuits of knowledge. The circuits of knowledge 

connected traditionally isolated fields, with the result being an increase in the 

entrepreneurial capacities and market behaviors of those involved with the expansion. At 

UI, the efforts to institutionalize entrepreneurship education created currents between 
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students pursuing a wide variety of academic fields and faculty with equally varied 

disciplinary backgrounds. Further, the BELL incubator connected student entrepreneurs 

with private capitalists willing to fund promising market ventures. At UTEP, the process 

was similar and resulted in the same knowledge networks built upon an entrepreneurship 

education platform. Entrepreneurship course enrollments were both broadened and 

diversified by being integrated into the university’s general education model. Also, the 

CEDARS connected academic entrepreneurs with typically distant private sector 

capitalists in pursuit of the university’s first start-up company. The aforementioned 

networks between academics, students, and external private market forces supported the 

expansion of entrepreneurship education and the rise of state-subsidized student 

capitalists. Lastly, the new circuits of knowledge created pathways by which market 

forces could further penetrate the educational core of the institutions. 

 The theory of academic capitalism (Slaughter and Rhoades, 2004) was useful in 

deconstructing the expansion of entrepreneurship education at both the UI and UTEP. 

The preceding theoretical framework was effective in developing a thorough 

understanding of the implications of entrepreneurship education on the undergraduate 

student population and the higher education sectors. Also, the in-depth analysis of 

entrepreneurship education informed the theory of academic capitalism. Specifically, the 

preceding examination provided evidence of the emerging role of students as 

independent, state-subsidized entrepreneurs within the capitalist academy. In other words, 

I have shown how students now have the agency to initiate entrepreneurial ventures 

through the utilization of social and financial resources located within the universities.  
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This analysis has demonstrated the fluidity of the capitalist constructs offered by 

Slaughter & Rhoades (2004). The entrepreneurship education centers were proven to be 

hybrid structures that functioned with roots in both the universities and the external 

market. The fluid nature of the centers allowed for the expansion of the entrepreneurial 

capacities of students and the development of new knowledge circuits that ran across the 

universities and between the institutions and private markets. The end result of the 

preceding dynamics was the establishment of recursive capitalist cycles that stood to 

produce growing amounts of intellectual, social, and political capital,  as well as actual 

products and revenues. Ultimately, the recursive cycle stood to increase revenue streams 

with the entrepreneurship centers and universities.  

I have provided the conceptual platform from which the following chapters were 

built. Also, the analysis has produced important empirical questions warranting further 

research. First, the economic longevity of student market successes remains unclear. Will 

student ventures remain located in local and regional markets? Or, will these enterprises 

be consumed by large, multinational corporations and conglomerates? I argued that the 

latter is most likely to occur within the high-tech sector where student enterprises are 

closely aligned with the neo-liberal economic agenda that drives the academic capitalist 

regime. Second, the long term social structure of student entrepreneurship has yet to be 

revealed. Will the entrepreneurship education centers and affiliated student incubators 

become highly stratified structures that give priority to high-tech companies over more 

socially-oriented ventures? I have provided data in the forthcoming chapters of this study 
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that suggested that there will be an eventual evolution of entrepreneurship education into 

a highly stratified academic and capitalist field.  
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CHAPTER FIVE: FACULTY CULTURE 

Introduction 

 The preceding chapter framed each of the entrepreneurship education centers 

comprising this study as emergent structures within the academic capitalist 

knowledge/learning regime. The expansion of entrepreneurship education involves the 

participation of faculty members from a variety of academic disciplines. The inclusion of 

faculty members from a multitude of disciplines in a capitalist initiative such as 

entrepreneurship education signals a cultural shift within the academy. In the present 

chapter, I analyze the emergent culture through the responses of the faculty members 

involved in the expansion of entrepreneurship education at each of the examined 

universities.  

The professional literature examining the social landscapes of higher education 

organizations most often places emphasis on disciplinary culture (e.g., Biglan, 1973; 

Becher, 1989,1994; Ylijoki, 2000) and/or institutional culture (e.g., Clark, 1972, 1998; 

Tierney, 1991). Thus, culture is thought to be constructed and practiced within the 

boundaries of academic departments, administrative units, and/or institutions. Scholars 

who examine the movements of higher education sectors toward private markets address 

culture in ways consistent with the preceding traditions. I approach the concept of 

cultures forming out of the multidisciplinary expansion of entrepreneurship education in 

a different manner. Specifically, I argue in the present chapter that the cultures that have 

emerged from the expansion of entrepreneurship education are not isolated by academic 

or administrative structures, nor contained within the walls of the universities. Rather, the 
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developing cultures are dynamic and located at the intersection of distinct academic 

fields, institutional units, and private industries. To support my argument, I call on data 

related to the factors and variables that motivated faculty from a wide variety of academic 

fields to willingly participate in the institutionalization of entrepreneurship education. 

The analysis addresses the third research question of the present study: “What are the 

cultural characteristics of faculty participating in the multidisciplinary construction and 

expansion of entrepreneurship education?” 

Methods and Demographics 

I examined the faculty stratum in order to demonstrate the amorphous nature of 

the emergent cultures associated with multidisciplinary entrepreneurship education. The 

faculty stratum was selected for examination for several important reasons. First, the 

faculty members participating in the expansion of entrepreneurship education represented 

a diverse set of academic fields. Second, the faculty members were most able to identify 

and articulate the factors motivating them to participate in the efforts to institutionalize 

entrepreneurship education. The norms and values that drive the faculty participation 

included three fluid areas: disciplinary/professional, institutional, and external. 

“Disciplinary/Professional” refers to motivations that are specific to traditional 

disciplines (e.g., the scholarly activities bounded by distinct fields of study) and academia 

(e.g., teaching, service, and research). “Institutional” refers to the norms and values that 

are rooted in the university cultures. “External” refers to reward structures that originate 

outside of the institution and are the result of market and societal forces.  I do not argue 

that the aforementioned areas are distinct from one another. Rather, I argue that the 
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faculty culture that has emerged out of the expansion of entrepreneurship education is 

interconnected and influenced by factors located within academic fields, institutions, and 

external markets.  

The present analysis is comprised of data collected in the fall of 2005 through 

semi-structured interviews with UTEP faculty members from a diverse set of academic 

fields. Similar interviews were conducted with Iowa faculty members. However, I have 

focused primarily on UTEP due to the university’s formal efforts to recruit full-time 

faculty members into the entrepreneurship education initiative. The methodical process of 

securing and retaining faculty participation in the expansion was funded through the 

Kauffman grant. The faculty members interviewed were all involved to various degrees 

in the expansion. At the UI, very few multidisciplinary faculty members were being 

actively recruited to participate in the operations of the JPEC. The faculty members 

interviewed were not always well informed about the movement to institutionalize 

entrepreneurship education. Thus, most were not actively engaged in the emerging 

academic culture resulting from the expansion of entrepreneurship education. However, 

data collected from the UI interviewees did augment the information gathered at UTEP. 

In summary, the efforts to expand entrepreneurship education across academic fields 

were much more institutionalized at UTEP as compared with UI, which therefore guides 

my analysis centering primarily on UTEP.  

Organizational cultures are complex, fluid, and often abstract. Accordingly, a 

well-developed analytical framework is required when examining such cultures. I used 

Shein’s (2004) tri-level model of organization cultures as the outline for this analysis. 
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The model consists of three levels of culture within organizations. The levels include: 

artifacts, espoused beliefs and values, and underlying basic assumptions. “Artifacts” are 

observable traits of groups from which meaning is difficult to extract. “Espoused beliefs 

and values” represent the strategic and philosophical underpinnings of a group. These 

underpinnings can represent an existing group principle or a future goal. Like artifacts, 

the meaning and significance of a group’s espoused beliefs and values are difficult to 

determine. The third cultural level of Shein’s model is termed “basic underlying 

assumptions.” This level is least observable, but most powerful. The assumptions are 

deeply ingrained in the belief systems of group members and thus often go unquestioned 

and unchallenged. The stability and believed merit of the group assumptions are so 

established that change becomes difficult.  

I first identified and analyzed data specific to the upper most cultural layers: 

artifacts and espoused norms and beliefs. Examples of the artifacts examined include 

faculty vitas, research agendas, grant projects, and teaching interests. Espoused norms 

and values emerged during the course of the interviews and were identified out of direct 

quotes. The impalpable nature of basic assumptions allows for personal interpretation of 

the data. Therefore, I conceptualized the deep-seated cultural aspects of the UTEP 

multidisciplinary faculty members using identified and observed commonalities and 

patterns across the participant field.  

One of the primary purposes of this study is to better understand the rationale of 

the faculty members who have accepted, if not embraced, the expanding field of 

entrepreneurship education and ultimately the academic capitalist knowledge/learning 
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regime. Accordingly, evidence of a multidisciplinary faculty culture supportive of the 

burgeoning academic field of entrepreneurship served as the focus of the present analysis. 

Factors related to professional/disciplinary, institutional, and externally-located norms 

and values will be highlighted and discussed. This examination will demonstrate the 

significance of external community and market forces on higher education cultures 

within the academic capitalist regime. An important point of clarification related to my 

argument is that I do not purport that the entrepreneurship education culture is exclusive. 

Rather, I worked from the premise that academics are members of various cultures rooted 

both within and beyond the academy. I will demonstrate that the faculty culture 

associated with entrepreneurship education was comprised of an amalgamation of norms 

and values that were anchored in academic, market, and community social structures. 

Theoretical Framework 

A number of scholars view academic cultures as being primarily located at the 

disciplinary level. Biglan (1973) and later Becher (1989, 1994) describe faculty members 

as being members of “academic tribes.” As tribal members, faculty subscribe to sets of 

norms and values specific to their fields of study. In times of turbulence and strife, tribes 

ban together in efforts to either resist or induce change at the institutional level. Ylijoki 

(2000) uses this framework when theorizing the variation in faculty and student practices 

across distinct academic fields. The aforementioned examples demonstrate a theoretical 

perspective that views academic cultures as social structures grounded foremost in 

distinct disciplines.  



155 

 

There also exists a body of scholarly work that argues academic cultures are 

primarily located at the institutional level. In other words, colleges and universities are 

the primary determinants of academic cultures. For example, Clark (1972) indicates that 

the organizational sagas of elite liberal arts colleges lead to the establishment of a 

collective culture that includes faculty, administrators, students, and alumni. In his later 

work, Clark (1998) discusses the importance of colleges and universities in establishing a 

uniformed entrepreneurial culture at the institutional level when responding to higher 

education’s migration toward the market. Further, through the cultural examination of 

Christian colleges, Tierney (1991) argues that the culture of an institution is more 

powerful in determining how knowledge is produced and conceptualized than are 

disciplinary-based norms and values. In this case, institutional ideology is viewed as the 

integrating force within Christian colleges and is thus expressed in the daily activities of 

faculty and students. The proffered slice of literature demonstrates a theoretical view of 

academic culture being largely determined by institutional norms and values.  

Finally, the recent literature addresses the implications higher education’s 

movement toward the market on academic cultures. Scholars often argue that faculty 

members either accept or resist academic capitalism. The resistance or acceptance is 

often perceived as being largely based on the location of their discipline in relation to the 

market. For example, in Shakespeare, Einstein, and the Bottom Line: The Marketing of 

Higher Education (2003), David Birp outlines the concrete delineations between faculty 

cultures in the capitalist academy by stating, “The argument [over the commercialization 

of higher education] sets advocates of greater alliance on the market, with its promise of 
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increased efficiency and productivity, against defenders of the community of scholars, 

with its promise of discovering, sharing, and transmitting knowledge” (p. 255-256). 

Geiger (2004) indirectly implies a similar concrete position when commenting on the 

pervasive acceptance of technology transfer activities across the faculty culture at the 

Centennial Campus of North Carolina State University.  Slaughter and Leslie (1997) and 

Slaughter and Rhoades (2004) provide a more diverse and abstract conception of faculty 

culture within the capitalist academy. More specifically, the authors describe the cultural 

response of faculty members as varied and largely determined by their proximity to the 

market. Accordingly, faculty members can be very supportive, ambivalent, or reluctantly 

accepting of academic capitalism. Regardless of their position, faculty members engage 

in market behaviors if for no other reason than survival. I use the aforementioned theories 

addressing the movement of higher education toward the private market as a lens to more 

thoroughly explore the cultural implications of the academic capitalist regime on faculty 

cultures. 

Findings 

The forthcoming discussion reveals a multidimensional culture that was 

comprised of faculty members who participated in entrepreneurship education for a 

diverse and complex set of reasons. Based upon the findings, I view entrepreneurship 

education as a social structure that mirrors the private market. Accordingly, high-tech 

fields, such as engineering, will receive priority over those fields furthest from the 

market, such as the social sciences. The examination of those faculty least aligned with 

the private market will provide insight into the factors motivating non-market oriented 
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faculty to willingly participate in a capitalist initiative. The rationale of the faculty 

furthest from the market who participated in entrepreneurship education was rooted in the 

philosophical underpinning of social entrepreneurialism. In summary, the following 

analysis makes evident the complex, diverse, and externally-influenced nature of newly 

formed cultures emerging from the academic capitalist knowledge/learning regime.  

Advisory boards 

A variety of data were collected and examined in order to construct an analytical 

foundation useful in understanding the developing faculty culture associated with the 

institutionalization of entrepreneurship education at UTEP. The collection of faculty 

artifacts included past research projects, teaching interests and courses taught, records of 

personal entrepreneurial activities, and community service projects. I introduce the 

analysis by providing a demographic overview of the faculty comprising CEDARS 

advisory board. The cases of six faculty members who participated on the board, three of 

whom are engineering and science faculty and three of who are social scientists are 

highlighted. The six cases were selected based on the varied positions of the faculty 

members’ disciplines in relation to the private sector market. Specifically, the three cases 

involving engineering and science faculty represented fields close to the market, while 

the three cases associated with the social scientists represented fields distant from the 

market. Thus, the cases allowed for a comprehensive analysis of a complex, 

multidisciplinary faculty culture.  

The faculty representation on the CEDARS advisory board is best described as 

tenured and multidisciplinary. With the exception of one assistant professor and one 



158 

 

lecturer, the faculty board members were all tenured. Specifically, the board was 

comprised of one assistant professor, one full-time lecturer, seven associate professors, 

and 11 full professors. Also, six of the faculty members were in the social sciences, five 

were in business and public administration, and seven were in the science and 

engineering fields. Thus, the faculty representation on the CEDARS advisory board is 

best described as tenured and multidisciplinary. 

The preceding demographic overview of the CEDARS advisory board revealed a 

culture rooted in norms and values that extend beyond the university. Specifically, the 

high percentage of tenured faculty participants was not coincidental. Rather, the 

CEDARS director purposely recruited faculty members who were tenured and who had a 

pre-existing history of or interest in entrepreneurial activities. The CEDARS director  

stated: 

The Center [CEDARS] seeks out and identifies those faculty “outliers” who have 

a pre-existing interest in entrepreneurship. By identifying faculty across 

disciplines with common interests, we [CEDARS] bring them together within one 

common organizational structure – the entrepreneurship education center. Also, 

we do not recruit faculty without tenure, as their participation in the center’s 

activities are not helpful in gaining promotion and tenure. (personal 

communication, September 29, 2005) 

The aforementioned comments indicated a value system that was not grounded in the 

traditional university promotion and tenure system. Rather, the faculty members were 

similar to traditional entrepreneurs in the sense that they risked damaging or stalling their 
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academic careers by participating in activities that were not valued within the established 

academic reward structure. This was especially true of the seven associate professors who 

may risk being promoted to full professors because of their participation in the 

entrepreneurship education expansion. Regardless of the potential implications of 

participation on promotion, the diverse group of faculty advisory board participants 

reflected an emerging university-housed culture that was multidimensional with norms 

and values that spanned across academic and private market sectors. Lastly, the 

participation of tenured faculty also indicated each member’s acceptance of the potential 

rewards and consequences (e.g., not making full professor) of being involved in a market 

driven initiative such as entrepreneurship education, further intermingling the norms and 

values of academe and the private market.  

 The UI entrepreneurship education center included an advisory board comprised 

exclusively of private sector representatives. The board reflected an entrepreneurship 

education expansion initiative that was highly dependent on private sector funding and 

support. Thus, faculty networking was not as essential at the UI as compared with the 

activities at UTEP. The Kauffman funding allowed the CEDARS to concentrate on 

developing an internal advisory board and consequently an institutionalized model of 

entrepreneurship education consisting of a core network of multidisciplinary faculty 

members. At the UI, the institutionalization of entrepreneurship education focused more 

on students and administrative units (e.g., the technology transfer and business park) than 

faculty. The UI entrepreneurship education center staff argued that faculty across 

disciplines, especially those in the liberal arts fields, were resistant to the expansion of 
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entrepreneurship education into their disciplines. One JPEC administrator stated “They 

(College of Liberal Arts and Sciences) are less positive toward business education and 

view making money as an evil thing” (January 27, 2005). Thus, the development of a 

multidisciplinary faculty culture centered on entrepreneurship education was not being 

promoted at the UI during this research project. One other reason for the JPEC’s lack of 

attention to establishing a formalized multidisciplinary faculty network was the early 

success of the BELL student incubator. The incubator attracted students from across 

academic fields without the support of faculty members located in specific disciplines. 

There existed no immediate incentive for the JPEC to gain multidisciplinary faculty 

support for its expanding model. Thus, the center chose the path of least resistance. In the 

event a multidisciplinary faculty network is established, the UI’s private sector network 

would contribute a significant market dimension the resulting faculty culture. 

Those closest to the market 

 The data linked to the UTEP engineering and science faculty members 

participating in entrepreneurship education showed a history of entrepreneurial activities 

by these participants. For example, one chemistry and materials science professor spent 

the first part of his career working as a researcher in a private laboratory. The same 

professor was the co-founder of UTEP’s first start-up company, Mayan Pigments, Inc. 

Also, a civil engineering professor participating in the CEDARS expansion was the co-

founder and co-owner of an international consulting firm that manages the construction 

of large domed buildings and sporting arenas. Further, one electrical and computer 

engineering faculty member reported a long history of entrepreneurial ventures that 
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included founding a company in the 1980s that pioneered the construction of an 

information highway connecting organizations located throughout the Pacific Northwest. 

The aforementioned market activities were not surprising considering the involved 

faculty members are located in fields that are closely aligned with the private economy. 

The activities suggest the faculty members both accepted and valued the rewards 

associated with the permeation of market forces in the educational core of the university. 

In particular, the acceptance of such capitalist permeations by engineering professors is 

not surprising, considering engineering is an applied discipline that has traditionally been 

positioned close to the marketplace.   

 The science and engineering faculty members at UTEP expressed few concerns 

related to the potential negative implications of entrepreneurship education on their fields 

of study. Rather, the data reflected a trend of not only acceptance, but also embracement 

of market principles permeating into their disciplinary practices. First, the electrical and 

computer engineering faculty interviewee identified numerous perceived benefits of 

entrepreneurship education on all fields of study. For example, the professor stated: 

In theory, entrepreneurship education is a good thing. It turns scholarly activities 

into profit making ventures. Also, it creates an awareness of the (financial) value 

in transferring knowledge to the market. Entrepreneurs should come out of 

programs that are producing scholarship and intellectual property – such as 

engineering. (personal communication, September 30, 2005) 

The preceding comment indicated the faculty member’s belief that capitalist activities 

within engineering programs are not only acceptable, but beneficial to the field. Further, 
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the interviewee held the view that the university should operate as an economic engine by 

transferring knowledge from laboratories to private markets in place.  

 However, the electrical and computer engineering faculty member was not 

without concerns related to entrepreneurship education and student capitalist activities. 

He stated: 

Incubators are dangerous. There are legal implications related to conflicts of 

interest between the public, state-sponsored university and private competitors. 

Issues of unfair competition seem inherent. (personal communication, September 

30, 2006) 

 
The same interviewee was not against incubators due to concerns regarding how 

entrepreneurship may influence the engineering profession or the training and 

socialization of engineering students. Specifically, he stated: 

Incubators are good learning experiences for engineering students who will 

eventually become entrepreneurs in their fields. I have no concerns that students 

would drop out of school to pursue an entrepreneurial venture. If they do and are 

successful, that is all that matters. Degrees are not prerequisites to success. 

(personal communication, September 30, 2006) 

Thus, the faculty member was not resistant to either entrepreneurship or student 

capitalism, but was concerned about potential legal issues related to capitalist activities 

originating out of the university. Also, the faculty member’s comments reflected his 

views of engineering as a field in close proximity to the market. Specifically, his remarks 

suggested students choosing an entrepreneurial venture over college was not entirely 
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against the existing norms and values of the engineering discipline. However, the 

professor did not account for the implications of market failure on those students opting 

out of college in favor of pursuing an entrepreneurial venture.  

 The professor of chemistry and materials science expressed similar views on the 

potential implications of entrepreneurship education on his discipline and students. The 

professor was an active entrepreneur in that he was the co-founder of UTEP’s first start-

up company, Mayan Pigments, Inc. In describing his views on integrating 

entrepreneurship education into chemistry and materials science curricula, he stated: 

Entrepreneurship and interdisciplinary learning is the wave of the future. Some 

faculty see interdisciplinary models as threatening to their academic turf. I think 

the interdisciplinary idea threatens people. Entrepreneurship education creates 

opportunity structures for students and we (the university) need to serve the 

students. Students want and need entrepreneurial skill sets, especially those 

involving intellectual property rights and business plan development. (personal 

communication, September 28, 2005) 

The preceding statement indicated the faculty member was not only accepting of 

entrepreneurship and student capitalism, but viewed the movements as innovative and an 

obligation of the university. The norms and values expressed by the interviewee were 

complimented by the data reflecting his own private industry career and entrepreneurial 

activities.  

 The views of the relationship between entrepreneurship, entrepreneurship 

education, and engineering expressed by the professor of civil engineering paralleled the 



164 

 

two aforementioned interviewee positions. The professor was an active entrepreneur and 

proponent of the integration of entrepreneurship into UTEP’s engineering curriculum. 

The professor purported: 

Students need entrepreneurial skills. To do engineering you need to be good at 

sales. Engineering students most often have no business skills or training in sales. 

They are disadvantaged when they reach the job market. (personal 

communication, September 28, 2005)  

The comment denoted not only the professor’s acceptance of entrepreneurship education, 

but also suggested the professional norm among engineering faculty that students should 

be prepared for careers in the private market over those in academia. The professional 

norm is further supported by the interviewee’s summary of the Dean of Engineering’s 

position on entrepreneurship education:  

The dean of the College of Engineering included in the college’s strategic plan 

points encouraging the embedding of entrepreneurship in the engineering 

curriculum. The dean believes entrepreneurship education is a way to help the 

college meet its obligation to the university’s efforts to enhance the economic 

development of El Paso. (personal communication, September 28, 2005)  

The comments, in conjunction with the statements made by the earlier science and 

engineering professors, indicated an acceptance of entrepreneurship education as an 

emerging field that encourages market activities and promotes student capitalism. The 

acceptance is not surprising considering engineering and applied sciences has 

traditionally been compatible with academic capitalist activities.  
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UI science and engineering faculty members provided comments that suggest 

entrepreneurship and student capitalism complement the disciplines in ways similar to 

what was found at UTEP. For example, one UI electrical engineering professor stated: 

Engineering involves sales. One must sell engineering concepts to investors who 

are looking for projects that have a reasonable chance of being a commercial 

success. We (engineering) are at a point where we need to change our philosophy 

from the conservative old world view of the French military toward one more 

aligned with the present-day economy and global market. (personal 

communication, September 13, 2005) 

The statement suggested a continued paradigm shift within the engineering discipline 

from a conservative field to one that is more applied and market oriented. An associate 

professor of microbiology expressed the opinion that entrepreneurship education would 

complement the applied nature of his academic field. He stated: 

Microbiology faculty is encouraged, if not required/pressured, to patent research 

findings as soon as possible. This activity plays a significant role in tenure and 

promotion decisions. Thus, the ‘applied environment’ is somewhat encouraged by 

department and university policy environment and culture. This is not unique to 

the University of Iowa. As for students, entrepreneurship education is very good. 

We only recruit one or two undergraduates into our graduate program each year. 

Thus, it is essential that students gain the skills required to apply their scientific 

knowledge in the world of work. Entrepreneurship is a great way of meeting this 

need.(personal communication, October 10, 2005) 
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The comments from UI faculty members in both engineering and science augmented the 

UTEP findings. Further, the UI data indicated the current normative structure within the 

engineering and science fields at UI are moderately compatible to the institutionalization 

of entrepreneurship education across these disciplines.  

Those furthest from the market 

 The artifacts associated with the social science faculty participating in UTEP’s 

expanding entrepreneurship education model reflected activities and interests that were 

significantly different than those evidenced in the engineering and science faculty 

member backgrounds. The activities of the social scientists related to entrepreneurship 

education were not closely aligned with the private market, but rather with scholarly 

interests and community service initiatives. I now provide three examples of social 

science faculty members who were active in the expansion of entrepreneurship education 

at UTEP. Each of the faculty members had a history of including business and 

entrepreneurship within their research agenda, scholarly activities, and civic 

engagements. Thus, each of the following academics are examples of the CEDARS’ 

strategic construction of a multidisciplinary faculty network that included social scientists 

supportive of the center’s expansion efforts. 

I interviewed an associate professor of African American studies who had a 

longstanding research agenda centered on the implications of business and 

entrepreneurship on the social and economic advent of the American black community. 

The first artifact reflective of his established interest in entrepreneurship was found in his 

dissertation, which examined the role of Emmett Jay Scott as a civic leader within the 
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black community. Scott, a follower of Booker T. Washington, argued in 1915 that one 

primary way for black community to advance its social position was through commercial 

efficiency, economic development, and business expansion (Jones, 1983)37. During the 

interview, the faculty member indicated he subscribes to Scott’s philosophy and thus 

actively promotes entrepreneurship as a vehicle to prosperity within black communities. 

The second artifact reflective of this professor’s support of entrepreneurship was an 

article he published in a 2003 edition of the Harvard Business Review. The essay further 

clarified the preceding philosophies and principles held by Emmett Jay Scott and by the 

professor himself regarding the value of efficient business practices for black 

communities. Also, the faculty interviewee was conducting workshops on entrepreneurial 

practices within the lower socioeconomic black communities located across the El Paso 

region. The CEDARS was partially funding the community seminars through dollars 

linked to the Kauffman grant. Thus, the faculty member in African American studies was 

engaged in entrepreneurship, but not in the traditional sense of generating and 

accumulating financial wealth. Rather, the associate professor was engaged in social 

entrepreneurship through his efforts to use entrepreneurship as a catalyst for social and 

economic advancements within a disadvantaged sector of El Paso. 

The CEDARS advisory board representative from women’s studies, an associate 

professor, had an interest in the implications of business education on female college 

students. The first artifact suggestive of her interests in how business education affects 

women was her research, which included a study of the gendered perceptions of the 
 
37 A pseudonym is used for the name of this author and all other participants whose works are cited in this 
study in order to protect the confidentiality of the participants in this study. 
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benefits and barriers associated with pursuing a business degree. One primary goal of the 

study was to determine the viability of women successfully pursuing a business career in 

the El Paso community. Similar to the associate professor of African American studies, 

this interviewee viewed business as a potentially effective means of advancing the social 

and economic positions of women in the economically depressed region within and 

around the city of El Paso. In addition to the preceding research, the interviewee had 

developed a course in partnership with the director of the entrepreneurship education 

center. The course, titled “Women in Business,” was designed for the purpose of 

encouraging incoming female undergraduates to pursue business and entrepreneurship 

careers. The course was inspired by the faculty member’s belief that business and 

entrepreneurship are paths to empowering women to achieve financial security and 

independence. While the intentions are rooted in capitalism, the underlying purposes are 

driven by a social agenda more so than an economic agenda.  

Lastly, artifacts linked to a Chicano studies full professor provided insight into the 

factors motivating social scientists to participate in the expansion of entrepreneurship 

education across the UTEP campus. The faculty member did not have an active history of 

scholarship in areas related to business or entrepreneurship. However, his research 

agenda focused on the implications of public and economic policy on Mexican American 

populations. For example, the faculty member had recently concluded a research project 

that examined the implications of higher education financing on Hispanic students in the 

states of Texas and California. Similar to the preceding two social scientists, this 

interviewee embraced entrepreneurship education as a means of advancing the social and 
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economic conditions within Hispanic communities, especially in El Paso. Two artifacts 

reflecting the professor’s support and growing interest in entrepreneurship were the 

courses he was developing. The courses were entitled “Entrepreneurs in El Paso” and 

“Entrepreneurs in the Transnational Context.” The courses were being designed to serve 

as “teasers” to the Chicano studies minor, which would eventually include a track 

specific to entrepreneurship in the Hispanic context. Thus, the professor of Chicano 

studies embraced entrepreneurship education as a means of promoting advancements in 

Hispanic and borderland communities, as well as generating student interest in the 

academic field of Chicano studies.  

Artifacts similar to those associated with the entrepreneurial motives of the UTEP 

social scientists were discovered at UI. Specifically, a full professor of social work had a 

history of involvement with the UI entrepreneurship education center. The social worker 

formed a strategic alliance with the JPEC in an effort to solicit the help of business 

students in forming a non-profit organization within Cedar Rapids. The organization was 

a non-profit retail center that provided a launching pad for entrepreneurs with disabilities. 

The artifact revealing the connection between the professor and the JPEC was a book 

written by the interviewed professor. The biographical text provided a detailed account of 

an individual with a developmental disability who successfully created and managed a 

local coffee shop (Baker, 1994). The professor was active in developing a support system 

for individuals with disabilities and viewed the JPEC as a strategic resource. The social 

worker’s alliance with the JPEC is evidence of how entrepreneurship education can be 

leveraged to serve as a mechanism for social change. While the UI faculty participation 
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in entrepreneurship education had not yet been institutionalized, the preceding example 

provides evidence of a broader theme related to how social scientists utilize 

entrepreneurship as a means of advancing their own social and discipline-based agendas.  

 A normative structure grounded in social advancement, justice, and equality 

framed the agendas of those social scientists participating in UTEP’s expanding 

entrepreneurship education model. Broadly, the faculty in the social sciences who were 

interviewed for this study identified entrepreneurship as a potentially powerful social 

mechanism for their students, the depressed borderland economy, and the disadvantaged 

populations residing in this region. However, and unlike the engineering and science 

faculty, the social scientists voiced concerns regarding the potential implications of 

entrepreneurship on their curricula and students. The concerns centered on the migration 

of students away from the social roots of their major fields of study towards more 

capitalist ideologies. Additionally, the faculty members interviewed were concerned 

about issues of student attrition and likely conflicts of interests emerging from an 

increase in market activities sponsored by the university.  

 First, the African American studies professor indicated longstanding personal and 

scholarly interests in how entrepreneurship has and continues to benefit the social and 

economic positions of blacks in the United States. He stated:  

Historically, blacks in America have under-utilized their community resources. 

By integrating entrepreneurship into the African American studies curriculum, 

students will be better equipped to capitalize on existing and future community 

and economic resources. One goal is to challenge preconceived notions of blacks 
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being unable to succeed in business by producing entrepreneurial role models. I 

believe social transformation is possible with the help of entrepreneurship 

education. (personal communication, September 28, 2005) 

The professor’s comments adequately reflected the value he placed on business and 

entrepreneurship in respect to advancing the social conditions within black communities. 

The interviewee did not place primary value on capitalist structures, but rather viewed 

entrepreneurship as a tool useful in promoting social growth and economic prosperity 

within black communities.  

 The African American studies professor also held a concrete position on the 

emergence of student capitalism. He was in favor of students utilizing university 

resources when in pursuit of entrepreneurial ventures. The professor’s rationale for 

supporting students as state-sponsored capitalists is included in the following statement: 

I have no reservations regarding students using university resources to promote 

their own businesses. Students should be awarded for their work. It is a matter of 

equity, fairness, and recognition. Also, entrepreneurial projects can serve as a 

collective learning process, which requires students to think critically and more 

abstractly. (personal communication, September 28, 2005)  

The preceding comments reflected the professor’s acceptance, if not support, of student 

capitalism. The faculty member’s remarks were embedded in his personal and academic 

philosophies regarding the importance of blacks maximizing the utilities of all available 

resource in order to promote social and economic prosperity within their communities. 
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Thus, the faculty member’s acceptance of and participation in entrepreneurship education 

was reflective of his own social entrepreneurship agenda. 

 The faculty member from women’s studies believed entrepreneurship was a 

valuable tool in advancing the social and economic status of women in El Paso. 

Specifically, the professor believed that the integration of entrepreneurship education in 

women’s studies encouraged women to pursue a career in business within the El Paso 

region. She stated “Entrepreneurship may equip students with the background and 

confidence needed to both pursue a business education and a career in El Paso” (personal 

communication, September 29, 2005). The remarks reflected the interviewee’s position 

that there are societal barriers in place within El Paso that prevented women from gaining 

independence and occupational success. The willingness to integrate entrepreneurship 

education into her academic activities demonstrated her values in seeking out 

mechanisms useful in advancing the social status of women in El Paso. I argue that the 

norms and values motivating the participation of the associate professor in women’s 

studies in the expansion of CEDARS were symbolic of social entrepreneurship.  

 Like entrepreneurship education, women’s studies was a field in the process of 

being institutionalized across the UTEP campus. The faculty member representing the 

women’s studies department outlined a reciprocal, but conflictual relationship between 

her academic unit and the CEDARS. She stated: 

One primary objective is to institutionalize women’s studies, which involves 

extending the field beyond the liberal arts. Traditionally, the exclusive location of 

women’s studies within the liberal arts was protected. I am a proponent of 
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partnering with the entrepreneurship center as long as the collaboration is 

multidisciplinary and not interdisciplinary, which involves picking and 

borrowing. I do not want women’s studies to move toward policy issues and away 

from sociological issues. Also, I am concerned that the economic development of 

El Paso may come at the cost of the community’s cultural uniqueness. (personal 

communication, September 29, 2005)  

The faculty member’s statements reflect a conflict between her disciplinary norms, which 

were grounded in sociological principles, and her desire to promote the position of her 

discipline within the university and the prosperity of women within the El Paso area.38 

The interviewee desired to protect the autonomy and traditions of her academic field, 

while at the same time gaining legitimacy. The reality of the capitalist structures that 

dictate the social position of women in El Paso indicated a competing value system. The 

tenuous balance in values represented the normative structure emerging among the social 

scientists participating in UTEP’s entrepreneurship education initiative.  

 The associate professor of women’s studies also held views on the rise of state-

subsidized student capitalism as a result of entrepreneurship education. Interestingly, she 

was supportive of the trend, but was adamant that the university should stand to profit 

from the successes of student capitalists. Her comments regarding student capitalism 

included: 

 
38 “Interdisciplinary” refers to creating curriculum that is comprised of various components of numerous 
disciplines. “Multidisciplinary” refers to creating a curriculum that includes courses from distinct fields that 
are interconnected by a common theme. In the present study, the common theme is entrepreneurship. 
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I am not opposed to students engaging in capitalist activities while enrolled at 

UTEP. However, these students should have the obligation of giving back to the 

university once they are successful. Higher education is way under funded. 

Student entrepreneurs are similar to student athletes. Those who go professional 

and the teams who draft them should compensate universities for the training 

provided. (personal communication, September 29, 2005) 

The preceding remarks indicated that the professor’s position on student capitalism was 

not one of opposition, but rather one based on principles of mutual compensation. In 

other words, the university should realize a return on its investments in the 

entrepreneurial efforts of students. Thus, it is not evident that student capitalism 

contradicted the interviewee’s personal and professional normative structures and value 

systems. However, the faculty member’s support of the student entrepreneur was based 

on equity rather than on promoting wealth accumulation. The focus on equity differs 

from the engineering and science faculty interviewees who placed primary emphasis on 

traditional capitalist values.  

 The espoused norms and values of the African American studies and women’s 

studies faculty members were similar to those of the Chicano studies professor. For 

example, the Chicano studies faculty member stated: 

The bulk of [Chicano studies] students are working in the social service sector, 

which includes serving the portion of the population falling below the poverty 

level. One objective of including entrepreneurship in the Chicano studies 

curriculum is to promote students developing into effective agents of social 



175 

 

change within not just Hispanic communities, but the entire El Paso community. 

The goal of the Chicano program is to provide students with saleable skills and to 

produce experts in the Mexican culture. (personal communication, September 28, 

2005) 

Despite the benefits of entrepreneurship education to Chicano studies students and the 

constituents they will eventually serve, the faculty member did express concerns that the 

“glamour” of entrepreneurship would encourage students to leave college in pursuit of 

perceived market opportunities. While recognizing the potential value of 

entrepreneurship to his academic field, students, and the Hispanic community, the 

interviewee was hesitant to completely embrace the collaboration. In short, the faculty 

member integrated entrepreneurship into his social agenda without negotiating his 

commitment to Chicano studies and the Hispanic community of El Paso.  

 The social scientists expressed common norms and values regarding the linkages 

between social sciences and entrepreneurship. The benefits of including entrepreneurship 

in the liberal arts curriculum were couched in principles of social entrepreneurship. The 

social scientists hoped to integrate entrepreneurial principles into their established 

normative structures and value systems with the intent of encouraging the advancement 

of pre-existing social agendas. The faculty members’ participation in UTEP’s 

entrepreneurship education initiative did not come without risks to their personal and 

professional norms and values. Specifically, the faculty members purported concerns that 

the permeation of entrepreneurial principles into their academic fields threatened the 

social foundations of their disciplines and professional practices, as well as the 
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commitments of their students. Interestingly, the concerns of the faculty members were 

linked to their academic fields and students rather than the stability of their own careers. 

This is especially surprising considering two of the three were at the associate level.   

 The faculty interviewed within the UI’s College of Arts and Sciences also did not 

express complete resistance to the inclusion of entrepreneurial principles in their 

academic fields and practices. Surprisingly, the faculty interviewed, most of whom were 

not associated or familiar with the JPEC, quickly identified various benefits that could 

arise from a multidisciplinary entrepreneurship education model. For example, one 

political scientist believed entrepreneurial training would help his students create 

innovative ways of participating in the Iowa caucuses. A professor of sociology stated 

that entrepreneurship education would likely benefit the high number of sociology 

students seeking post-graduate employment in the business and corporate sectors of the 

market. While most of the liberal arts faculty members were not entirely resistant to 

entrepreneurship education, some of the interviewees expressed concerns. For example, 

one anthropologist stated:  

I am not concerned about students engaging in entrepreneurial activities if the 

activity is by choice. Applied anthropology has a tradition of working toward 

improving the economic conditions of third world countries. Entrepreneurship 

could help with such social endeavors. However, I am concerned students may be 

exploited by entrepreneurs for their own gains. (personal communication, October 

1, 2005)  
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The same faculty member did state that the anthropology department would likely be 

receptive to the idea of formally collaborating with the JPEC if the partnership resulted in 

the anthropology department gaining funding for a faculty line. Thus, while the professor 

was somewhat hesitant about the potential implications of entrepreneurship education on 

anthropology students, he was willing to align with the market-oriented initiative if it 

meant securing resources for his department.  

The preceding snapshot of the comments and positions of the UI social scientists 

interviewed during this study augments the UTEP findings. The data were reflective of 

the position of the social sciences not only in relationship to entrepreneurship education, 

but the broader academic capitalist knowledge/learning regime. Specifically, the faculty 

members at UTEP were willing to integrate market philosophies into their existing 

normative structures and value systems in exchange for gaining resources (financial and 

intellectual) useful in advancing social agendas. The faculty members were cognizant of 

the potential risks associated with collaborating with academic fields that were closely 

aligned with market ideologies. The positions of the UI faculty located in similar 

academic fields reflected a similar, but more tentative stance on the potential expansion 

of entrepreneurial education into their distinct disciplines. I attribute the tentative 

responses of the UI faculty interviewees to the fact that the JPEC was not 

institutionalized as UTEP’s CEDARS. The findings indicated the emergence of a new 

cultural formation that was not discipline specific, but rather one that turned on the 

amalgamation of traditional academic values, social agendas, and the efficacy of market 
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principles to advance such causes. The emergence of such social formations is indicative 

of the academic capitalist knowledge/learning regime.  

Discussion 

The data collected in this study revealed a dynamic, multidisciplinary faculty 

culture that was comprised of academics who accepted entrepreneurship education for a 

variety of reasons. In other words, the culture was comprised of a diverse set of faculty 

members and a potpourri of discipline-based, institution-based, and market-oriented 

values and norms. My analysis of the faculty participating in entrepreneurship education 

reveals the limitations of viewing academic cultures as social structures reliant on distinct 

and established norms and values specific to either disciplines or institutions. Further, I 

argue it is problematic to view academic cultures as being isolated from and generally in 

contrast to external markets. Thus, the cultures forming within capitalist academies, such 

as those emerging out of the expansion of entrepreneurship education, are 

multidimensional and simultaneously include norms and values rooted in disciplines, 

institutions, and external market forces. 

 The faculty culture that was emerging out of the on-going institutionalization of 

entrepreneurship education at UTEP is multidimensional and representative of the social 

structures forming as a result of the academic capitalist knowledge/learning regime. The 

culture was in its earliest stages at the time of this research. Thus, it is highly plausible 

that the basic assumptions and underlying foundation of the newly formed 

entrepreneurship faculty culture had not yet completely developed. However, my 

interpretation of the data revealed a multidimensional academic culture that is 
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interconnected by disciplinary, institutional, and private market norms and values. The 

dynamic and fluid culture is symbolic of the social formation resulting from the 

establishment of the academic capitalist knowledge/learning regime.  

 The data collected exposed variations across the cultural plane comprised of 

multidisciplinary faculty member participating in UTEP’s expanding entrepreneurship 

education model. The variations resulted from disciplinary, institutional, and external 

market influences. I have chosen to organize the varied assumptions by academic field 

clusters, which include science and engineering and the social sciences.  The clusters 

were developed based on the market position of each field and the common themes 

presented by faculty interviewees within each of the clusters.  

 The examined faculty members within the fields closest to the private market, 

specifically engineering and science, exhibited similar beliefs regarding their 

participation in entrepreneurship education and the implications on each of their fields of 

study. The faculty within the cluster consistently expressed the belief that 

entrepreneurship education would benefit their students in several ways. First, the 

students were thought to be primarily destined to pursue careers in the private market 

regardless of the departments’ participation in entrepreneurship education. The 

integration of entrepreneurship education was viewed as a means of bolstering the 

students’ skill sets without compromising the integrity of their academic fields. Also, the 

faculty members held a common concern regarding the legal and policy issues associated 

with university-spawned enterprises and the need for students to understand such issues 

prior to engaging in capitalist activities. Examples of the legal and policy issues 
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associated with student capitalism included intellectual property rights, patenting, and 

copyrighting. The faculty members viewed entrepreneurship education as an effective 

avenue for educating students in the preceding areas. No  concerns regarding the applied 

nature of student capitalism and the departure away from academic research were 

expressed. Further, the scientists and engineers identified no potential threats that may 

have resulted from integrating entrepreneurship education into their disciplinary 

practices.  

 The science and engineering faculty members were very much aware of UTEP’s 

institutional priority to serve as a primary catalyst to economic development efforts 

within the El Paso region. The faculty referenced the priority when discussing the 

advantages to participating in the expansion of entrepreneurship education across the 

UTEP campus. Specifically, the faculty viewed entrepreneurship as a mechanism useful 

in both gaining resources essential to advancing its curriculum and fulfilling its obligation 

to the El Paso community. Also, the alliance with the CEDARS represented opportunity 

structures strategic in securing private capital to be used in launching private market 

start-up initiative to be spun out of research projects. The primary example of the 

aforementioned benefits to the science and engineering departments is Mayan Pigments, 

Inc. As UTEP’s inaugural start-up company, the faculty/graduate student enterprise 

secured capital through CEDAR’s private market network, promoted economic growth 

within El Paso, and set precedence for including technology transfer principles in the 

science and engineering curriculum.  
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The beliefs and practices of the science and engineering faculty contributed to one 

side of the cultural continuum resulting from institutionalized models of entrepreneurship 

education. The norms and values tied to entrepreneurship did not often conflict with those 

of the applied science and engineering faculty members. I argue that the reason for this 

compatibility was the close proximity of the applied science and engineering fields to the 

private market neo-liberal economic agenda. Also, entrepreneurship education presented 

the science and engineering departments with opportunity structures to both advance 

internal faculty and student capitalist activities and to contribute to the institutional drive 

to promote economic development within the depressed El Paso region. 

 The UTEP faculty members furthest from the market, specifically those located in 

the social sciences, endorsed entrepreneurship education, but for reasons far different 

than those faculty participants from the applied sciences and engineering. The social 

scientists assumed entrepreneurship would be an effective means of growing their 

enrollments, diversifying their curricula, and advancing personal and discipline-based 

social agendas. In other words, through linkages with the CEDARS the faculty members 

were engaging in social entrepreneurship.  

 I do not argue that the social scientists’ pursuits of enrollments and funding 

through participation in a capitalist initiative such as entrepreneurship education were 

unique. However, I do argue the efforts by the social scientists to utilize alliances with 

the entrepreneurship education center in support of pre-existing social agendas were 

creative and innovative. In other words, the participation of the social scientists in the 

expanding CEDARS model is best described as entrepreneurial. The assumptions of the 
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faculty were that the integration of entrepreneurship principles into their professional 

practices and social pursuits were worth any potential risks. One risk identified by the 

faculty was the concern that entrepreneurship would deplete established disciplinary 

focus. For example, the women’s studies professor expressed concerns that linking her 

department with the CEDARS could result in a departure away from the sociological and 

humanitarian ideologies of her field in favor of a more capitalist focus. Also, the social 

scientists voiced concerns that the integration of entrepreneurial principles into the liberal 

arts curricula would result in an increase in student attrition. Specifically, the concern 

was liberal arts students engaged in entrepreneurship education would either switch 

majors to pursue business degrees or completely leave the university in pursuit of 

entrepreneurial ventures. In summary, the social science faculty identified various 

benefits likely to occur as a result of the inclusion of entrepreneurship education in their 

academic fields. The principal benefit consistent across the social science faculty 

interviewees was the belief that entrepreneurship held the potential to advance pre-

existing social agendas. However, at the same time the interviewees had reservations 

resulting from conflicts between normative structures and value systems of their 

disciplines and those of entrepreneurship education and the private market. 

 Lastly, institutional norms and values influenced the participation of social 

scientists in the market-oriented expansion of entrepreneurship education at UTEP. 

Specifically, the entire sample of faculty interviewed expressed an awareness of and 

commitment to the university’s efforts to promote economic development in the 

borderland region. I identify regional economic development as an underlying 
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assumption of the UTEP institutional culture and therefore has informed the norms, 

values, and practices of the faculty members. The underlying assumptions of the social 

science professors participating in the growth of entrepreneurship education were 

grounded in efforts to retain the distinctions that defined their academic disciplines, 

personal research and service activities, while expanding resources and enrollments 

within their marginalized departments. Thus, entrepreneurship education was an 

opportunity structure to achieve the aforementioned agendas and contribute to the 

economic and social developments within the El Paso region. The social scientists 

involved in entrepreneurship education were positioned opposite of the science and 

engineering faculty on the cultural continuum linked to entrepreneurship education. The 

social scientists were influenced by disciplinary, institutional, and external market forces, 

but their motivations were primarily centered on pre-existing social agendas rather than 

on neo-liberal economic priorities.  

Conclusion 

 The examination and analysis of organizational cultures is ideally a process that 

involves significant amounts of observation. This study did not allow for long term 

observation. However, the data collected over a relatively short period of time proved to 

be powerful and robust. Using Shein’s (2004) concepts of organizational culture, the data 

allowed me to adequately address the question of “What are the cultural characteristics of 

faculty participating in the multidisciplinary construction and expansion of 

entrepreneurship education?” 
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The faculty culture associated with UTEP’s entrepreneurship education center, 

and to a certain extent the UI’s program, symbolized the social structures emerging out of 

the academic capitalist knowledge/learning regime. Unlike academic cultures associated 

with the former public good regime, the examined group of faculty members operated in 

concert with, rather than in isolation of, private market structures. On the one hand, the 

science and engineering faculty members identified entrepreneurship education as a tool 

useful in furthering existing market aspirations and initiatives. On the other hand, the 

social scientists identified entrepreneurship education as a risky, but worthwhile means of 

leveraging the market in support of social ventures. 

The analysis makes evident the limitations of the overly simplified view of 

academic cultures as compartmentalized by discipline or by institution. Rather, the 

cultural formations emerging from academic capitalist structures are interconnected by 

norms, values, and agendas that encompass disciplines, administrative units, and external 

markets.  Further, the constant shifting of higher education organizations operating within 

the academic capitalist knowledge/learning regime requires that cultures also be viewed 

as fluid structures. Compared to the rigid and static cultural models of the 19th century, 

fluid concepts of academic cultures are much more conducive to analyses of modern 

colleges and universities. Further, the integrity of “pure” disciplines has been called into 

question. Engineering has traditionally been bent toward applied methodologies and 

market-oriented actives, as has materials science. However, the “purity” of hard sciences 

such as chemistry and physics is more ideological than concrete within the capitalist 
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academy. The ideological frameworks of pure fields are viewed as negotiable when 

market opportunity structures emerge.  

 The preceding cultural analysis of the faculty bodies participating in 

entrepreneurship education introduces a new line of inquiry related to the academic 

capitalist regime. While less prestigious institutions such as UTEP may be bent more 

toward market involvement, the augmenting data from UI broadens the scope of the 

analysis to show that faculty culture related to entrepreneurship education may not be 

altogether different in different institution types. Specifically, academic cultures within 

the capitalist academy should be examined as dynamic, interconnected, and 

multidimensional social structures rather than as static, independent, and distinct units 

that accept, reluctantly accept, or resist alignments with private markets. The fluid 

conceptualization of social structures within the capitalist academy challenges the pre-

existing scholarship that places sole emphasis on norms and values rooted in either 

distinct disciplines or specific institutions. Rather,  academic cultures within the capitalist 

academy are best analyzed and understood through an examining lens that is both flexible 

and able to account for an amalgamation of norms and values rooted inside and outside of 

the higher education sector. Therefore, I have moved beyond the theories of academic 

cultures used as my theoretical framework, which present cultures as rigid structures 

located in distinct fields or institutions. Further, the proffered depiction of culture 

underscores for the limitations of viewing academic cultures as either for or against 

market permeation. Rather, I purpose that those in higher education either accept or resist 

market interactions to a variety of degrees and for a variety of reasons.  
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Important questions emerge from the analysis, all of which warrant further 

research. Questions include: What will be the long term implications of entrepreneurship 

education on the social sciences?  Has “social entrepreneurship” been included in the 

discourse as a method of gaining institution-wide support for entrepreneurship education? 

Will resources be channeled to social ventures? Or, will resources be reserved primarily, 

if not exclusively, for traditional entrepreneurial ventures with more market feasibility 

and potential to generate revenue for the CEDARS and ultimately the university? Will 

the social sciences become less marginalized as a result of formally aligning with market 

structures? Or, will the social sciences be co-opted by the entrepreneurship education 

center with the result being a dilution in the integrity of traditional disciplinary norms and 

values? Will entrepreneurship education force shifts in the relations between faculty and 

students? Will students gain more individual agency in determining the structure and 

activities included in their educational requirements? The answers to these questions are 

not yet evident. I have set the analytical framework and proposed expanding the 

theoretical understanding of academic capitalism as a way to address the aforementioned 

empirical questions and issues. However, on-going and longitudinal studies related to the 

emerging cultures directly attributed to entrepreneurship education and other academic 

capitalist movements are warranted. 
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CHAPTER SIX:  
 

ENTREPRENEURSHIP EDUCATION AND STUDENT CAPITALISTS 
 

Introduction 
 

One premise of the present study is the emergent role of students as state-

subsidized entrepreneurs within the academic capitalist knowledge/learning regime. 

Undergraduate students pursuing entrepreneurship as a formal field of study were the 

primary focus of this examination. A questionnaire was administered to entrepreneurship 

education students. The questionnaire was designed to assess the following areas: (1) 

Entrepreneurship education student representation of the academic capitalist 

knowledge/learning regime; (2) Student perceptions of the university as a source of 

venture capital; (3) The industrial and economic scope of student capitalist activities; and 

(4) The contributions of student entrepreneurship to the perpetuation of the capitalist 

academy and existing stratified socioeconomic structures. The data captured from the 

preceding instrument was effective in helping to answer one of this study’s guiding 

research questions: “What are the emerging positions of undergraduate students pursuing 

entrepreneurship as a component of their formal education?” Particular attention was 

given to exploring the factors motivating students to pursue entrepreneurship as field of 

study. Further, using the data specific to the industrial interests of students I explored the 

roles of student entrepreneurs in regards to the neo-liberal agendas of each examined 

university.   
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Theoretical Framework 

The findings discussed in this chapter are guided by three frameworks: academic 

capitalism, human capital theory, and monopoly capital theory. Academic capitalism 

guided my analysis of how the capitalist academy is driving the emergence of the state-

subsidized student entrepreneur. I used the primary constructs provided by Slaughter and 

Rhoades (2004) to deconstruct the mechanisms promoting students acting as capitalists 

within each of the examined entrepreneurship education centers. However, I did not only 

focus on the managerial capacities gained by the universities as a result of the 

entrepreneurial activities of students. Rather, I also paid close attention to the 

entrepreneurial capacities afforded to the students as a result of pursuing an 

entrepreneurship education. 

 Slaughter and Rhoades (2004) demonstrate the role of students as markets and 

consumers within the academic capitalist Knowledge/learning regime. Accordingly, 

students are viewed as consumer markets with institutions becoming more and more 

advanced in the techniques used to capture students and the revenue attached to each 

enrollment. Geiger (2004) discusses student consumerism as a pervasive trend that has 

shifted power away from institutions in the favor of students. The shifts are not limited to 

student recruitment and admission strategies. Rather, student consumerism has had 

implications on curriculum and learning. Geiger states “the pervasive market power of 

students continued to transform the curriculum from within” (p. 246). While not specific 

to student consumerism, Washburn (2005) argues colleges and universities “should 

support entrepreneurial thinking” and “should offer courses and internship opportunities 
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to students interested in starting new companies, nonprofit groups, and other vital social 

organizations” (p 226). I used the aforementioned positions to guide my framing of 

entrepreneurship education as a curricular model attractive to current and prospective 

students who view higher education as a route to personal wealth. In this context, 

students would be attracted to entrepreneurship as a field of study based on the notion 

that entrepreneurship is synonymous with wealth, power, and independence.  

 I use the human capital theory (Becker, 1964) to assess the motivation factors that 

are likely compelling students to engage in entrepreneurship education. Becker, as well as 

Leslie and Brinkman (1988), argues human capital is accumulated through education and 

experiences that can eventually be exchanged for a higher wage and standard of living. In 

the context of this study, student entrepreneurs can be viewed as individuals pursuing 

entrepreneurial training in hopes of increasing their value within the labor market. The 

value could be realized either through eventual independent entrepreneurial successes or 

through increased wages accrued as a result of the entrepreneurial skills sets gained 

through higher education. Put differently, students are engaging in entrepreneurial studies 

as a means of maximizing the returns on their investments in higher education. 

 The human capital lens is not effective in understanding the broader implications 

of entrepreneurship education on existing socioeconomic structures. I use the theory of 

monopoly capitalism (Baran & Sweezy, 1966; O’Connor, 1973) to question the impact of 

student entrepreneurialism on the existing social and economic structures. O’Connor 

describes the private sector economy as divided between the competitive and monopoly 

sectors. The competitive sector is comprised of local and regional industries that are 
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relatively small organizations that operate in volatile markets. The monopoly sector 

consists of large, national and multinational corporations that are closely aligned with the 

neo-liberal economy. Accordingly, monopoly sector firms operate in relatively stable and 

lucrative markets, which are not easily penetrated by new industries. I use the proffered 

theoretical model as a means of placing the industrial interests of emerging student 

entrepreneurs in accordance with the neo-liberal economic agenda. In this context, 

entrepreneurship education was viewed as a mechanism useful in perpetuating the 

existing stratified socioeconomic structure.  

Method and Demographics 

 A self-administered questionnaire was selected as the method of collecting data 

pertaining to students pursuing an entrepreneurship education. The ideal source of data 

was initially determined to be focus groups with undergraduate students either pursuing 

entrepreneurship as a part of their formal education or utilizing the entrepreneurship 

education centers as a source of capital supportive of their entrepreneurial ventures. 

However, the University of Iowa (UI) entrepreneurship education center (JPEC) would 

not provide this researcher with access to its students. I was not allowed access to JPEC 

students for reasons related to confidentiality. The issue of confidentiality in question was 

not related to the students’ personal information or regulations linked to the Federal 

Education Rights Privacy Act. Rather, the JPEC denied me access to students in an effort 

to protect the confidentiality of the student-developed business plans. In other words, the 

entrepreneurship center did not want to jeopardize the market niches of student ventures 

through disclosure that may have occurred during the proposed focus groups. The 
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concern over the protection of the market value of student ventures rather than individual 

student confidentiality is a reflection of the accepted role of students as capitalists within 

the context of entrepreneurship education. Further, the conservative discretion of the 

JPEC in regards to disclosing the intended market ventures of its students was attributed 

to the center’s efforts to protect its own capital. In other words, the JPEC purposely 

isolated its students in order to protect the market value of emerging entrepreneurial 

ventures, which if successful would become likely sources of revenue to the center. 

 As a result of the imposed limitation at UI, questionnaires were used to gather 

data related to the entrepreneurial motives of students and the emerging landscape of 

state-subsidized student capitalism within entrepreneurship education models. While 

UTEP was willing to support this researcher’s request to hold student focus groups, 

questionnaires were used in order to establish a student data bank consistent across both 

sample sites. The four primary constructs of comprising the theory of academic 

capitalism helped guide the development of the questionnaire. Also, consideration was 

given to the industrial arenas and economic scope of student entrepreneurial activities 

when creating the instrument.  Two versions of the questionnaire were developed, each 

specific to the terminology used at the respective sites (see Appendices F and G). An 

introduction letter and return envelope accompanied each questionnaire. The introductory 

letter clarified the terms identified as confusing during the pilot study. These terms were 

“technology transfer” and “social entrepreneurship” (see Appendix H). The return 

stamped envelopes were intended to increase the ease of returning completed 
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questionnaire, thus increasing the response rate. The questionnaires were self-

administered.  

The boundaries framing the selection of the students receiving the questionnaire 

varied due to the distinct programmatic structures of each entrepreneurship education 

center. UI students using the entrepreneurial incubator and/or who are members of the 

first year business and entrepreneurship learning community received the questionnaire. 

A total of 80 questionnaires were distributed to UI students. UTEP students enrolled in 

undergraduate entrepreneurship courses all received questionnaires. A total of 128 

questionnaires were distributed to UTEP students. Thus, a total of 208 questionnaires 

were distributed to entrepreneurship students between the two sites. The aggregate 

response rate to the questionnaire was 57.7% (120 responses). The response rate specific 

to UTEP was 45.3% (58 responses) while the UI response rate was 77.5% (62 responses). 

The demographical data descriptive of the respondent sample are presented in tables 6.1 

and 6.2.  (See Appendices R-S for the complete raw data of questionnaires from both UI 

and UTEP). Eight responses from UTEP and 13 from UI were not included in 

compilation of data based on improper completion.  

Table 6.1 
Student Respondent Class Ranking 

 
Institution Freshman Sophomore Junior Senior Total 

University 
of Iowa 

42 1 0 6 49 

University 
of Texas at 
El Paso 

43 6 0 1 50 
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Table 6.2 
Student Respondent Primary Academic Fields of Interest 

 
Academic 
Fields of 
Study 

University of Iowa University of Texas at El Paso 

Business 26 16 
Science  0 0 
Engineering 10 0 
Liberal Arts 5 19 
Fine Arts 2 2 
Education 0 4 
Undeclared  6 4 
Other 0 3 (Nursing) 

Entrepreneurship Students  
 

External support 

 Intermediating organizations and private sector interest groups had differing 

degrees of influence on student entrepreneurs at each of the examined universities. At UI, 

private sector interest groups inherently have a strong influence on student 

entrepreneurship. Specifically, the entrepreneurship education center is funded in large 

part by John Pappajohn, a prominent Iowa venture capitalist, and Tom Bedell, an Iowa 

based entrepreneur active in the retail fishing supply industry. Bedell provided a 

$660,000 gift to the JPEC in support of the student incubator. 39 UI student responses 

within the questionnaires reflected moderate to strong evidence of the importance of 

private sector interest groups on the entrepreneurial behaviors of students. For example, 

78.26% of the respondents intending on launching a business out of the university viewed 

professional networks as a valuable resource to entrepreneurial ventures. Also, 91.30% of 
 
39 University of Iowa web page, Tom Bedell, (http://www.biz.uiowa.edu/viewpoints/bedell/) <accessed 
December 6, 2005>.  
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the same group of students considered the Bedell Entrepreneurship Learning Lab (BELL) 

as a strategic resource to entrepreneurial activities. Further, 53.1% of the composite UI 

respondent sample indicated professional contacts outside of the university influenced 

decisions to pursue a degree that included entrepreneurship education. Only 12.2% of the 

student respondents indicated a level of participation in externally funded business plan 

competitions. The percentage is low, but not considered highly informative considering 

85.7% of the respondents were first year students who were not yet academically 

prepared to participate in such events. Finally, only three of the 49 respondents received 

external financial support related to pursuing entrepreneurship education. The low 

number indicates that while students viewed external networks as valuable to 

entrepreneurial efforts, significant support was not provided in the form of scholarships 

or gifts.  

 Intermediating organizations had an inherent influence on entrepreneurship 

students at UTEP. Most importantly, the Kauffman Foundation’s multimillion dollar 

grant was a major catalyst to the expansion of entrepreneurship education across the 

UTEP campus. The responses to the UTEP questionnaire provided low to moderate 

evidence of the importance of intermediating organizations and private sector interest 

groups on the entrepreneurial behaviors of students. For example, 50% of the respondents 

intending on launching a business out of the university viewed professional networks as a 

valuable resource to entrepreneurial ventures. Further, 40% of the composite UTEP 

respondent sample indicated professional contacts outside of the university influenced 

decisions to pursue a degree that included entrepreneurship education. Only 2% of the 
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student respondents indicated a level of participation in externally funded business plan 

competitions. The percentage is extremely low, but not considered highly informative 

considering 86% of the respondents were first year students who were not yet 

academically prepared to participate in such events. Finally, only one of the 50 

respondents received external financial support related to pursuing entrepreneurship 

education. The low number indicates that external networks did not provide significant 

support to students in the form of scholarships or gifts. 

The influences of intermediating organizations and private sector interest groups 

on students pursuing entrepreneurship education and related ventures are moderate 

according to the student responses. However, this writer does not assume that the student 

respondents considered the donors, namesakes, and sources of grant funding when 

responding to questions. The student responses, when compiled with structural data 

pertaining to programmatic funding and entrepreneurship education revenue streams, 

provide significant evidence of the power of intermediating organizations and private 

sector interest groups on student entrepreneurialism. Within the capitalist academy, 

market ideologies are both pervasive and normative. In the context of entrepreneurship 

education, I contend the student data included in this study indicates that capitalist 

ideologies of the centers are engrained to the degree that students are unconscious of the 

market forces working upon them.  

Interstitial organizations 

 The student questionnaires provided information regarding the interstitial function 

and nature of each of the examined entrepreneurship education centers. The amount of 
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interactions student respondents had with professionals outside of the universities as a 

result of studying entrepreneurship was significant and reflective of the interstitial 

function of the entrepreneurship education centers. At UI, 71.4% of the student 

respondents reported interaction with professionals outside of the university due to the 

pursuit of an entrepreneurship education. At UTEP, 56% of the student respondents 

reported interaction with professionals external to the university as a result of studying 

entrepreneurship. The aforementioned response rates clearly indicate the interstitial 

effectiveness of the entrepreneurship education centers in connecting students with 

external professionals, potential Angel investors, and venture capitalists.  

The rate of student participation with external networks from the pursuit of 

entrepreneurship education was significant  Specifically, each entrepreneurship education 

center connected students with external mentors, employers, and potential (and in some 

cases eventual) venture capitalists. At UI, the JPEC created the BELL student incubator 

through external funding. The incubator served as a platform for launching student 

ventures, as well as acting as an interstitial hub connecting student entrepreneurs with 

private venture capitalists. At UTEP, the Center for Entrepreneurship, Developments, 

Advancement, Research and Support (CEDARS) also represented an interstitial structure 

effective in promoting student capitalism through entrepreneurship education. The 

CEDARS, through intermediating support of the Kauffman Foundation, developed a 

conduit between multidisciplinary students with entrepreneurial aspirations and local 

Angel groups interested in investing in El Paso start-up companies. Thus, while student 

respondents to the questionnaire may not have recognized the importance of the 
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interstitial functions performed by the entrepreneurship education centers, the structures 

were in place. Further, the funding from the external organizations supporting each of the 

centers’ abilities to create interstices between students and the private market 

demonstrates the fluidity of the constructs comprising the capitalist academy. Each 

center’s interstitial nature becomes evident considering each program stood to gain 

revenues and resources gained from the successes of student entrepreneurs. Thus, each 

center was utilizing its resources (students) in efforts to create market successes and 

eventual revenue streams.  

New circuits of knowledge 

 The data contained within the student questionnaire responses reflect the 

importance of new circuits of knowledge in the expansion and/or institutionalization of 

entrepreneurship education and the resulting rise in cases of state-subsidized student 

capitalism.  Table 6.3 displays the responses reflective of the new circuits of knowledge 

across the sample of students pursuing an entrepreneurship education. The 

multidisciplinary expansion of entrepreneurship education is represented by 46.9% of UI 

and 68% of UTEP student respondents not identifying primary interests in business 

studies. The academic discipline of entrepreneurship is commonly located within 

business schools. Also, at both UI and UTEP, entrepreneurship is not a formal degree 

program. At UI, students have the option of completing an entrepreneurship certificate in 

addition to their major. At UTEP, entrepreneurship education is delivered as a package of 

elective courses designed to complement major fields of study. Thus, the fact that a 

moderate to high percentage of students pursuing entrepreneurship expressed primary 
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disciplinary interests in fields other than business is evidence of the new knowledge 

circuits that run across student populations within the academic capitalist 

knowledge/learning regime. Further, the new circuits of knowledge are student avenues 

to commercial activities and mirror those already established among the faculty and 

institutional ranks.   

 The majority of students comprising the samples of both sites were mostly 

students in the first and second years of college. Students often change there major fields 

of study multiple times throughout the first two years of their education. Accordingly, no 

concrete conclusions regarding the implications of interactions between students within 

varied fields of study could be made. However, the data does reflect the early interests of 

students involved in entrepreneurship education activities. Further, the data makes 

evident the trend of including entrepreneurship principles and courses within lower 

division general education models. The inclusion of entrepreneurial principles within the 

lower division general education curriculum has not only created knowledge circuits that 

connect diverse groups of students, but also does so within the liberal arts core of the 

universities. Thus, the permeation of capitalist ideologies is being engrained in students at 

the very earliest and most liberal stages of their college experiences.  
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Table 6.3 
New Circuits of Knowledge and Entrepreneurship Education Students 

 
Evidence of New Circuits of 
Knowledge 

University of Iowa
% of respondents 
influenced 

University of Texas at El Paso
% of respondents influenced 

Non-Business Students 
Pursuing Entrepreneurship 
Education 

46.9% 68% 

Influences of Faculty 
Member/Academic 
Professional in 
Entrepreneurship 

42.9% 22% 

Influences of Faculty 
Member/Academic 
Professional Outside of 
Entrepreneurship and Major 

32.6% 16% 

Influences of Fellow 
Student Studying 
Entrepreneurship 

42.9% 34% 

Interaction with Students 
from Different 
Majors/Fields 

87.8% 90% 

Interaction with Faculty 
from Different 
Majors/Fields 

75.5% 82% 

Entrepreneurship Goals 
Unrelated to Major 

40.8% 40% 

Intended Use of 
Entrepreneurship Skills in 
Industry Unrelated to Major 

28.6% 16% 

The groups identified as influential in the student respondents’ decisions to pursue 

entrepreneurship provide evidence of new circuits of knowledge inherent in the 

expansion and/or institutionalization of entrepreneurship education. However, the 

response rates vary between the two examined sites. At UI, faculty members within 

disciplines other than those of primary interest to the student entrepreneurs had a greater 

influence on the respondents than did the same group at UTEP. Specifically, 42.9% of the 
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UI students reported entrepreneurship faculty members were influential in their decision 

to include entrepreneurship within their formal courses of study. At UTEP, only 22% of 

the students indicated that entrepreneurship faculty members were influential in their 

decisions to pursue entrepreneurship as a component of their college educations. The 

difference between the degrees of influence of non-major faculty at the two sites is at 

least partially attributed to the amount of time each program has been in existence. The 

UI entrepreneurship education center was well-established and completely operational. 

The CEDARS program was relatively under-established in comparison and was 

undergoing rapid expansion at the time data was collected. Regardless, the degree of 

influence of those academic professionals outside of the students’ major fields of interest 

at both UI and UTEP provides concrete evidence of the new circuits of knowledge that 

were created during the multidisciplinary expansion of entrepreneurship education.  

 Students studying entrepreneurship had a significant amount of influence on other 

students deciding to pursue an entrepreneurship education. At UI, 42.9% of the student 

respondents reported being influenced to pursue entrepreneurship education by other 

entrepreneurship students. At UTEP, 34% of the student respondents reported being 

influenced to pursue entrepreneurship education by other entrepreneurship students. The 

fact that neither of the examined institutions offered an exclusive formal degree in 

entrepreneurship suggests that the student-to-student influence was the result of 

multidisciplinary exchanges. An important note is that the high number of first and 

second year students comprising the samples may have skewed the results. Specifically, 

the commitments of the lower level students to primary fields of study are thought to 
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have been relatively low. Therefore, these students were likely to have been easily 

influenced by their peers.  

The rates of interactions between students from different disciplines under the 

umbrella of entrepreneurship education are significant. At UI, 87.8% of the student 

respondents reported multidisciplinary, student-to-student interactions as a result of 

pursuing entrepreneurship education. At UTEP, 90% of the student respondents reported 

interacting with students from differing fields of interest as a result of being engaged in 

entrepreneurship educational activities. Similar multidisciplinary interactions occurred 

between students and faculty at each university as a result of expanding entrepreneurship 

education programs. At UI, 75.5% of the student respondents reported interacting with 

faculty from a variety fields as a result of pursuing entrepreneurship studies. At UTEP, 

82% of the student respondents indicated interactions with multidisciplinary faculty 

resulting from the pursuit of an entrepreneurship education. The preceding response rates 

indicate knowledge circuits connecting students and faculty across disciplinary lines, 

which have been created by the multidisciplinary expansion of entrepreneurship 

education and ultimately the academic capitalist knowledge/learning regime. While the 

first and second year students’ commitments to majors were likely low, the 

entrepreneurship education centers were effective in creating new connections between 

students and faculty of varied and diverse areas of interests. Lastly, the early exposure of 

noncommittal students to faculty members well versed in entrepreneurship is likely 

effective in orienting students to market ideologies and corresponding fields of study, 

which includes entrepreneurship.  
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New circuits of knowledge, in combination with the multidisciplinary structure of 

each of the examined entrepreneurship education programs, have led to a student 

migration toward industries unrelated to primary fields of interest. At UI, 40.8% of the 

student respondents reported intentions of launching a business in a field unrelated to 

their academic interests. Also, 28.6% of the UI respondents reported the intentions of 

using entrepreneurial skills in industries unrelated to their academic interests. At UTEP, 

40% of the student respondents reported intentions of launching a business in a field 

unrelated to their primary academic disciplines. Also, 16% of the UTEP respondents 

reported the intent of using entrepreneurial skills in industries unrelated to their academic 

interests. The preceding response rates suggest that the pursuit of entrepreneurship 

education is creating disconnects between the disciplines ultimately studied by student 

entrepreneurs and the careers they will eventually pursue. The trend is likely to be 

concerning to some disciplinarians, especially those in the liberal arts, whose fields have 

been criticized and/or marginalized due to market location within the academic capitalist 

knowledge/learning regime.  The trend indicates the potential for students to devalue 

traditional disciplines and academic careers for more interdisciplinary, market-oriented 

fields and industries. The intensity of the trend becomes clearer when considering the 

number of non-business students now augmenting their college education with 

entrepreneurial-based curricula.  

The entrepreneurial capacities of students 

 The student questionnaire responses reflected a clear trend toward an increase in 

the expectations of students in regards to the resources and capitalist agency afforded to 
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them by the universities and entrepreneurship education centers. The pattern suggests 

entrepreneurship students are increasingly viewing the university as a source of capital. 

The rise of student capitalism affirms the expectations and suggests an increase in the 

entrepreneurial capacities of students engaged in state-subsidized capitalism. Students are 

likely socialized to expect such resources as their entrepreneurial activities become more 

the norm within the entrepreneurship education centers. Like other higher education 

actors drawn to market activities (i.e., faculty and researchers), students seek enhanced 

entrepreneurial capacities in order to more effectively compete within the private 

marketplace. In other words, the universities have become mining fields for the resources 

and capital sought after by student entrepreneurs competing in private markets.   

 This study provides examples of the trend to enhance the entrepreneurial 

capacities of student capitalists through the leveraging of university-housed resources. 

Data have been compiled to reflect the resource expectations of the student respondents 

from each of the sample sites (see Table 6.4). The data are derived from the subset of 

student respondents who intended on launching an entrepreneurial venture related to an 

academic project. Specifically, 23 UI respondents (46.9%) and 22 UTEP respondents 

(44%) intended on pursuing a commercial venture associated with their entrepreneurship 

course projects. Further, the fact that nearly half of the respondents at both universities 

intended on launching a private venture related to college projects strongly suggests 

reason to expect an enhancement in the entrepreneurial capacities of entrepreneurship 

education students.  
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The capital and resources obtained and utilized by student entrepreneurs result in 

increased competitiveness in the private marketplace, which will become evident in the 

cases provided in Chapter Seven. The universities functioning as sources of economic 

and social capital expands the entrepreneurial capacities of students. The expansions of 

such capacities further establish the position of state-subsidized student entrepreneurs 

within the capitalist academy. The primary areas of resources in which students intended 

on capitalizing on during entrepreneurial activities included: the UI student incubator 

(BELL), faculty/academic professional mentoring, physical resources, internship 

opportunities, professional networks, and consulting opportunities.  

The most credible institutional source of capital was the student incubator at UI with 

91.30% reporting intentions of using the entrepreneurship laboratory as a foundation for 

their start-ups. The incubator promoted UI students acting as state-subsidized capitalists 

in several key ways. First, the resources contained within the entrepreneurial incubator 

included many of those listed in table 6.4 (e.g., physical resources, faculty expertise). 

Thus, rich deposits of physical and intellectual resources were located within the 

incubator and available to aspiring student entrepreneurs. Second, the perceived 

legitimacy attached to the students’ affiliations with the university-housed incubator was 

a form of social capital.  That is, external investors were likely to see the student 

entrepreneurs operating within the incubator as less of a risk as compared with those 

entrepreneurs who were not affiliated with the university. Thus, the incubator provided 

students with capital that connected them to external actors, potential investors, and 
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markets. UTEP did not have an established student incubator at the time of data 

collection. 

Table 6.4 

The Expanding Managerial Expectations of Entrepreneurship Students 

 
University of Iowa 
n = 23

University of Texas at El Paso 
n = 22 

University 
Housed 
Capital/Resources % of students expecting access to 

the capital/resources 
% of students expecting access to 
the capital/resources 

Student Incubator 91.30% n/a 
Faculty/Academic 
Professional 
Mentoring 

69.56% 65.18% 

University Legal 
Services 

39.13% 27.27% 

Physical 
Resources 

56.52% 31.82% 

University 
Developed 
Initiatives 

21.74% 27.27% 

Technology 
Transfer 
Initiatives 

30.43% 22.72% 

Internship 
Opportunities 

65.22% 77.27% 

Professional 
Networks 

78.26% 50.00% 

Consulting 
Opportunities 

52.17% 31.82% 

Students at both UI and UTEP anticipated utilizing faculty/academic professional 

mentoring during entrepreneurial activities. Thus, faculty expertise was viewed as a vital 

component to the students’ abilities to successfully launch entrepreneurial ventures from 

within the confines of the universities. In other words, the students expected to leverage 



206 

 

faculty knowledge in support of economic gains and personal wealth accumulation. The 

implications of such shifts in the power relations between faculty and students are 

complex and will be discussed further in Chapter Seven. Faculty expertise stands to 

distinguish students from other entrepreneurs in the private market who do not have 

access to advanced bodies of knowledge and cutting edge research. Thus, student 

entrepreneurs are further empowered by faculty expertise to act as state-subsidized 

capitalists who exercise greater entrepreneurial capacities than those students not engaged 

in entrepreneurship.  

The capital and resources afforded to students through the entrepreneurship 

education centers empowered them to act as market agents. Accordingly, market 

activities require entrepreneurial capacities that are otherwise not needed within 

traditional learning activities. The argument at hand is that the university and 

entrepreneurship education resources enable students to actively pursue external market 

opportunities. The pursuit of external market opportunities inherently involves a degree 

of managerial skills, awareness, and responsibilities. The preceding entrepreneurial 

capacities are new dynamics in the evolving positions of students within the academic 

capitalist knowledge/learning regime.  

The entrepreneurial capacities of students clearly benefited each of the examined 

centers. The market successes of students represented opportunity structures for each of 

the entrepreneurship education centers, as well as both universities. Specifically, 

successful student entrepreneurs were likely to create new departmental/unit 

(entrepreneurship education centers) and institutional revenue streams through alumni 
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gifts, strategic private sector partnerships, and equity holdings. Thus, the enhancement of 

the students’ entrepreneurial capacities ultimately stood to enhance the managerial 

capacities of the centers and universities comprising this study.  

Students Perceptions of the University as a Source of Venture Capital 

 The preceding section outlines the connections between student entrepreneurs and 

the academic capitalist knowledge/learning regime that emerged out of the student 

questionnaire responses. One common theme that can be extracted from the questionnaire 

data is that students with entrepreneurial interests view the universities as not only places 

of higher learning, but also as sources of investment capital. Cases of student capitalism 

to be presented in Chapter Seven will document this expectation as realty in certain 

instances. The rise in university support (financial, physical, intellectual, and social) of 

student entrepreneurial activities signals the emergence of students as state-subsidized 

entrepreneurs.    

 In addition to the aforementioned data, further evidence of student entrepreneurs 

viewing universities as sources of venture capital is provided within the questionnaire 

responses. First, 75.5% of the UI respondents either agreed or somewhat agreed to the 

following statement: “The university should provide me with the financial resources 

needed to start my own business.” At UTEP, 54% of the respondents either agreed or 

somewhat agreed to the same statement. Also, 92% of the UI respondents either agreed or 

somewhat agreed to the following statement: “The university should provide me with the 

physical resources needed to start my own business.” At UTEP, 54% of the respondents 

either agreed or somewhat agreed to the same statement. Finally, 94% of the UI 



208 

 

respondents either agreed or somewhat agreed with the following statement: “The 

university should provide me with the professional resources needed to start my own 

business.” At UTEP, 94% of the respondents either agreed or somewhat agreed to the 

preceding statement. Evident from the preceding response rates is that student 

entrepreneurs have been socialized to view the university as a deposit of resources that 

extend beyond learning opportunities, and include capital useful in advancing personal 

private market pursuits. 

 The aforementioned argument regarding university-based capital warrants further 

explanation. Capital is not limited to financial investments. Rather, the conceptualization 

of capital extends beyond only monetary funding to include social and intellectual 

resources. Social capital refers to the prestige and legitimacy that students are afforded by 

external constituents due to their entrepreneurial ventures being rooted in university 

settings. External investors are exposed to student entrepreneurs through established 

networks that have resulted from the interstitial functions of the entrepreneurship 

education centers. Thus, external investors are likely to perceive the student 

entrepreneurs as legitimate, due to their formal connections with the universities and 

faculty. Intellectual capital is the specialized and advanced knowledge provided to 

students through faculty interactions. The student-faculty interactions extend beyond 

traditional learning processes to include mentoring specific to actual entrepreneurial 

ventures. In other words, students are utilizing faculty members as low cost consultants 

useful in advancing personal entrepreneurial ventures. The phenomenon symbolizes a 

change in the learning and training processes that occur within colleges and universities 
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due in part to the establishment of the academic capitalist knowledge/learning regime. 

The varied sources of capital contained within universities and used by student 

entrepreneurs for personal gains were catalysts to students emerging as state-subsidized 

capitalists. The cases presented in Chapter Seven demonstrate the actual emergence of 

state-subsidized student capitalists within the examined entrepreneurship education 

models.  

The Industrial Landscape of Student Entrepreneurship 

 Evidence of the intentions of students to utilize university resources as subsidies 

to entrepreneurial ventures has been provided. The exploration of the economic and 

industrial scopes that describes student entrepreneurship is also important to the present 

study. Slaughter and Rhoades (2004) place emphasis on the neo-liberal economy, which 

is characterized as high-tech and global, when theorizing the academic capitalist 

phenomenon. Thus, assessing the economic and industrial composition of student 

entrepreneurship initiatives is essential in understanding the nature of student capitalism. 

Data collected from student questionnaires inform this writer’s conclusions regarding the 

industrial nature of state-subsidized student entrepreneurship within the capitalist 

academy. 

 The industrial landscape of student capitalism and entrepreneurship education was 

addressed within the questionnaire by asking students to respond to the question: “Please 

rank, with 1 being the strongest, the following industries in the order that best describes 

the nature of your entrepreneurial interests.” The responses to the question are presented 

in table 6.5, in order of the highest degree of technological industry-type to the lowest 
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degree of technological industry-type. The degree of technology associated with each 

industry type is highly interpretive. For example, small business and borderland 

development may include enterprises that involve high degrees of technology. 

Regardless, the results reflect a varied industrial landscape that is not highly 

representative of the global, high-tech activities often associated with the academic 

capitalist knowledge/learning regime. Further and as will be discussed later in this 

chapter, the industrial interests of the student respondents are more representative of 

competitive sector economies rather than the more stable and lucrative monopoly 

economic sector.  

The industrial interests of the student respondents from UI and UTEP do not 

mirror the high-tech, global markets highlighted in Slaughter’s and Rhoades’ (2004) 

theory of academic capitalism. At UI, less than 25% of the student entrepreneurs 

responding to the questionnaire expressed an interest in information technology, 

university technology transfer, and biotechnology. Similarly, less than 20% of the UTEP 

entrepreneurship students responding to the questionnaire expressed interest in 

information technology, university technology transfer, and biotechnology. Thus, the 

samples of student entrepreneurs comprising the present study did not reflect an industrial 

orientation to technologically advanced fields. Also, the findings did not suggest that 

academic capitalism is rooted only in high-tech markets. Rather, the findings indicated 

that students acting as state-subsidized entrepreneurs have added new dimensions to the 

market plane associated with the academic capitalist knowledge/learning regime. The 

longevity of such activities warrants future research. 
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Table 6.5 
Industrial Landscape of Student Entrepreneurship 

Industries University of Iowa
Number of Respondents 
indicating interest  

University of Texas at El Paso
Number of Respondents 
indicating interest 

Information 
Technology 

12 8 

University 
Technology 
Transfer 

6 3

Biotechnology 8 4 

Health Sciences 10 9 

Manufacturing 9 9 

Real Estate and 
Development 

22 15 

Retail and 
Merchandising  

26 16 

Small Business 
Development 

25 22 

Borderland 
Development 

9 10

Fine Arts 11 15 

Not-for-Profit 10 10 

Social 
Entrepreneurship

21 26 

The implications of student capitalism on local and regional economies require 

attention. The findings related to the student questionnaire suggest that the 

entrepreneurial ventures of the students surveyed were rooted in local and regional 

markets. The strongest supporting evidence of the preceding finding is that 51% of the UI 

respondents and 44% of the UTEP respondents indicated an interest in small business 
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development. Small businesses are much more likely to be successful in local and 

regional competitive economic markets than in the global markets, which are indicative 

of the high-tech activities commonly associated with academic capitalism. The expansion 

of small businesses within the communities surrounding each of the two examined 

universities reflects a social dimension of student capitalism. Specifically, student 

entrepreneurial activities would likely contribute to the prosperity of the local and 

regional economies surrounding each of the campuses. The preceding statement is 

especially true of UTEP, due to the depressed economy of El Paso and the surrounding 

region. However, the durability of the small business interests among student 

entrepreneurs is likely to be compromised under the pressures and interests of the larger, 

more neo-liberal intermediating organizations and private sector interest groups that help 

support the entrepreneurship education centers.  

 Student entrepreneurs at both UI and UTEP had interests in entrepreneurial 

endeavors that were more socially oriented than fields typically associated with academic 

capitalist activities. At UI, 42.8% of the student respondents reported an interest in social 

entrepreneurship. At UTEP, 52% of the respondents indicated an interest in social 

entrepreneurship. The rates of interest in social entrepreneurship nearly doubled the 

amount of student interest in the high technology areas. Also, 20.4% of UI respondents 

and 20% of UTEP respondents expressed an interest in the not-for-profit sector. The 

amount of interest in not-for-profit work was nearly equal to the amount of student 

interest in the high technology areas.  
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The high rate of interest in social entrepreneurship was less surprising at UTEP 

than at UI. Liberal arts students are likely more aware of and interested in social issues 

than are students pursuing professional degrees in fields such as business and 

engineering. More specifically, 38% of the UTEP respondents were liberal arts students, 

as compared with only 10.2% at UI. However, academic cultures are not static and 

change when environmental and structural shifts occur within the academy. 

Multidisciplinary collaborations, such as the entrepreneurship education models 

comprising this study, operate under market conditions. The private market forces are 

likely to impede upon the cultures of those making up the recently formed 

multidisciplinary centers. Thus, liberal arts students may become detached from existing 

social agendas as a result of the dominant market forces stimulating the entrepreneurship 

education centers. However, at the time of this study, social entrepreneurship retained a 

central role in the industrial interests of students pursuing entrepreneurship education at 

UTEP. UTEP’s location was also a likely factor in promoting an interest in social causes 

among student entrepreneurs. El Paso is located within a borderland region plagued by 

economic stagnation and significant disparities in wealth across surrounding populations. 

UTEP has undertaken an active role in promoting economic and social advancements 

within the region, which in turn contributes to the campus climate and the social 

dimensions of student goals.  

 The UI student responses also reflected a significant focus on social enterprises 

with 42.8% reporting an interest in social entrepreneurship. Unlike UTEP, only 10.2% of 

the UI respondents were liberal arts students with 53% identifying as business students. 
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While the student questionnaire did not allow for probing related to why students are 

attracted to social causes, two possible reasons are proposed by this writer. First, the UI 

president had declared 2005-06 as the university’s “Year of Public Engagement.”40 

Accordingly, a campus-wide effort to further engage the university and its members in 

public service was underway at the time of this research. A campus climate attentive to 

public service may have encouraged students to think more broadly about their roles as 

public servants and how social causes could be complemented by business principles. 

Second, response bias may have also contributed to the unexpectedly high rate of interest 

in social entrepreneurship. Specifically, “social entrepreneurship” was defined for 

students by this researcher in the questionnaire introduction letter. Students may have 

indicated an interest in the movement based on the recent exposure to the concept, which 

could also be true of the UTEP respondents.  

One additional possible explanation for the high rate of interest in social 

entrepreneurship among the student respondents is class standing. Each of the student 

respondent samples was disproportionately comprised of first year students. At UI, 85.7% 

of the respondents were freshmen, while 86% of the UTEP respondents were freshmen. 

The students’ orientations to social causes may shift as they progress through required 

curriculum and experience increased exposure to scientific knowledge perceived to hold 

potential market value. The student cases presented in Chapter Seven all include student 

entrepreneurs who either completed or were close to completing degrees. All of the cases 

 
40 University of Iowa web page, Case Statement for the Year of Public Engagement, 
(http://www.uiowa.edu/president/messages/ype_case_statement_063005.html) <accessed December 12, 
2005>.  
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reflect a social dimension, but not at the cost of personal gains. The practices of trained 

student entrepreneurs are more market driven than are the intentions of incoming, 

aspiring student entrepreneurs. In other words, a comparison between incoming student 

entrepreneurs and advanced student entrepreneurs reveals a migration from social 

entrepreneurship to traditional entrepreneurial efforts, which target wealth accumulation. 

Thus, the results of the student questionnaires are limited to intentions rather than actual 

practices and behaviors.  

 One of the most surprising results of the industrial landscape presented by the 

student respondents was that nearly the same number of students at UI (18.4%) expressed 

an interest in borderland development as did the student respondents from UTEP (20%). I 

expected that UTEP students would be significantly more interested in borderland 

development that those at UI, for no other reason than the close proximity of UTEP to the 

US/Mexico border. The similarity in responses could reflect one of three findings: 1) 

students at UTEP were less engaged in border issues than expected; 2) students at UI 

were more engaged in border issues than expected; or 3) the similar response rates 

between the two geographically dispersed institutions could be evidence that student 

interest in international economic activities is increasing as a result of today’s global 

economy. Should the later be true, the findings would support Slaughter’s and Rhoades’ 

(2004) argument that the academic capitalist knowledge/learning regime is centered on a 

global economy. 

 The responses to this study’s questionnaire provided a snapshot of the industrial 

interests of students pursuing entrepreneurship education. The apparent social dimension 
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of the entrepreneurial interests of students is promising to the efforts to preserve higher 

education’s role in promoting the public good. However, the findings did not provide a 

longitudinal portrait of the actual entrepreneurial behaviors of student capitalists. Rather, 

the questionnaire was only effective in measuring the intentions of entrepreneurship 

students and not their eventual commercial practices. Thus, the results of the instrument 

lead to more questions related to the industrial landscape of student capitalists than are 

answered. The questions that emerge from the responses are: 1) How does the pursuit of 

entrepreneurship socialize students over the course of their studies?; 2) Do interactions 

with intermediating organizations and private sector interest groups eventually detract 

students from pre-existing social agendas?; and 3) Will the multidisciplinary framework 

of entrepreneurship education stimulate an academic culture that displaces the social 

norms and values of distinct fields in favor of market-focused priorities? Finally, an 

important area of inquiry is how the neo-liberal ideology influences the scholastic 

behaviors of students interested in creating social change. Specifically, a worthy question 

is has neo-liberal market ideologies become so pervasive that students pursuing 

humanitarian agendas view business and private market affiliations as the most viable 

approach to addressing social problems? Thus, the preliminary data from this study’s 

questionnaire lays the groundwork for future analysis addressing the influences of 

markets and associated ideologies on the activities of state-subsidized student 

entrepreneurs.  
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Student Entrepreneurship, Society, and the Economy 

 The data gathered from the students pursuing entrepreneurship education are both 

robust and meaningful. This analysis of entrepreneurship education expands our 

understanding of the implications of the academic capitalist regime knowledge/learning 

on undergraduate students. Specifically, students are emerging as active, state-subsidized 

entrepreneurs within the capitalist academy. The industrial interests of student 

entrepreneurs have been shown to be varied and rooted in both capitalist and social value 

systems. Further, the social dimensions of the student entrepreneur are complex and 

under theorized. I now provide an interpretation of some of those complexities associated 

with student capitalism and entrepreneurship education.  

Students as consumers 

 I do not argue that the capitalist aspirations of students pursuing entrepreneurship 

as a formal field of study are new. Rather, the ability of students to utilize the academy as 

a source of investment capital is a recent phenomenon that is directly attributed to the 

academic capitalist knowledge/learning regime. Students enter higher education with a 

consumer frame of mind. Student consumerism is encouraged within the academic 

capitalist regime as institutions become more savvy and advanced in their marketing 

strategies targeting prospective students (Slaughter & Rhoades, 2004). Student 

consumerism is also present within in existing student markets as departments tailor 

curriculum to attract students from across the campus (Geiger, 2004). 

 Entrepreneurship education is example of how the capitalist academy is 

responding to student consumerism. Data has revealed the student population pursuing 
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entrepreneurship education at both universities as diverse sets of students with varied 

academic, industrial, and societal interests. The universities established formalized 

outreach and recruitment programs designed to expose high school students to the field of 

entrepreneurship and the associated opportunities now available to them at each of the 

institutions. Further, the entrepreneurship education centers created unique courses and 

curricular packages available to students from all academic fields as a means of attracting 

students already enrolled at the university. In this context, students are viewed as 

consumers who are being solicited by both the university and entrepreneurship education 

centers.  

The human capital perspective  

The data presented throughout this chapter revealed the general characteristics of 

the students pursuing an entrepreneurship education at UTEP and UI. However, the data 

does not clearly indicate the factors motivating these students to purse training in the area 

of  entrepreneurship.  The human capital perspective would argue that students are 

investing time and money in their education with the intent of realizing a gain in 

socioeconomic status. In regards to this study, the human capital interpretation of the 

factors motivating students to pursue an entrepreneurship education would be rooted in 

the students’ efforts to maximize their investment in higher education. Accordingly, 

students are likely to view entrepreneurship as a means of gaining success and 

independence within the labor market. This student perception of the benefits of an 

entrepreneurship education is consistent with the market message being delivered by the 

universities and the centers.  
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The human capital argument is helpful in conceptualizing why students are 

engaging in entrepreneurship as a formal field of study. Further, the increased capacities 

of universities to act as sources of capital make the human capital argument more 

compelling. Specifically, entrepreneurship education markets each of the universities as 

platforms at which students can launch enterprises into the marketplace. Therefore, 

entrepreneurship becomes an attractive opportunity to students seeking to maximize their 

investment in higher education with the long term goal of competing as entrepreneurs 

within the private sector economy. 

Students as capital 

 The proffered human capital view is limited to understanding the motives of 

students pursuing entrepreneurship as a formal field of study. Students cannot be viewed 

only as individuals benefiting from the market oriented activities of the capitalist 

academy. Slaughter and Rhoades (2004) indicate that students represent potential 

commodities to be leveraged by universities in efforts to generate revenues and resources. 

Students engaging in entrepreneurship education as a means of increasing their own 

capacities within the private market are simultaneously being used as capital by the 

universities and centers. In other words, entrepreneurship education is an opportunity 

structure by which institutions can secure external funding for market initiatives that the 

state would otherwise be reluctant fund. Specifically, universities are able to generate 

funding from intermediating organizations and private sector interest groups with the 

goal of creating programs effective in helping students achieve entrepreneurial success. 

However, at the same time institutions are attempting to create future revenue structures 
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through the anticipated market successes of student entrepreneurs. Thus, students are a 

source of capital utilized by the university to secure intermediating and private sector 

funding and future profits resulting from the market successes of enterprises spawned 

from the entrepreneurial incubators.  

 As previously discussed, the industrial interests of the student entrepreneurs 

comprising this study are best described as small scale businesses particular to local and 

regional economies. Therefore, the entrepreneurial interests of the students were most 

aligned with the competitive sector of the economy, which O’Connor (1973) describes as 

service oriented and populated by small businesses that are often family owned and 

operated. The local and regional scope of the competitive sector is not in alignment with 

the neo-liberal economic agenda. Thus, while student entrepreneurs may be advancing 

their individual socioeconomic positions, their industrial interests are connecting them 

with the resources and wealth associated with the dominant neo-liberal economy. The 

industrial pursuits of the student entrepreneurs are better understood when considering 

the intermediating and private sector forces driving each of the examined centers.  

At UTEP, the Kauffman Foundation was the primary contributor to the 

university’s efforts to expand and institutionalize entrepreneurship education. The 

foundation selected UTEP to be a recipient of one of the eight grants due in large part to 

the university’s majority Hispanic student population and location within an 

economically depressed borderland region. In other words, the Kauffman funding was 

intended to act as a stimulant to the borderland economic region. The region is 

representative of the competitive sector due to a heavy concentration of small family 
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businesses and service industries. According to the 2002 El Paso Profile and Economic 

Summary,41 the El Paso economic sector was comprised of 24% wholesale and retail 

trade, 24% services, 23% government, and only 13% manufacturing. Manufacturing is 

the strongest representation of high technology production, which is highly valued within 

the neo-liberal economy. El Paso’s manufacturing sector suffered a loss of 11,200 jobs 

between June 1997 and June 2002. The industrial statistics of El Paso reveal a regional 

economy that is best described as competitive and oriented toward service and retail-

based industries. Interestingly, the entrepreneurial interests of the UTEP student 

entrepreneurs mirror the industrial sector distribution of the El Paso economy. Thus, 

while the El Paso regional economy is likely to benefit from the outcomes of UTEP’s 

entrepreneurship education efforts, the overall competitive sector economy will remain in 

tact.  

 The intermediating and private sector forces supporting entrepreneurship 

education at UI differ significantly from those supporting UTEP’s expansion efforts. At 

UI, venture capitalists are the largest financial contributors to the university’s growing 

entrepreneurship education center. Unlike the Kauffman Foundation, the venture 

capitalists likely view contributions to the JPEC and its student entrepreneurs as a means 

of further stimulating the regional economy that houses their larger, monopoly-like 

industries. In this sense, the students are simultaneously creating their own individual 

successes and promoting the growth of the already dominant monopoly sector. In other 

words, the students are ultimately a source of capital to those within the private sector 
 
41 El Paso Profile and Economic Summary, 2002, Executive summary, (www.ci.el-paso.tx.us) <accessed 
March 17, 2006>. 
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who are investing in the expansion of entrepreneurship education at the UI. The 

conceptualization of students as ultimately a source of capital mirrors the Marxist view of 

laborers being a source of capital to the bourgeoisies (Lin, 2001).  

 The human capital perspective is helpful in understanding the motivations of 

individual students pursuing an entrepreneurship education. However, a more systemic 

view of entrepreneurship education reveals the expanding discipline as a contributor to 

the perpetuation of the existing stratified socioeconomic structure. Specifically, the 

market interests of the student respondents suggest the ventures resulting from 

entrepreneurship education will expand the competitive sector rather than disrupt the 

dominant monopoly sector. Therefore, entrepreneurship education acts as an agent in the 

perpetuation of the existing socioeconomic structure that is best described as stratified 

and inequitable. Student entrepreneurs act as state-subsidized capitalists. However, they 

are simultaneously being leveraged by the universities and entrepreneurship education 

centers as institutional capital useful in soliciting and securing funding from 

intermediating organizations and other private sector investors. In turn, the universities 

are using the external monies to expand entrepreneurship education in order to promote 

student entrepreneurship and increase the eventual revenues gained through the market 

successes of their students. The alignment of entrepreneurship education with the 

dominant capitalist structure is ironic considering by definition entrepreneurship is 

intended on disrupting rather supporting established economic systems.   
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Conclusion 

 The responses to this study’s questionnaire are informing the argument that 

entrepreneurship education is promoting the emergence of state-subsidized student 

capitalists. Entrepreneurship education is not a movement similar to cooperative 

education, which involves on-the-job training and career exploration (Ryan & Ryan, 

1997). Rather, entrepreneurship education is an emerging academic discipline that 

provides students with the agency required to be successful, independent capitalists. The 

position of students as state-subsidized entrepreneurs is attributed to the rise of the 

academic capitalist knowledge/learning regime. The rationale for the utilization of the 

student questionnaire rather than focus groups is evidence of the enhancement of the 

managerial capacities within the capitalist academy. The UI’s refusal to allow this 

researcher access to students through personal contact was not based on student privacy, 

but rather the privacy of student business ventures. While the preventive measures are not 

contained within formal UI policy, the practice is still important to this study. The JPEC 

norm of protecting the information pertaining to student ventures is intended to preserve 

the potential market values of such intended entrepreneurial projects. By protecting the 

integrity and originality of the ventures, the future entrepreneurial capacities of students 

in negotiating the commercial value of their work are preserved.  

The JPEC is enhancing its managerial capacities by acting as the gatekeepers to 

the student entrepreneurs. First, the center stands to profit in prestige and recognition, 

both internally and externally, when students are successful in launching businesses in 

the marketplace. The ability to realize such successes is partially dependent on the unique 
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market niches created by the student entrepreneurs. The JPEC’s resistance to providing 

external access to its students protects the niches. Also, the JPEC stands to profit from the 

preserved market values of student ventures if successful in passing formal policy that 

allows the unit to acquire equity holdings in such activities. Thus, the JPEC has enhanced 

its managerial capacities by guarding against the potential leaking of student initiatives 

into the marketplace.  

The questionnaire responses reflect the students’ perceptions of entitlement to 

university resources during efforts to launch entrepreneurial ventures into the 

marketplace. By perceiving the universities as sources of venture capital, students 

anticipate the ability to negotiate the payout of their educational investments. The student 

cases presented in Chapter Seven of this study support the students’ perceptions of the 

universities as sources of venture capital. The developing abilities of students to engage 

universities in ways that produce resources vital to their market ventures demonstrate the 

population’s expanding entrepreneurial capacities.  

The demographics of each of the responding samples are characterized as diverse 

and multidisciplinary. The diversity is evidence of the new circuits of knowledge that 

connect students with multiple areas of academic interest under the umbrella of 

entrepreneurship education. The diverse knowledge circuits extend beyond student to 

student relationships. The multidisciplinary base of the examined entrepreneurship 

education centers connect students with a diverse set of faculty and academic 

professionals. The diverse professional network influences and guides the behaviors of 

students in regards to their entrepreneurial activities. More specifically, the capitalist 
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behaviors of students pursuing an entrepreneurship education are at least partially the 

result of exposure to academic professionals outside of their primary fields of interest 

who are engaged in the discipline of entrepreneurship. Thus, the new multidisciplinary 

circuits of knowledge linking students and faculty are representative of the market-driven 

structures that have emerged out of the academic capitalist knowledge/learning regime.  

The student responses to the questionnaire do not reflect the strong presence of 

intermediating organizations and private sector interest groups within both of the 

examined entrepreneurship education centers. However, the sustainability of the 

entrepreneurship education centers was found to be largely dependent on external market 

forces. For example, the entrepreneurship education center was primarily funded by gifts 

from private donors such as John Pappajohn and Tom Bedell. At UTEP, the efforts to 

significantly expand entrepreneurship education across the entire campus were made 

possible due to a large grant from the Kauffman Foundation.  Thus, while student 

awareness of the intermediating and private sector forces that were partially driving their 

entrepreneurship education was minimal, the presence of such market mechanisms within 

the examined sites was evident. Further, the students lack of awareness of the capitalist 

forces working upon them is an indication of the pervasiveness of the neo-liberal 

ideology within today’s academy.  

The interstitial functions of each of the entrepreneurship education centers 

connected students with intermediating organizations and private sector interest groups 

who are viewed as potential investors and sources of capital supportive of student 

ventures. The proffered interstitial/intermediating dynamic demonstrates the fluidity of 
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the theoretical constructs of academic capitalism. Also, the responses to the questionnaire 

indicated that the educational pursuit of entrepreneurship connected students with 

external professionals supportive of entrepreneurial education and training. The reliance 

on external support and interstitial activities of the two centers and their students helps 

position entrepreneurship education within the fabric of the academic capitalist 

knowledge/learning regime.  

Finally, the economic and industrial landscape reflected in the student responses 

to the questionnaire do not resemble the high-tech, global economy highlighted 

throughout the theory of academic capitalism. The industrial concentrations of the student 

entrepreneurs are best described as service-oriented and primarily positioned within local 

and regional economies. I interpreted the nature of the entrepreneurial interests of the 

students as being heavily influenced by the geographical location of the universities and 

the priorities of the intermediating organizations and private sector funding sources. In 

other words, the activities of the student entrepreneurs do provide evidence of the 

permeation of academic capitalism into local and regional industries and economies. 

What remains unclear is the longevity of the student entrepreneurial activities that are 

both service oriented and locally/regionally located. The present study sets the stage for 

further research addressing the long-term implications of student entrepreneurship on 

local and regional industries and economies.  

 The primary focus of this study is on the emergence of the state-subsidized 

student capitalists within expanding entrepreneurship education models. However, the 

proffered analysis reveals that entrepreneurship education is also resulting in universities 
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leveraging students as forms of capital useful in efforts to increase external funding 

through the expansion of institutional-based market activities. In this context, students are 

not only entrepreneurs, but also institutional capital. 

Organizations such as the entrepreneurship education centers examined in this 

study are not longstanding structures that have adapted to the demands of the academic 

capitalist knowledge/learning regime. Rather, market-oriented organizations such as 

entrepreneurship education centers have emerged as a result of the academic capitalist 

regime. Accordingly, the entrepreneurial activities of student capitalists are expected to 

model the activities valued by the intermediating organizations and private sector interest 

groups that support them and ultimately the capitalist academy. Given the early class 

standings of the respondent sample, the proposed industrial and economic activities 

presented within the student responses to this study’s questionnaire are believed to be 

premature and not yet fully influenced by external market forces. Local and regional 

service oriented behaviors are likely to continue to exist among student entrepreneurs. 

However, priority in the form of resource allocations from external investors and 

intermediating interests are likely to swing activities more toward technologically-

advanced student ventures that are more aligned with the neo-liberal agenda, which 

dominates the present day global economy. The expected outcome of such a shift is the 

further development of a stratified field of student entrepreneurs which places priority on 

high-tech, high profit ventures over more local and regional service-oriented industries 

and social enterprises.   
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CHAPTER SEVEN: CASES OF STUDENT CAPITALISM 

Introduction 
 

The primary focus of the present study is placed on student capitalism amongst 

undergraduate student populations. However, undergraduate education does not function 

in isolation from graduate education. Rather, graduate education often informs 

undergraduate education in relation to shifts in programs, structures, and activities. In 

other words, graduate education often sets normative precedence for innovation within 

undergraduate fields. The following cases of student capitalism and entrepreneurial 

activities include those at both the undergraduate and graduate levels. The boundaries 

separating the two degree levels are not distinct, but rather are blurred.    

All of the presented cases of state-subsidized student capitalism are in various 

ways associated with entrepreneurship education. The cases address the second research 

question framing this study: What are the emerging positions of undergraduate students 

pursuing entrepreneurship as a component of their formal education? Accordingly, 

evidence of student capitalist activities and examples of how students use the university 

as a source of investment (financial, economic, and social) capital is provided. The cases 

are powerful in documenting the existing and potential agency of students in the capitalist 

academy, which expands the scholarly understanding of students beyond passive 

participants and victims of the market-oriented academic capitalist knowledge/learning 

regime. Also, shifts in faculty/student/university power relations, the boundaries 

separating the public and private sectors, and the conceptualization of the public good are 

addressed. Finally, hidden curriculum and underlying messages associated with 
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entrepreneurship education are revealed and deconstructed. The significant permeation of 

external private market forces within instruction and learning models are revealed 

through the deconstruction of the hidden curriculum located within entrepreneurship 

education models.  

Methods and Demographics 

The selected cases emerged through a combination of document analysis and 

interviews with faculty members and administrators at each of the examined sites. The 

boundaries framing the selection were loosely defined. The criteria limited the case 

selection to: 1) enterprises that had been or were in the process of being launched into the 

market from the university; and 2) involved students with capitalist agency. I also made 

efforts to choose cases that were diverse in economic and industrial scope. The brief 

description of each of the cases that follows indicates the diversity of the analysis.  

The first case is Ergo Ingenieur, a start-up initiative conceived by undergraduate 

students in the UI biomedical engineering department. The second case is Bio::Neos, an 

enterprise being launched into the market by UI electrical and chemical engineering 

students. The Bio::Neos students began to construct the business as undergraduate 

students and nurtured the evolving concepts throughout each of the member’s graduate 

level experiences. The third case is Mayan Pigments, Inc., a start-up company originating 

out of the UTEP material sciences department. The company is co-founded and co-

owned by a former UTEP graduate student. Last, a case involving a former political 

science undergraduate student who launched an environmental conscious email service 

called “Planet-Save.com” out of the UI entrepreneurial education center is presented. The 
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case is interesting in that the fluid divisions between traditional and social 

entrepreneurship are illustrated.  

Theoretical Framework 

 The theoretical framework guiding this chapter is grounded in the theory of 

academic capitalism (Slaughter & Rhoades, 2004). The student cases were explored 

through a capitalist lens that paid close attention to the implications of interstitial 

structures, intermediating forces, and private sector interest groups on the entrepreneurial 

behaviors of students. Also, new circuits of knowledge were identified and assessed in 

relation to the complexities of each case. Finally, I explored the enhancement of the 

entrepreneurial capacities of the students as a result of entrepreneurship education. 

Slaughter and Rhoades (2004) discuss the enhancement of the managerial capacities of 

departments, units, and institutions as a result of the academic capitalist 

knowledge/learning regime. I shift attention to the capacities of individuals, in this study 

students, who are empowered to act as entrepreneurs from within the capitalist academy.  

Part One: The Intersection of Entrepreneurship Education and State-Subsidized Student 

Capitalism: Three High-Tech Cases 

Ergo Ingenieur  

UI biomedical engineering undergraduate students are required to take a 

biomechanical design course during the junior year. The course requires teams of 

students to select an existing medical device to be refined into a more effective and 

innovative medical tool. Ergo Ingeniuer, a developing enterprise conceived by a team of 

five biomedical engineering undergraduate students, was born out of this course. The 
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case provides insight into the emerging patterns of student capitalism within the 

undergraduate student population, as well as demonstrates the academic capitalist nature 

of entrepreneurial education centers. 

 Ergo Ingenieur is a name that combines “ergonomics” with the Dutch translation 

for engineering: “ingenieur.”42 The name reflects the enterprise’s product: an ergonomic-

friendly, ophthalmologic split lamp. A split lamp is a device commonly used by 

optometrists when examining the structures of patients’ eyes. The student team selected 

the split lamp as an existing device to be improved upon in order to satisfy the primary 

requirement of the 2003 junior level biomechanical design course. The student team 

consisted of five undergraduate students, all of whom were biomechanical engineering 

undergraduate students at the time of the project.  

 There are more than an estimated 60,000 split lamps in use by optometrists in the 

United States. The devices are considered “high tech,” each of which are valued at 

thousands of dollars. The students determined the device to be deficient in areas 

associated with patient comfort and accessibility. The team set out to design a prototype 

of a refined split lamp that is more ergonomic and suitable for patients with disabilities, 

who are elderly, and who are smaller or larger in size than the typical population. During 

the design process, the students regularly consulted with an ophthalmologist at the UI 

College of Medicine. The physician was not actively involved in the research process, did 

not charge the team for her services, and did not pursue any intellectual ownership in the 

project. The students were allowed access to the UI ophthalmology laboratory to observe 
 
42 The Ergo Ingenieur background information is contained with the Summer 2005 edition of the 
Business@Iowa publication.  
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split lamps being used during patient examinations. Faculty mentoring associated with 

the redesign concepts was provided by the professor of the class in which the project was 

required. Thus, the professor’s role was consistent with the traditional teacher/student 

relationship rather than a more blurred partnership common to the academic 

capitalist/learning regime. Finally, the students used UI software to electronically 

compose the prototype. The software is a public good that is available to all UI 

engineering students at no cost.43 

The students were successful in completing the course project, which was 

concluded with a capstone presentation to the class, professor of instruction, and several 

observing engineering faculty members. One of the observing faculty members, 

impressed by the refined prototype, suggested the product had market potential. The same 

person referred the students to the UI John Pappajohn Entrepreneurship Center (JPEC) 

for assistance in developing an entrepreneurial framework specific to launching the 

refined split lamp into the market. Ironically, the students did not have to go far since the 

Director of the JPEC held, and continues to hold, regular office hours in the primary 

building housing the College of Engineering. The JPEC director determined the split 

lamp did have market potential and provided the Ergo team office space, office 

technology, and entrepreneurial mentoring. There was no cost for these entrepreneurial 

resources. However, one of the students was required to complete an entrepreneurship 

course if the team was to use the JPEC as a launching pad into the marketplace. Further, 

 
43 UI engineering students are not required to pay higher, differentiated tuition.  
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at least one of the team members had to remain enrolled as a UI student for the duration 

of the team’s tenure in the entrepreneurship education center.   

 The Ergo team was well educated on the university’s policies and procedures 

pertaining to intellectual property and patenting. One Ergo student stated “we 

(engineering students) are exposed to intellectual property information throughout the 

entire engineering curriculum and even more so during the biomedical design and senior 

design courses” (personal communication, November 3, 2005). The Ergo team received 

additional information on patenting through the entrepreneurship education center. The 

team compiled and composed an information packet on the prototype, which was 

submitted to the UI for intellectual property and patenting review. The UI released all 

intellectual property rights linked to the prototype to the students. The complete release 

of the project was based on the following conditions: the prototype was created as part of 

a class project; utilized no UI resources other than those available to the student public at 

no charge (prototype software/observant access to the ophthalmology lab); and no faculty 

members were included as co-inventors or co-investigators. Finally, the refined device 

was the product of a course project and thus a component of the students’ formal 

education and training which was paid for through tuition dollars.  

Formal UI policy dictates that students retain the rights to the intellectual property 

contained within the formal components of educational requirements. In this case, the 

split lamp refinement was central to satisfying a specific biomedical engineering course 

requirement. The policy is located within the formal guidelines set within “Chapter 30: 
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University of Iowa Intellectual Property Policy” of the UI operating manual.44 More 

specifically, guideline V-30.4b(2) states the following: 

(2) Individual ownership of copyrights. The University does not claim ownership 

of copyright in pedagogical, scholarly, artistic, or research works regardless of the 

mode of expression except when a work is described in section V-30.4b(2)(b) 

below. Therefore, in those instances where the University does not claim 

ownership of a copyright, the copyright will be owned by those defined as authors 

or creators under copyright law unless there is a contrary contractual or statutory 

obligation. This disclaimer of University ownership interest in copyright materials 

applies to faculty and staff employees of the University, postdoctoral scholars, 

and to students when the works are created in the course of their educational 

pursuits. However, for works created by a student solely in the course of the 

student's employment by the University, the University may claim ownership if 

section V-30.4.b(2)(b) applies. The University claims no ownership of copyright 

in any work created outside the scope of any employment within the University. 

By way of illustration, see V-30.4d below, Cases C1 through C4. 

The aforementioned policy clearly designates student ownership of materials produced 

through formal education requirements and that are not the direct results of student 

employment. Thus, in cases such as Ergo Ingenieur, students are allowed to freely pursue 

the commercialization of knowledge originating out of formal educational processes.  

 
44 University of Iowa, Chapter 30: University of Iowa Intellectual Property Policy, 
(http://www.uiowa.edu/%7Eour/opmanual/v/30.htm#304) <accessed November 28, 2005).  
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The JPEC proved to be a valuable resource to the Ergo team. According to one of 

the founders, now a industrial engineering graduate student at UI: 

We came at this as five engineering students. We understand the design and the 

prototype issues, but what we need to know more about is how to attract money 

and what we need to put into a business plan. The BELL (the UI entrepreneurial 

incubator) is putting us in touch with venture capitalists and helping us solve 

problems like how to pay for the $12,000 optics to build the prototype.45 

The entrepreneurship center at UI functioned as an interstitial organization useful in 

creating circuits of knowledge between business professionals and experts and 

engineering students. Further, the center promoted the expansion of the students’ 

entrepreneurial capacities by empowering them to seek venture capitalists, develop a 

concrete business plan, and to better understand issues related to intellectual property 

rights and patent policies. Lastly, the quality of the team’s business concept and proposal 

resulted in being recognized with a $5,000 seed money award at the 2004 Iowa 

Pappajohn New Venture Plan Competition, which is a competition not affiliated with the 

UI. The seed money provided through the preceding external business plan competition is 

evidence of the influential presence of private market forces within the academic 

capitalist knowledge/learning regime.  

 The fate of the company is yet to be determined. One of the student owners of 

Ergo Ingenieur stated, “the company is currently on hold” (personal communication, 

November 3, 2005). The student team was disbanded when all members graduated in 

 
45 Quote appears on page 9 of the Summer 2005 edition of Business@Iowa magazine.  
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2005. Currently, two of the students are enrolled in medical schools other than at the UI, 

one is enrolled in a Wisconsin pharmacy school, one is employed by a private sector 

biomedical company in New Jersey, and the fifth member is a UI graduate student in the 

Industrial Engineering department. The UI graduate student allows for the teams’ 

ongoing use of the JPEC facility and resources. All of the members remain partners in the 

project, but are not currently actively pursuing the commercialization process.  

In addition to moving beyond the undergraduate level, the commercialization of 

the refined device has been postponed due to design problems related to the prototype’s 

center of gravity. The imbalance creates a safety issue that has delayed the patenting 

process. The Ergo team is exploring two options. First, the team may patent the prototype 

“as is” and license out the product to a private sector design firm for continued 

refinement and improvement. Second, the team may not pursue a patent, but rather 

publish the prototype design in an ophthalmology journal, at which time the product 

becomes public knowledge and the Ergo Ingenieur enterprise would be dissolved.  While 

the current market feasibility of the Ergo prototype is in question, the sequence of events 

and entrepreneurial capacities of the students provide valuable insight into the emergent 

trend of student capitalism.  

The ultimate success or failure of a commercial venture does not change the 

initial entrepreneurial spirit that initially propelled the capitalist efforts. In the present 

case, the commercial failure of the Ergo Ingenieur project would still demonstrate the 

emerging role of the state-subsidized student entrepreneur. The potential success of the 

student venture would serve as a model for other students and as compelling evidence of 
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the efficacy of promoting entrepreneurial activities within and across formal curricula. 

More specifically, student market successes resulting from university-spawned 

entrepreneurial ventures are aligned with the core principles of the academic 

capitalist/learning regime and are thus likely to expand in numbers and disciplinary 

scope. Regardless of the final commercial outcomes, the case is clearly entrepreneurial, 

student-centered, and worthy of scholarly attention. 

Shifting roles and power relations among students, faculty,  and the university. 

The Ergo Ingeniuer case demonstrates how students are emerging as independent 

capitalist agents, not directed by faculty or the university. However, they are advised and 

mentored by faculty and managerial professionals. An important distinction to identify is 

in the student capacity to act as independent agents and decision makers when under 

advisement rather than direction. The Ergo students were initially introduced to the 

prototype through a mandatory class project. Thus, the case is historically linked to the 

traditional role of the student as a learner. However, the students were ultimately 

responsible for the chain of events leading to the commercial development of a refined 

medical prototype with perceived market feasibility. The students were not research 

assistants who stumbled upon a “gold mine” during mundane laboratory activities. 

Rather, the students sought out and identified a product in need of refinement, engaged in 

the scholarship required to produce the needed improvements, and strategically utilized 

university resources (including faculty and professional mentoring) when attempting to 

commercialize the prototype. The students determined the direction of the project and 

engaged in capitalist behaviors for their own personal gains.  
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The faculty members in the case are viewed as mentors rather than initiators and 

directors. The professor of the biomechanical design course initiated the project as a 

course requirement with the purpose of achieving clearly defined student learning 

outcomes, as is the case with all college courses. The professor did not initiate the project 

with the intent of discovering and producing a commercial product that would benefit 

him and/or the university with little to no regard for student compensation. In other 

words, the faculty member most closely associated with this case had no authority over 

the students during the commercialization process beyond the initial, generic course 

assignment. Thus, the mentoring activities were typical of the standard learning process 

of higher education. 

The professor who referred the students to the JPEC did demonstrate enhanced 

entrepreneurial awareness by recognizing the potential market value of the device and the 

availability of the entrepreneurship education center as a resource to the student 

entrepreneurs. The ophthalmologist the students consulted with did not participate in the 

students’ research. Rather, she oriented them to the existing split lens and allowed the 

student entrepreneurs to observe the device being used in an examination setting. No 

expertise related to the refined prototype was provided. However, the students did 

capitalize on the researcher’s introduction to the device and the provided access to the 

laboratory. In the context of the student’s entrepreneurial efforts, the power of faculty 

was removed. In short, the students acted as independent entrepreneurs who strategically 

employed university resources, including faculty knowledge and professional expertise, 

with the intent of realizing personal financial gains. The scale of power between faculty 
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and students was tipped to a degree of equity with students no longer assuming roles as 

only learners and passive, low-wage laborers.  

 The university has been removed as a source of power over the student 

entrepreneurs associated with this case. The refined prototype was determined by the 

university to be the exclusive intellectual property of the students for several important 

reasons. First, the prototype was the outcome of a class assignment rather than a 

university funded research initiative. Second, no faculty support was provided beyond the 

traditional of role of the educating professor and friendly mentor. The university made no 

investment in the students’ research and therefore had no claim to the intellectual 

property. The resources that were provided to the students by the university were 

delivered within a formal course paid for through student tuition dollars. However, the 

university did serve as a catalyst to the students’ market behaviors by enhancing their 

entrepreneurial capacities through articulated commercialization policy specific to 

student properties.  

 The JPEC should also be examined in the context of student power resulting from 

entrepreneurial activities. The center is predominantly funded by private dollars and 

should not be viewed as a traditional academic unit. Rather, the center is more 

representative of a private sector Angel investment structure located within the confines 

of the university. The center stands to capture increased prestige, legitimacy, and most 

importantly an expanded donor base when student entrepreneurs realize market success. 

The return on the investment is intended to come in the forms of social and economic 

capital. The private sector-like nature of the JPEC does not fit in the traditional 
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faculty/student/university power relation paradigm. The center is a source of capital to 

students, which provides leverage, but not authority over the aspiring entrepreneurs. The 

relationship is common between private sector entrepreneurs and venture capitalists.  

The JPEC acted as an interstitial organization through its ability to connect the 

Ergo Ingenieur students with the private venture capitalists who awarded the students 

$5,000 in seed money. The center’s reliance on private dollars and independent standing 

within the business college results in an opportunity structure for accumulating resources 

from intermediating organizations and private sector interest groups. The accumulation 

and capitalist distribution of such resources would likely be met with political resistance 

in more traditional academic units. The multidimensional traits of the JPEC are symbolic 

of the fluid nature of the academic capitalist structures that are defined and shaped by 

market activities. The fluid nature of the JPEC is a convenient lead in to the blurring 

boundaries between the public and private sectors.  

Shifting concepts of public/non-profit/for-profit organizations. The Ergo 

Ingenieur case provides a unique dimension to the role of students in advancing capitalist 

activities within colleges and universities. Significant scholarly attention related 

academic capitalism and market transitions has focused on the transfer of publicly funded 

(federal and state) research findings and innovations to the marketplace with the partial 

intent of generating institutional, departmental, and faculty profits. Students have little to 

no agency in the preceding academic capitalist assembly line. The Ergo Ingenieur case 

compels higher education scholars to further consider the role of students as not only 

researcher assistants and low-cost/exploited laborers, but in some cases active 
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entrepreneurs who utilize university classrooms and resources to their economic 

advantage. The universities thus become venture capitalists with rich deposits of human 

intellect, physical resources, and intangible commodities that include prestige and 

perceived legitimacy to outside investors. Thus, student entrepreneurs such as those 

forming Ergo Ingenieur act as state-subsidized capitalists. The university acts as a 

fertilizing ground for private ventures rather than as only a public learning environment 

isolated from the pressures and influences of the private market.  

 In the present case, the characteristics distinguishing the UI as a public, not-for-

profit organization have blurred in an unusual fashion. Atypical of most academic 

capitalist cases, students are the primary agents of capitalist activity within the walls of 

the academy. The university served as the development pad for the evolving student-

initiated enterprise in several important ways. First, the catalyst for the refined prototypes 

was born out of a formal and traditional engineering curriculum. Second, the university 

served as the environment in which to design and test the refined, split lamp prototype. 

Third, the UI’s entrepreneurial education center served as the student’s corporate hub, 

which was made possible through knowledge circuits connecting the college of 

engineering, the entrepreneurship education center, and private sector interest groups. 

The university’s learning environment, in combination with a neo-liberal policy 

environment, in many ways acted in the capacity of investment capital supportive of the 

student enterprise. In the context of the recursive capitalist cycle turning within 

entrepreneurship education, the university invested in the student venture with the intent 

of realizing social and economic returns.  
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Shifting conception of the public good. The university’s commitment to the public 

good has faded to a backdrop in the Ergo Ingenieur case. The students did not readily 

consider the public good when attempting to commercialize the refined split lamp 

prototype. If the public good was the students’ primary motivation, commercialization 

efforts would not have superseded the consideration given to scholarly publication.  

Further, the faculty members encouraged the students to commercialize the prototype 

rather than publish a descriptive analysis of their findings in an academic journal. The 

value placed on patenting by the faculty members indicates a shift away from the public 

good and toward academic capitalist activities. Upon the advice and mentoring of their 

faculty members, the students were socialized to place a higher value on personal gain 

over the purity of scientific discovery for human and societal advancement. The 

diminished social dimension is not entirely surprising considering many engineering 

students are directed toward careers in the private sector rather than in academic 

institutions.  

The public good was considered by the students, but only after a design flaw 

presented and commercial value declined. In other words, the students considered 

scholarly publication only after the perceived market value of the device decreased due a 

design issue. Still, despite the problematic design, the students considered patenting the 

flawed prototype for future licensing over publishing in an academic journal with the 

hopes of advancing the prototype within the global academic community. As indicated by 

one of the student entrepreneurs, “the project is on hold because we (the entire Ergo 

team) have moved on in separate ways” (personal communication, November 3, 2005). 
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The division of the team was viewed as more of a reason to publish the prototype case 

rather than the design flaw. The Ergo Ingenieur case demonstrates how in some cases 

undergraduate students in the academic capitalist/learning regime are trained as 

entrepreneurial scientists first and scientific scholars second. One potential result of such 

a pedagogical model is a reduced commitment to the public good and pure scientific 

discovery. While the public would ultimately benefit from a more refined and ergonomic 

split lamp, the production and distribution of the improved device has been slowed by 

student capitalism and the related quest for personal gain.   

Hidden curriculum and underlying messages. The Ergo Ingenieur team was 

encouraged to be entrepreneurial by UI biomedical engineering faculty members. The 

Ergo team member interviewed stated information related to intellectual property and 

patenting policies is imbedded throughout the UI engineering curriculum (personal 

communication, November 3, 2005). In other words, the faculty members do not limit 

instruction to the principles of biomechanical processes and related engineering 

principles.  Rather, the general engineering curriculum has been expanded to include 

information on how to effectively and legally protect the rights to intellectual property for 

the purpose of eventual commercialization and personal gain. While engineering has 

traditionally focused on the application of knowledge, the training of students in areas of 

intellectual property rights has become more concise due to enhanced institutional 

policies that address issues linked to student ownership over academic activities and 

resulting products.  Learning is not a process contained within formal classroom settings. 

Faculty mentoring is a key component in the college’s education process. Mentoring not 
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only advances student knowledge related to fields of academic study, but also functions 

as a socialization process to the professions. In the Ergo case, students were taught the 

principles of scientific entrepreneurship within the formal curriculum and mentored as 

aspiring entrepreneurs during informal instruction processes.  

The result of the aforementioned hidden curriculum, in addition to the 

enhancement of the university’s managerial capacities, is the expansion of the students’ 

abilities to more independently engage in commercial activities. More specifically, the 

capitalist curriculum makes students aware of market opportunities and provides the 

technical knowledge to properly commercialize discoveries and innovations from within 

the confines of the university.  Through interstitial structures such as the UI 

entrepreneurship education center, students are provided with the resources essential to 

launching ventures into the market. The entrepreneurial education center provides a 

location where students can effectively exercise their newly acquired entrepreneurial 

capabilities. Finally, funding from private sector interest groups, which are centrally 

deposited in the entrepreneurship education center, financially support selected student 

projects. In the Ergo case, the Pappajohn award provided the students with $5000 in seed 

money to aid in the development of the refined split lamp. The award was not for tuition, 

books, or study abroad, but rather to launch the emerging student enterprise into the 

regional economy. Scholarship and academic achievement has taken a backseat to 

entrepreneurship. 

Conclusion. The Ergo Ingenieur case provides evidence suggestive of the new 

role of the state-subsidized student entrepreneur within the capitalist academy. As with 
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most specific cases, generalizing the findings across all institutions and higher education 

sectors is not possible. However, the Ergo Ingenieur case demonstrates the credibility of 

the argument that students can and do function as independent, state-subsidized 

entrepreneurs within the academic capitalist knowledge/learning regime. Therefore, 

students can no longer be conceptualized only as exploited laborers, consumers, markets, 

and institutional commodities and eventual products. The Ergo case also suggests that 

scholars can no longer safely assume students are being trained as and socialized to be 

purely inquisitive beings. Rather, students are becoming socialized and trained to be 

entrepreneurs who place emphasis on commercial and personal gains over the 

advancement of knowledge, the public good, and humanity. In the case of Ergo 

Ingenieur, the formal education process served as a platform for training students as 

scientific entrepreneurs rather than as aspiring applied scientists and engineers. Interstitial 

structures such as the UI entrepreneurship education center provides student with 

physical and economic resources, as well as the knowledge base needed to successfully 

launch ventures into the market. Thus, the Ergo Ingenieur provides the evidence needed 

to warrant further investigation into the emerging role of students as independent, state-

subsidized entrepreneurs.   

Bio::Neos 

The Ergo Ingenieur case demonstrates the abilities of students to act as 

independent, state-subsidized entrepreneurs within the capitalist academy. However, 

student entrepreneurship is not limited to independent initiatives. Rather, in some cases 

faculty play minor to major roles in the promotion of student capitalism and 
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entrepreneurial activities. The Bio::Neos case at UI serves as an example of student 

entrepreneurship that involves a low degree of faculty involvement. The case shows how 

the relations between student and faculty can be negotiated in ways that equip students 

with expanded entrepreneurial capacities, while at the same time benefiting the personal 

interests of involved faculty members. In doing so, the increasing power of student 

capitalists becomes more evident. Further, an evolving student/faculty partnership that is 

contrary to the traditional power relationship in which the student completely defers to 

the professor is described.  

 Bio::Neos is a student-founded company born out of the UI’s Center for 

Bioinformatics and Computational Biology (CBCB). The student team responsible for 

the creation of the enterprise consists of three former students who have completed or are 

near completing Master’s degrees in electrical and computer engineering. The company 

can be attributed in part to new knowledge circuits connecting computer and electrical 

engineering students, biology and biomedical engineering faculty members, experts in 

entrepreneurship, and private sector interest groups. The primary Bio::Neos product is 

“Bio::WebLab,” a software package designed to support genomic research. The 

technology helps researchers more efficiently identify genetic diseases such as glaucoma. 

According to the company’s president and head programmer, the software will “speed up 

the time to market pharmaceutical products and open the door for genetic treatment.”46 

The students are not the only partners in the company. Three faculty members have 

undisclosed amounts of equity in the company. The professors, all of whom are active 

 
46 Quote appears on page 9 of the Summer 2005 edition of Business@Iowa magazine. 



247 

 

researchers in the UI CBCB, have secured and retained a small financial stake in the 

Bio::Neos company. The amount of equity owned by the faculty was not able to be 

determined, but according to one of the Bio::Neos student owners, “the faculty stake in 

the company is minimal” (personal communication, November 1, 2005). The faculty 

members are not active in the business operations of Bio::Neos, but do serve as scientific 

advisors to the company. In other words, the company is primarily managed by current 

and former UI students who consult faculty with regards to scientific issues.  

 The students were first exposed to the scientific knowledge essential to the 

development of the Bio::WebLab as undergraduate lab assistants in the CBCB. Thus, 

while the Bio::Neos company came to fruition during the students’ graduate careers, the 

initiative traces back further to the team’s undergraduate experiences. As stated in the 

introduction to this chapter, graduate and undergraduate education levels are not mutually 

exclusive. In the present case, the student capitalists were first exposed to the knowledge 

that would eventually be commercialized as undergraduate students.  

 The process by which the students secured majority ownership is both interesting 

and complex. The knowledge used in the creation of the Bio::WebLab stemmed from one 

of the student’s graduate thesis. Specifically, the software prototype now known as 

“Bio::WebLab” was the primary focus of the Bio::Neos President’s graduate thesis in 

electrical and computer engineering. According to UI intellectual property and copyright 

policy, the university does not take a copyright on any information or materials related to 

student work required for the completion of a degree. The official UI copyright policy 
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pertaining to the Bio::Neos case is identical to the policy informing the Ergo Ingenieur 

case.47 

The complexities related to the copyrights of the student’s thesis were further 

convoluted by the fact that the student was initially exposed to the knowledge leading to 

his thesis in a university lab where he was employed as a University Research Assistant. 

In other words, a case claiming the student was “work for hire” during the time of his 

thesis could have been made. However, due to the software prototype’s central position 

within the student’s thesis, it was determined that the product and related knowledge was 

a direct result of a required educational program requirement.  The student entrepreneur 

was well-informed on the university policy relating to intellectual properties associated 

with student projects. When asked if he was aware of the UI policy governing the 

ownership of intellectual property, he stated the following: 

Yes.  If the University didn't have such a policy, they would in effect own your 

work that you needed to do in order to graduate and thus a portion of your degree 

(in theory).  To avoid any complex issues, the University of Iowa Research 

Foundation has a blanket policy that they do not take a copyright on any work 

related to your thesis regardless of outside circumstance (personal 

communication, November 28, 2005). 

The level of expertise on university policy pertaining to intellectual property rights is 

evidence of the expanded entrepreneurial of the Bio::Neos students. Students may now 

 
47 The Univesity of Iowa copyright policy pertaining to student ownership of intellectual property 
developed within required curriculum can be found on the University of Iowa web page, University of Iowa 
Intellectual Property Policy, (http://www.uiowa.edu/%7Eour/opmanual/v/30.htm#304) <accessed 
November 28, 2005).  
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have more knowledge of university policies related to intellectual property than do many 

faculty members. Further, the student rights to ownership of intellectual property linked 

to formal education structures as clarified through official university policy further 

enables students to act as state-subsidized entrepreneurs.  

 The UI entrepreneurial education center (JPEC) has played an essential role in the 

efforts to commercialize the Bio::WebLab and launch Bio::Neos in the marketplace. Like 

Ergo Ingenieur, the JEPC provided students access to the BELL entrepreneurship 

incubator, which was and continues to be a source of physical and professional resources. 

The company currently operates out of an office, physically located in the BELL. The 

company will be able to remain in the laboratory/incubator until the final student owner 

graduates in May 2006. However, the company’s relationship with the university will not 

end at that point. Rather, the company will move from the BELL to the UI Oakdale 

Research Park. The research park is an incubator that helps participating companies:  

establish and sustain working relationships with UI faculty scientists, physicians, 

and engineers. In addition, firms can access facilities and equipment, sponsor 

research, employ graduate students, hire graduates, license UI intellectual 

property, and participate actively in the UI academic community.48 

The UI has in multiple ways funded the launching of the Bio::Neos and thus promoted 

the emergence of student capitalism. Further, the case documents the expanding 

managerial capacities experienced at the institutional level and as a result of the academic 

capitalist knowledge/learning regime.  
 
48 UI Office of Technology Transfer web page, Oakdale Research Park, 
(http://research.uiowa.edu/techtransfer/orp_main.htm) <accessed November 28, 2005>. 
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The JPEC has and continues to serve an interstitail function in relation to the 

Bio::Neos case.  The JPEC has aided Bio::Neos students in connecting with venture 

capital resources. Specifically, the Bio::Neos was awarded $5,000 in seed money as a 

result of taking first place in the May 5th Merle Volding Business Plan competition.49 In 

addition, the team secured $5,000 in seed in money during the 2003 statewide Pappajohn 

New Venture Business Plan Competition.50 Thus, the JPEC has employed its managerial 

capacities in ways that have connected the Bio::Neos students with external capital. The 

bridge connecting the students with private venture capitalists constructed by the JPEC is 

a concrete example of the interstitial processes occurring within academies as a result the 

emergence of academic capitalism.  

Shifting roles and power relations among students, faculty, and the university.

The Bio::Neos case demonstrates how students within the academic capitalist 

knowledge/learning regime are socialized to seek, initiate, and carry out commercial 

ventures linked to formalized curricula. As undergraduates, the Bio::Neos students gained 

exposure to the knowledge necessary to launch an entrepreneurial venture out of a 

university research laboratory. With the support of faculty mentors and JPEC managerial 

professionals, the students academically and monetarily capitalized on the research 

findings as graduate students. Academically, one student built upon findings originating 

in the CBCB when completing the UI graduate thesis requirement. The inclusion of the 

Bio::WebLab prototype in the student’s graduate thesis has important implications to the 

 
49UI Henry B. Tippie College of Business News and Information electronic bulletin, Student entrepreneurs 
awarded seed money in business plan competition. 
(http://www.biz.uiowa.edu/news/displaystroy.cfm?id=996) <accessed November 28, 2005>.  
50Summer 2005 edition of the Business@Iowa magazine. 
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Bio::Neos enterprise. Specifically, the student owns the intellectual property rights to the 

thesis and thus, is free to use the information without the permission of or oversight from 

the university. Thus, the university does not have any authority over or equity in the 

Bio::Neos company. However, and like in the case of Ergo Ingeniuer, the university is 

significant in the development of Bio::Neos. While the university’s power over the 

company is minimal, its contributions through expanded managerial capacities (i.e., the 

JPEC) were and continue to be essential to the enterprise’s success. The institutional 

function in the context of Bio::Neos will be discussed further with regards to the 

boundaries which exist between the public and private sectors.  

 Unlike the Ergo Ingeniuer case, the faculty members associated with the 

Bio::Neos entrepreneurs have maintained a portion of control and ownership in the 

student-founded enterprise.  The faculty members are not active in the management of the 

company, but do serve as scientific advisors, for which they have secured a minimal 

degree of equity in the enterprise. According to a Bio::Neos representative, the equity 

agreements between the students and the faculty were negotiated independently and 

without prompting from the university (personal communication, November 1, 2005). 

Like the faculty members associated with Ergo Ingeniuer, the professors in the present 

case act as expert consultants. However, the expertise provided is not limited to 

traditional instructional role. Specifically, the faculty members are no longer instructors 

with interest only in the development of students and the advancement of knowledge. 

Rather, the professors are Bio::Neos shareholders who provide expert input intended on  

improving the economic value of a firm they themselves partially own. Thus, while the 
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students are the primary initiators and owners of the enterprise, the involved faculty 

members have retained minimal ownership in the company. 

 The evolving relationship between the faculty members and Bio::Neos student 

entrepreneurs is both interesting and important. The initial relationship was characteristic 

of the traditional dynamic involving the professors as authoritative instructors/experts and 

the students as dependent learners. The relationship changed when the students initiated 

the commercialization of Bio::Neos. Specifically, the students assumed majority 

ownership in the enterprise, with the faculty members positioned as scientific advisors 

with minimal ownership in the company. Thus, the relationship changed upon the 

student-led establishment of the start-up company. In the capitalist relationship, the 

students have emerged as the authorities over the direction of the company with the 

faculty serving as scientific experts and minimal shareholders. The evolved 

faculty/student relationship provides merit to the argument that students are emerging as 

active capitalist with expanded entrepreneurial capacities and authority over activities 

within the academic capitalist knowledge/learning regime.  

 The aforementioned power relations between the Bio::Neos students and the 

associated faculty warrants further clarification and discussion. The degree of input by 

the faculty in the business operations of Bio::Neos was not able to be measured. 

However, a reasonable assumption is that the opinions of the faculty are highly valued by 

the student entrepreneurs. Thus, the argument that the power of the faculty has been 

stifled by financial and legal boundaries is not sound. However, the students have 

obtained a much higher degree of power in the relationship with the faculty associated 
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with Bio::Neos due to their primary ownership in the company. While faculty has 

retained power through high levels of expertise and negotiated equity holdings, the 

students have simultaneously increased their power through capitalist activities. Thus, the 

Bio::Neos case demonstrates the influences of the academic capitalist 

knowledge/learning regime on the positions of power of students engaged in 

entrepreneurial activities. Further, the faculty has realized expanded entrepreneurial 

capacities in negotiating equity in Bio::Neos, however minimal, in exchange for scientific 

consultation. 

Shifting concepts of the public/non-profit/for-profit organizations. The Bio::Neos 

case provides a solid example of how students are capitalizing on university resources 

(financial, social, and intellectual) in efforts to make personal gains. As with the Ergo 

Ingenieur case, the university in various ways provided the student capitalists with the 

financial, social, and intellectual capital essential to the launching of a high-tech start-up 

company. The financial capital comes in the form of physical resources and indirectly in 

the research dollars that led to an innovative scientific product with potential market 

value. The social capital is the legitimacy linked to the affiliation with a respected 

university and the nationally recognized CBCB. Also, business-savvy JPEC provides 

social capital through its well-established connections with potential investors looking to 

deposit seed money in projects considered to have minimal risks and strong market 

potential. Finally, the student entrepreneurs have access to intellectual capital at a 

seemingly low cost. Specifically, the students have negotiated on-going access to 

scientists by agreeing to minimal holdings among three key CBCB faculty members. 
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While no specific dollar figure reflecting the monetary value of the faculties’ knowledge, 

the Bio::Neos owners are likely receiving scientific input at a below market value price. 

Further, the scientific knowledge provided by the faculty is available exclusively to 

Bio::Neos. Thus, the company has cornered the market through its affiliation with the 

university and the equity agreement with experts in the field of bioinformatics.  

 The preceding capital provided to Bio::Neos through the company’s close linkage 

to the UI reflects a shift in the demarcations distinguishing the public, not-for-profit 

higher education sector from the private market sector. As in the case of Ergo Ingenieur, 

the UI has served as a source of financial, social, and intellectual capital for students 

actively pursuing the creation of a for-profit venture from within the walls of institution. 

The student capitalists were introduced to the bioinformatics field and knowledge 

essential to the creation of the Bio::WebLab within the confines of a university-located 

research laboratory. The same laboratory houses the faculty members, later turned 

scientific advisors/co-owners, who possess the scientific knowledge essential to the 

advancement of the software from a concept contained within a graduate thesis to a 

marketable commodity. Thus, new circuits of knowledge between the students and 

faculty spawned the creation of the student-initiated company. The same knowledge 

circuits, in conjunction with student/faculty equity agreements, provide the students with 

low cost access to valuable scientific expertise. Bio::Neos’ exclusive access to advanced 

scientific knowledge, which is consistently enhanced through the high-cost research 

conducted within the UI CBCB, provides the company with a distinctive market 

advantage over competitors.  
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Finally and as with Ergo Ingenieur, the JPEC provides Bio::Neos with free office 

space stocked with valuable physical resources, as well as social and intellectual capital. 

The university will continue to support Bio:Neos in ways similar to what the JPEC 

provides when the enterprise relocates to the UI Oakdale Research Park upon the 

graduation of the company’s remaining founding student.  Thus, the university has acted 

beyond the capacity of a public university by expanding the capitalist capabilities of 

aspiring student entrepreneurs.  

 The source of funding supporting the knowledge gained by students is important. 

The CBCB must be examined to adequately recognize and understand the resource flow  

to Bio::Neos. The CBCB receives a significant amount of funding from governmental 

and non-profit organizations. Specifically, external support of the research center from 

public organizations includes: the National Institutes of Health, the US Department of 

Agriculture, the National Human Genome Research Institute, the National Science 

Foundation, and the W.M. Keck Foundation. Private support associated with the CBCB 

includes Alcon, Inc. and Integrated DNA Technologies. 51 The preceding funding sources 

have not directly contributed to the establishment of Bio::Neos or the commercialization 

of the Bio::WebLab. However, the funding provided by the organizations did contribute 

to the knowledge that led to the development of the software and to the on-going 

expertise of the faculty who are also co-owners of and scientific advisors to the company. 

While funding scientific research, the aforementioned organizations are also indirectly 

 
51 UI Center for Bioinformatics and Computational Biology we page, Center Support,
(http://genome.uiowa.edu/support.html) <accessed November 29, 2005>.  
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subsidizing the development and commercialization of Bio::Neos. Thus, the Bio::Neos 

students and faculty are operating as state-subsidized entrepreneurs.  

Shifting conception of the public good. The potential social benefits of the 

Bio::WebLab are significant. First, advancements in the detection of genetic disorders are 

essential to the advancement of healthcare. The potential economic contributions of 

Bio::Neos to the local and regional economies within and surrounding the state of Iowa 

are potentially significant. According to one of the Bio::Neos’ owners, the company plans 

to remain in Iowa following the completion of incubation and market establishment 

(personal communication, November 1, 2005). The student founders have a sense of 

loyalty to the state of Iowa due to the origins of previously mentioned seed monies and 

the contributions by the UI to the predicted success of Bio::Neos. Despite the founders’ 

intentions and local loyalties, there is no certainty that Bio::Neos will not be consumed 

by a neo-liberal, global corporation located outside of the Iowa region. However, the 

argument can be made that if Bio::Neos is successful and remains in Iowa, the UI 

regional constituency will be served through the economic expansion resulting from the 

entrepreneurial venture.  

Despite the potentially positive social externalities of Bio::Neos, the public good 

has been neglected. The neglect is descriptive of the academic capitalist regime. The 

software prototype has not been considered for scholarly and subsequently publicly 

available publication. Prior to the rise of academic capitalism, the student would likely 

have been urged by the faculty to publish the software prototype in a professional and/or 

academic journal. However, in the present regime the students were encouraged to take 
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the concepts gained through working in the CBCB and in the graduate thesis to the 

entrepreneurship education center for potential commercialization. The public good 

associated with healthcare research is inherent. However, the efficiency in which the 

public realizes the benefits has been delayed by market focus of the academic capitalist 

regime. In the case of Bio::Neos, the availability of the software has been delayed by the 

commercialization process. On the other hand, if the students and/or faculty published the 

results without concern for personal gain, the software may have already been advanced 

to the point of being used by professionals. Thus, while the public is likely to benefit 

from the software, capitalism and personal gains have superseded the focus on the public 

good.  

Hidden curriculum and underlying lessons. As in the Ergo Ingeniuer case, 

students were the primary initiators of the Bio::Neos entrepreneurial venture. The 

students were educated on the scientific principles and processes that underpin the 

prototype software as student research assistants. One student applied the knowledge 

gained in the CBCB to a formal education requirement: his graduate thesis. The thesis led 

to ownership of the Bio::WebLab prototype, which opened the door to the entrepreneurial 

venture. The JPEC served as an educational resource specific to the discipline of 

entrepreneurship. Further, the faculty mentors promoted the commercialization of the 

software by not only agreeing to serve as scientific advisors, but also by taking minimal 

equity holdings in the company. The underlying lesson provided to the Bio::Neos 

students is that scientific knowledge holds market value and should be treated as a 

mechanism for wealth accumulation first and a public good second. 
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Conclusion. The Bio::Neos case provides further evidence suggestive of the new 

role of the state-subsidized student entrepreneur within the capitalist academy. The 

entrepreneurial activities of the Bio::Neos students were subsidized in several keys ways 

First, students were provided access to scientific data essential to the development of an 

innovative technology that holds the promise of advancing the detection and treatment of 

genetic abnormalities. The interstitial components of the UI entrepreneurship education 

center, specifically the linkages with external venture capitalists, provided the students 

with physical and economic resources, as well as the knowledge base needed to 

successfully launch ventures into the market. Additionally, the hidden curriculum and 

underlying lessons associated with the academic capitalist regime are further revealed 

within the Bio::Neos case. Specifically, the student entrepreneurs were socialized to 

identify and act upon entrepreneurial opportunity structures over advancing scientific 

knowledge for the good of society. Thus, the Bio::Neos case highlights the structures and 

mechanisms in place within the capitalist academy that subsidize student 

entrepreneurship.   

Mayan Pigments, Inc. 

The Ergo Ingenieur and Bio::Neos cases provide evidence of student capitalist 

ventures that include faculty in minimal positions of authority and ownership. The 

following University of Texas at El Paso (UTEP) case provides an example of how 

faculty and students are initiating and entering into capitalist ventures as partners with 

equal authority and ownership. In 2001, the Materials Research and Technology Institute 

at UTEP joined the Materials Corridor Partnership Initiative (MCI).  The initiative 
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promotes sustainable economic development along the US/Mexico border through 

materials research and product commercialization. The initiative is funded by the US 

Department of Energy (DOE) and the Mexican National Council for Science and 

Technology (MNCST).  UTEP is one of eight American and 20 Mexican institutions 

participating in the alliance.  Additional partners include three DOE laboratories, private 

industries, the US-Mexico Foundation for Science, and the US-Mexico Border Health 

Commission.  MCI is a bi-national initiative that is focused on technology development 

and expanding  economic development along the US-Mexico border.   

UTEP is a participant in the US Department of Housing and Urban Development 

developed “empowerment zone.” The zone funds the expansion of commerce, the 

development of prosperous neighborhoods, and the enhancement of local human capital.  

The Materials Research and Technology Institute (MRTI) symbolizes UTEP efforts to 

stimulate wealth creation within the El Paso region.  MRTI’s goal is to create 

employment opportunities for UTEP graduates, develop intellectual property for the 

institute and university, create spin-off companies that will remain in the El Paso region, 

and expand research funding structures.  The projects MRTI has focused on thus far are: 

biological and chemical detection, strategies for developing environment-friendly paint, 

and the discovery of new methods of creating clean transportation fuel refineries. 

MRTI faculty and students rediscovered the pigment technology of ancient 

Mayan peoples.  The Mayans, located in Mexico and Central America, created blue 

pigments with a chemical composition that had remarkable longevity.  The composition 

is achieved through the marriage of organic dye and inorganic clay.  MRTI studied the 
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Mayan paints and found that the pigments are significantly more environmentally sound 

and durable than standard organic paint products. Further, the newly discovered pigment 

technology was identified as having market potential. Faculty and students expected to 

find a market niche for several reasons: 1) The paint is ecologically sound due to the 

absence of metal in the composition; 2) Tthe integrity of the pigment’s coloring does not 

change when alterations in lighting occurs; 3) The color is durable when exposed to 

intense heat, which is inherent in most manufacturing processes; and 4) The pigment is 

able to be produced in a growing number of colors. Thus, the faculty and then student 

founded Mayan Pigments, Inc in 2004.  The pigment was patented under the name 

Mayacrom.   

The MRTI faculty member and graduate student turned to the UTEP Centers for 

Entrepreneurial Development, Advancement, Research, and Support (CEDARS) for 

assistance in launching the enterprise into the market. The new circuit of knowledge 

between CEDARS and MRTI proved beneficial. The interstitial capacity of the CEDARS 

connected Mayan Pigments with an external group known as the Camino Real Angel 

investors. The result was a private investment of over $1 million in Mayan Pigments. 

Additionally, a group of entrepreneurship education students assisted the emerging 

company in areas related to marketing, business development, and finance. Thus, the 

success of Mayan Pigments is due in part to the amalgamation of disciplines and units 

characteristic of the academic capitalist knowledge regime.   

Shifting roles and power relations among students, faculty, and the university. A

MRTI graduate student played a major role in the scientific discovery of the product 
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named Mayacrom.  The graduate student also assumed a significant role in launching 

Mayan Pigments, Inc., UTEP’s first incubated enterprise. The student was initially 

exposed to the topic during a chemistry course in which a faculty member presented the 

pigment as a potential research topic.  She studied the makeup of the pigment throughout 

her graduate student tenure in the MRTI.  The resulting research was partially sponsored 

by the DOE through the Materials Corridor Partnership Initiative. The former student, 

who has now earned a doctorate in Materials Sciences and Engineering from UTEP, is 

presently the chief technology officer (CTO) of Mayan Pigments.   

UTEP owns the intellectual property, which is leased to Mayan Pigments.  The 

professor and former graduate student are co-owners of the company, and when and if the 

company goes public, both will receive 50% of the profits.  UTEP has an undisclosed 

minimal amount of equity in the company.  Until the company goes public, the university 

is a silent (non-voting) member of the enterprise’s corporate board, which reduces 

institutional liability. UTEP has provided an equitable arrangement for the graduate 

student.  Rather than receiving a share of royalties from licensed intellectual property, the 

graduate student is co-owner, sharing ownership with her former faculty advisor.  The 

graduate student is the CTO of the new company and thus able to continue to develop her 

technology in ways that are meaningful to her.  The equitable nature of the arrangements 

is not the norm within the capitalist academy. Rather, graduate students are most often 

thought of as underpaid knowledge workers who are often extended little to no authority 

over tasks and resulting outcomes. The UTEP case is a promising component of the 

emerging role of students as state-subsidized entrepreneurs.   
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Shifting concepts of public/non-profit/for-profit organizations. The Mayan 

Pigments case is indicative of the shift within higher education toward an academic 

capitalist knowledge/learning regime. Changes in Texas state policy have recently been 

revised to make technology transfer more manageable at local levels.  Up until 1998, all 

university applications for patenting, licensing, and copyrighting were centrally reviewed 

by the University of Texas System General Counsel.  The centralized system became 

inefficient as market interest and activities increased within universities.  As a result, 

decentralized legal review was initiated.  The president of each campus has the authority 

to review and decide the status of intellectual property applications.  Each university is 

also responsible for obtaining legal counsel from local contracted attorneys who are not 

affiliated with the state.  

As recently as 2002, Texas state law prohibited the use of public funds in the 

creation of private enterprises, i.e. start-up companies spun off from universities.  The 

law has been changed to allow such activities to occur if universities retain ownership of 

the intellectual property throughout the incubation period.  Under this guideline, the 

university typically licenses the intellectual property to the start up at a price equal to the 

amount needed to recover the patenting or copyright costs initially invested by the 

university. In short, the state and its universities were enabled to be market actors, similar 

to private sector firms.  UTEP was then able to participate in, and perhaps helped shape, 

the MCI. The initiative is both regional and multi-national, and receives federal funding 

from the US DOE, US Department of Health and the Mexican federal government. 
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Public and private funds were used to develop Mayan Pigments.  The initial 

research funding was in large part provided by DOE through the Materials Corridor 

Partnership Initiative.  After the pigment was determined to be marketable, the UTEP 

Center for Entrepreneurial Development, Advancement, Research and Support 

(CEDARS), in conjunction with the Institute for Policy and Economic Development, 

assisted the MTRI in identifying potential venture capitalists within the El Paso 

community.  CEDARS linked the MTRI with the Camino Real Angels, a local group 

seeking to invest in early stage, high tech companies possessing high growth potential in 

the El Paso region.  As previously mentioned, 15 Camino Real Angel investors, as well 

as others, have invested over $1 million in the company.  Despite the private investments, 

the majority of funds used to create Mayan Pigments were probably state; whether 

federal, Texan, local or Mexican. The focus of all the state funded programs appears to be 

specifically directed toward the economic development of the regional economy.  So too, 

the private capital invested appears to be local.  Although the state is subsidizing 

economic growth, and faculty and students are becoming state subsidized entrepreneurs 

with complimentary investments from private capital, the target of the funds is regional 

economic growth. 

Shifting conception of the public good. In this case the public good is defined as 

economic development. UTEP’s efforts were socially oriented toward the advancement 

of the borderlands—the regional economy that spans south Texas and northern 

Chihuahua.  El Paso has a population of 700,000.  Its population is 78.2% Hispanic with 

46.2% of annual family household incomes falling below $50,000.  El Paso is across the 
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border from Cuidad Juarez, in Chihuahua, Mexico.  Juarez has a population of nearly 2 

million.   Together the cities constitute an international “metroplex.”  The cross-border 

span of the initiative was built with the understanding that, despite great disparities in 

wealth, the two regions are linked and mutually benefit from the expansion of common 

economies.  Rather than being appropriated for global corporations, there is a possibility 

that the proceeds from Mayan Pigments will be plowed back into a specific region in 

need of economic help. 

UTEP, a Hispanic Serving Institution, attempts to assume a primary role in 

advancing economic conditions within the city and region.  The university is at the center 

of an array of local, regional, national, and international funding initiatives aimed at 

improving a very depressed regional economy. The MRTI activities associated with the 

Materials Corridor Partnership Initiative are intended to contribute to the economic 

expansion in ways that are both technologically advanced and environment-friendly. 

According to the MRTI webpage, economic development is to occur only if the materials 

being created meet the following standards: “energy efficient, environmentally friendly 

materials…for sustainable economic development.”52 Thus, while the Materials Corridor 

Partnership is focused on economic development; it also has specific public good goals. 

Mayan Pigments is presented by the groups who helped develop the company as a 

potential “gazelle.”  A “gazelle” is a venture seen as possessing the capacity to 

accumulate significant wealth and economic sustainability relatively quickly after being 

launched in the market.   Presumably, gazelle’s trigger job growth, which is one of the 
 
52 University of Texas at El Paso web page, Materials Corridor Partnership Initiative, 
(http://research.utep.edu/Default.aspx?tabid=29072) <accessed November 1, 2005>. 
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primary the contributors to regional economic development.  Thus far, Mayan Pigments 

has employed two researchers who are graduates of the UTEP materials science program.  

The company’s President and CEO is a former executive of two large global chemical 

corporations who brings management know-how and expertise to the company.  Whether 

the CEO will be able to locate production in El Paso or Juarez, and how many will be 

employed and what terms of employment will be are as yet unclear.  Mayan Pigments 

could be an example of a border-spanning company that provides well paying jobs on 

both sides of the border.   

Hidden curriculum and underlying lessons. The former student and now UTEP 

graduate is an equal partner in the entrepreneurial research.  The student was exposed to 

the ideas in courses where topics were presented as having entrepreneurial possibilities.  

The pigment research was funded by the DOE through the Materials Corridor Partnership 

Initiative, and the student shares ownership in a corporation focused on regional 

economic development.  The hidden curriculum stresses entrepreneurial research with a 

focus on contributing to the development of regional economies.  The graduate student 

became a partner in the emerging enterprise rather than remaining a relatively low paid 

knowledge worker.  The graduate student may transfer this experience into greater work 

to develop entrepreneurial science that benefits the community, whether through new 

research with MCI and UTEP or by funding researching or becoming an “angel” in local 

development projects. 

Conclusion. The Mayan Pigments case involves a graduate student participating 

in entrepreneurial science and assuming the emerging roles of inventor, innovator, and 
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entrepreneur. The new roles are central to the present study and are seen as a product of 

the academic capitalist knowledge/learning regime. Mayan Pigments is an extension of 

UTEP’s endeavors targeting focused regional economic development and job creation.  

The graduate student was a partner in the Mayan Pigments enterprise rather than a low 

cost employee.  The eventual outcome of Mayan Pigments remains unclear. In question is 

whether the company will prosper and remain located in the El Paso region. Also, there is 

no guarantee that Mayan Pigments will pay living wages and charge reasonable prices for 

a product likely to benefit many citizens in the community. Despite the uncertainties, the 

case provides evidence of the rise of students as state-subsidized entrepreneurs who are 

interested in not only wealth accumulation, but also the advancement of the public good. 

Part Two: The Intersection of Entrepreneurship Education and State-Subsidized Student 

Capitalism: A Case of Social Entrepreneurship 

 Social entrepreneurship is viewed as the process by which resources (financial, 

social, and intellectual) are distributed in ways intended to produce sustainable social 

change and advancement. The Mayan Pigment case does contain a social component in 

that resources have been allocated to ecologically sensitive projects geared toward the 

development of a depressed regional economy. However, the profit-making intent of the 

enterprise pulls the enterprise away from the contemporary definition of social 

entrepreneurship. This writer argues that social entrepreneurship should not be confined 

to only organizations operating in the non-profit economic sector. As previously 

demonstrated, the boundaries separating the private and public sectors are becoming fluid 

and more theoretical than actual.  
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The following case is representative of state-subsidized student capitalism in the 

context of entrepreneurship education. Unlike the previous cases, the student developed 

enterprise does not involve technological advancements or scientific innovations. Rather, 

the case centers on an email service that operates on environmentally friendly principles 

and values. The case provides breadth and depth to the examples of student capitalism, as 

well as demonstrates ways in which student entrepreneurs are attempting to accumulate 

wealth while simultaneously targeting areas of social need. 

Planet-Save.com 

 Plant-Save.com was a student conceived business founded through the UI 

entrepreneurship education center (JPEC). The company was based on helping preserve 

the rainforest through an eco-friendly, free e-mail provider. The business is not a non-

profit organization as it generates revenue through paid advertisements. The advertisers 

are often what are referred to as “green businesses,” which are those organizations that 

operate under the environmentally conscious guidelines and standards. The founder of the 

company graduated from UI with a political science degree and a completed certificate in 

entrepreneurship.53 The student entrepreneur capitalized on the JPEC resources in ways 

similar to the Ergo Ingeniuer and Bio::Neos students. More specifically, the student 

completed the entrepreneurship certificate courses and was awarded seed money through 

the JPEC-sponsored business plan competition. The student entrepreneur states in the 

2004 Winter edition of the JPEC Venturing newsletter: 

 
53 Spring 2004 edition of the JPEC Venturing Newsletter, JPEC Alumnus Starts Business, Saves Rainforest,
(http://iowajpec.org/newsevents/winter04_newsletter.pdf) <accessed November 29, 2005>. 
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JPEC made a complete difference for me. I knew I would want to start looking for 

jobs with my political science degree, but I didn’t have the business background I 

needed. I didn’t know the difference between a balance sheet and a cash flow 

statement. Then, I entered the program (entrepreneurship certificate), and before I 

graduated, I was running my own company. 

The preceding statement indicates the significant role of the JPEC in the student’s ability 

to launch an entrepreneurial venture while enrolled as a college student.  

 Planet-Save.com was successfully launched into the market. One year into 

operations and following the student’s graduation the company was acquired by a larger, 

eco-friendly internet provider named Red Jellyfish. The larger company retained the 

student entrepreneur by making him part-owner and the manager of business 

development and marketing. Since the merger, the Planet-Save.com entrepreneur has 

been able to advance his environmental agenda by expanding offerings to clients who use 

dial-up, long distance, and DSL services.  

 The Planet-Save.com case is different than the Ergo Ingenieur, Bio::Neos, and 

Mayan Pigment cases. First, no intellectual property issues were associated with the 

company. The student used publicly available technology to launch the business, which 

did not involve any university located knowledge or research findings. Second, the 

student entrepreneur did not rely on any faculty expertise during the launching of the 

business beyond the skills acquired through the curriculum required for the 

entrepreneurship certificate. Third, the company was not a “high-tech” enterprise. While 

the company relied on the internet as an operating platform, the primary function was 
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linked to service rather than technological innovation. Despite the preceding distinctions, 

the case provides insight into the evolving and expanding trend of student capitalism 

within entrepreneurship education structures.  

Shifting roles and power relations among students, faculty, and the  university. 

The power relationships between the Planet-Save.com entrepreneur, the faculty, and the 

university are not as clearly defined as the previously outlined cases. The student 

entrepreneur did not enter into the entrepreneurial venture under the advisement of or 

partnership with faculty. Further, the student did not have to engage in negotiations with 

the university in regards to issues of copyrights and/or intellectual property rights. Thus, 

the student entrepreneur had complete authority over his business. The institution and 

faculty did exercise increased managerial and interstitial functions in establishing and 

maintaining relationships with the external venture capitalists, which eventually 

contributed to Planet-Save.com’s success. An interesting dynamic is that the university 

and faculty (via the JPEC) also enhanced the student’s entrepreneurial capacities to the 

point of independence. In other words, the entrepreneurship education model empowered 

the student to the point of no longer being reliant on the institution or faculty beyond the 

access to external investors and professional networks. Thus, the power of the university 

and faculty was significantly diminished as a result of the enhancement of the 

entrepreneurial capacities of the student.  

The conception of power should be extended in the Planet-Save.com case to 

include the interdisciplinary expansion of entrepreneurship education and the resulting 

roles assumed by non-business students. The student entrepreneur was a political science 
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student who chose to augment his liberal arts education with a certificate in 

entrepreneurship. The student gained the capacity to launch an entrepreneurial venture 

using non-departmental resources and institutionally housed facilities. Thus, the 

multidisciplinary availability of entrepreneurial resources (financial, social, and 

intellectual) empowered the student to act in a capitalist capacity beyond the scope of his 

primary field of study. Thus, the entrepreneurship incubator is a source of power for 

students interested in engaging in entrepreneurial activities that extend beyond formal 

fields of studies. 

Shifting concepts of public/non-profit/for-profit organizations. The Planet-

Save.com case contributes an important degree of insight into the examination of 

entrepreneurship education and student capitalism. The expansion of entrepreneurship 

education to multiple fields of studies has resulted in the enhanced entrepreneurial 

capacities of students interested in developing organizations primarily intended on 

producing social change rather than accumulating economic wealth. Planet-Save.com 

was created as a for-profit enterprise, but with the clear goal of contributing to the 

preservation of the rainforest. The entrepreneurship education program provided the 

student with the opportunity to secure seed money made available through a JPEC-

sponsored business plan competition. The JPEC’s enhanced managerial capacities, 

interstitial structures, and intermediating and private sectors networks provided the 

student with the ability to launch a socially conscious enterprise. The student’s immediate 

private market success would have been delayed if it were not for the availability of the 

entrepreneurial resources made available through the JPEC.  In the Planet-Save.com case, 
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the university continued to act as an avenue to venture capital as in the previous three 

student capitalist cases presented in this study. However, the social consciousness central 

to the enterprise may make the associated academic capitalist behaviors more agreeable 

to critics than the other three cases. 

Shifting conception of the public good. In the present case, the public good is 

defined as the intended contribution to the preservation of the rainforest. Planet.Save.com 

is representative of a growing number of “green businesses.” The organizations are eco-

friendly and aspire to advance environmental agendas. The businesses are for-profit, but 

do promote sustainable, social change. Social entrepreneurship seeks to distribute 

resources in ways that result in social advancement. For-profit organizations such as 

Planet-Save.com are representative of social entrepreneurship in that the company’s 

primary mission is to develop a sustained effort to prevent further depletion of the natural 

resources provided through the rainforest.  

 The public good is evident in the Planet-Save.com case. Specifically, society 

realizes numerous benefits when the depletion of the rainforest is delayed. In the case of 

Planet-Save.com, a student entrepreneur utilized university resources to develop an 

organization designed to contribute to the rainforest preservation cause. In other words, 

the indiscriminate capital provided by the university funded a company focused on the 

social good.  Thus, student capitalism cannot be limited to include only activities that are 

designed to solely produce wealth accumulation. Positive social outcomes are likely to 

result as multidisciplinary entrepreneurship education continues to include liberal arts 

students. Social entrepreneurship helps preserve the centrality of the public good within 
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the core of higher education. Further, the inclusion of social enterprises within 

entrepreneurship education produces externalities that are more symbolic of the former 

public knowledge regime than the present academic capitalist knowledge regime. 

Therefore, the outcomes of the structures and operations associated with the academic 

capitalist knowledge regime can produce results directed at meeting the needs of society 

over generating wealth. The inclusion of multidisciplinary representatives in 

entrepreneurship education is one route to expanding the social benefits created out of the 

rise of the academic capitalist regime. However, issues of stratification linked to market 

locations (discipline and business-type) are likely to impede upon the frequency and 

effectiveness of social enterprises born out of entrepreneurship education and student 

capitalism.  

Hidden curriculum and underlying lessons. The student entrepreneur who created 

Planet-Save.com utilized the entrepreneurship center in ways that expanded his capacities 

to create and launch a social enterprise from within the confines of the university. The 

knowledge circuits created between the student, the political science department, the 

entrepreneurship education center, and private sector interest groups empowered the 

student to create personal wealth and influence social change by commercializing his 

interest in preserving the rainforest. The underlying message that becomes evident 

through the Planet-Save.com is that social issues can be addressed through 

entrepreneurial avenues. Multidisciplinary entrepreneurship education in certain 

circumstances empowers students to become social entrepreneurs rather than passive 

participants and learners. The hidden curriculum also socializes students to seek out 
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opportunities to promote social change through entrepreneurship structures following 

graduation.  

Conclusion. The Planet-Save.com case is an example of the role of student 

capitalists as state-subsidized social entrepreneurs. The entrepreneurial activities of the 

student entrepreneur were state-subsidized in fashions similar to the previous three more 

traditional student entrepreneurship cases. The student utilized the entrepreneurship 

education center as a knowledge-base for launching the social enterprise into the private 

market. The interstitial structure of the JPEC created a knowledge circuit between the 

entrepreneurship center, the liberal arts student, and private sector interest groups. The 

resulting conduit exposed the student to the resources essential to establishing a socially-

conscious enterprise. The result was that the JPEC successfully linked the student with 

external venture capital. Finally, the multidisciplinary model of the entrepreneurship 

education center and the associated curriculum allowed for the student to become aware 

of the efficacy of using entrepreneurial principles in ways that enable social activism and 

change. The case demonstrates the potential for social change as a result of state-

subsidized capitalism. However, I must note that the stratified fabric of entrepreneurship 

education and entrepreneurial incubators do not position social enterprise efforts at the 

forefront of activities. For example, UTEP administrators stressed that while social 

ventures would be considered within its developing incubator, priority would be given to 

ventures with the most market and revenue generating potential. Thus, social 

entrepreneurship is a secondary outcome of state-subsidized student capitalism rather 
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than a direct and intentional benefit of the academic capitalist knowledge/learning 

regime. 

Conclusion 

 The presented cases all provide evidence and descriptions of the emerging role of 

students as state-subsidized entrepreneurs within the academic capitalist 

knowledge/learning regime.  First, the cases demonstrate how student capitalism and 

entrepreneurial behavior have shifted the power relations between students, faculty, and 

institutions. Second, the cases reflect student capitalism as a phenomenon that is varied 

by discipline, entrepreneurship education model, and institution. Third, the cases further 

expose policy environments at the institutional and state levels that enhance the 

entrepreneurial capacities of students and highlight the emphasis placed on economic 

opportunity structures over the social dimensions of learning within academic capitalist 

knowledge/learning regime. Lastly, the cases of state-sponsored entrepreneurship within 

student populations provides further evidence of the permeation of private sector 

principles and behaviors into the public higher education system. Accordingly, 

entrepreneurship education and student capitalism have contributed to the on-going 

displacement of the public good value in favor of capitalist intentions and agendas within 

higher education.  

 The cases provide merit to this writer’s argument that the student continuum 

characteristic of the academic capitalist knowledge/learning regime offered by Slaughter 

and Rhoades (2004) must be expanded to include students as active capitalists and state-

subsidized entrepreneurs. Further, the cases contribute to the complexities of the notions 
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related to student consumerism (Geiger, 2004). Specifically, the students from a 

multitude of academic disciplines are encouraged to seek out university subsidies 

supportive of efforts to commercialize the knowledge gained through learning and 

research activities. In other words, students act as consumers who come to expect the 

university to provide subsidies to entrepreneurial activities, which in turn results in a 

capital return on their educational investment. The enhanced entrepreneurial capacities of 

students have allowed them to financially capitalize on their educational investments 

while enrolled in classes. Thus, the cases provide merit to this writer’s argument that 

students are emerging as state-subsidized entrepreneurs within the academic capitalist 

knowledge/learning regime.  

The entire set of student capitalism cases presented in this study is linked to the 

public good and efforts to advance social causes.  The Ergo Ingenieur and Bio::Neos 

cases at Iowa have the potential of making worthy contributions to the medical 

community. The Mayan Pigment case at UTEP is an example of an environment-friendly 

industry that is also a  potential stimulant to an economically depressed borderland 

region. Lastly, the Planet-Save.com case is representative of student entrepreneurship that 

primarily targets social causes and acts as an opportunity structure for change. While all 

the student entrepreneurs engaged in capitalist behaviors intended to produce personal 

gains and wealth accumulation, all have also promoted social change and/or human 

advancement. All the cases, in various ways, suggest the presence of social action within 

the fabric of student capitalism that has in part emerged out of the expansion of 
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entrepreneurship education models. Thus, this study provides examples of social 

entrepreneurship within the capitalist behaviors of students.  

The academic capitalist knowledge/learning regime has received a significant 

amount of critical commentary. The present exploration of the expansion of 

entrepreneurship education is no exception. However, Geiger (2004) warns “the 

intangible social returns to higher education have been overshadowed by the private 

benefits attained by students and other consumers” (p. 261). This writer is attentive to 

Geiger’s cautionary statement and thus highlights the potential social good linked to 

student capitalism and entrepreneurship education. The benefits reaped by students 

engaged in state-subsidized entrepreneurship, including personal financial gains, can be 

considered positive measures of the efficacy of higher education. Also, movements of 

innovations from the institution into the market that favor students over private industry 

may be more politically palatable to critics of higher education. However, the risks of 

displacing objective and critical curriculum in favor of more market driven, applied 

educational models threaten the longstanding purity of the college degree. The risks of 

tainting curricula with capitalist motives are especially real to the liberal arts, which has 

long prided its isolation from the private marketplace.  
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CHAPTER EIGHT: CONCLUSIONS 

 By examining two distinct entrepreneurship education models, I have explored 

the theoretical constructs of academic capitalism (Slaughter and Rhoades, 2004). Also, I 

have advanced the preceding theory by further conceptualizing the implications of the 

academic capitalist knowledge/learning regime on undergraduate learning. Specifically, 

attention was given to the emergence of state-subsidized student capitalism and the new 

faculty cultures that has resulted from the expansion of entrepreneurship education across 

academic fields. This concluding chapter provides a synthesized discussion of this 

study’s findings, which has been organized around the primary research questions 

provided in Chapter Three. While the findings are specific to the two examined sites, the 

outcomes of my research provide broad insights into the continued expansion of 

academic capitalist movements such as entrepreneurship education. Further, I conclude 

with a discussion regarding this study’s findings in relation to the primary body of 

literature addressing higher education’s movement toward the private market. 

Research Questions and Findings 

1. To what degree does the theory of academic capitalism explain the emergence and 

expansion of entrepreneurship education within colleges and universities? 

2. What are the cultural characteristics of faculty participating in the multidisciplinary 

construction and expansion of entrepreneurship education?  

3. What are the emerging positions of undergraduate students pursuing entrepreneurship 

as a component of their formal education?  
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Entrepreneurship education in the context of academic capitalism 

 The first research question of this study placed the rapid expansion and 

institutionalization of entrepreneurship education in the context of the academic capitalist 

knowledge/learning regime. In Chapter Four, both of the examined entrepreneurship 

education models were analyzed according to the four theoretical constructs on academic 

capitalism: intermediating organizations and private sector interest groups, interstitial 

organizations, enhanced managerial capacities, and new circuits of knowledge (Slaughter 

and Rhoades, 2004). Further, the enhancement of the entrepreneurial capacities of those 

actively engaged in entrepreneurship education, mainly students, was outlined. The 

results of the preceding analysis effectively positioned the institutionalization of 

entrepreneurship education within the capitalist academy. Finally, I demonstrated the 

fluidity and interconnected nature of the constructs comprising the capitalist academy. 

 Intermediating organizations and private sector actors proved to be significant 

forces in the movement to expand entrepreneurship education across academic fields. At 

the University of Iowa (UI), private sector interest groups, which included individual 

entrepreneurs and venture capitalists, provided the entrepreneurship education center with 

nearly 75% of its budget. The funding was used to develop and expand the instructional 

foundation of the center, as well as to establish a student-centered entrepreneurial 

incubator. The instructional infrastructure was significant in expanding the center’s 

presence across academic fields. The incubator laid the foundation for the emergence of 

state-subsidized student capitalism within the UI entrepreneurship education center and 

consequently across the entire Iowa campus. Further, private sector investors were shown 
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to be the primary source of venture capital being used by student entrepreneurs moving 

their enterprises from the university into the market.  

At the University of Texas at El Paso (UTEP), the Ewing Marion Kauffman 

Foundation was the primary intermediating force behind the university’s efforts to 

institutionalize entrepreneurship education. The multi-million dollar grant resulted in the 

entrepreneurship education center’s ability to construct a multidisciplinary faculty 

network and create a package of courses effective in capturing a diverse set of 

undergraduate students. Also, the Kauffman monies funded the groundwork essential to 

the intended development of a university-housed economic incubator accessible to 

students, faculty, and El Paso community members. Thus, at UTEP the Kauffman grant 

promoted the multidisciplinary expansion of entrepreneurship education and related 

activities and acted as a likely catalyst to the emergence and expansion of student and 

faculty capitalists within the university.  

 The dominant theme referenced by the intermediaries and other private investors 

at both of the examined sites was the promotion of entrepreneurship and economic 

development. Accordingly, entrepreneurship education was marketed as a viable 

stimulant to local and regional economies. However, despite the aforementioned agenda 

the sustainability of the local and regional market successes spawned from 

entrepreneurship education is fragile. Specifically, future market successes in industries 

that are closely aligned with the neo-liberal economy are targets for consumption by 

large, international conglomerates. On the other hand, the small businesses and service-

oriented enterprises born out of each of the centers entered competitive sector economies. 
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The competitive sector economies are volatile and unpredictable. Therefore, the longevity 

of student enterprises located within this sector is questionable.  Regardless, the 

involvement of private sector actors and intermediaries in the expansion of 

entrepreneurship education was couched in promoting the growth of local and regional 

economies.   

 The entrepreneurship education centers at UI and UTEP both acted as interstitial 

organizations capable of connecting the universities, faculty, and students with private 

market actors and opportunity structures. The interstices created by the centers were 

opportunity structures useful in generating revenues and resources for the universities, 

entrepreneurial units, associated faculty members, and student entrepreneurs. For 

example, the UI JPEC acted as the conduit that connected students across a wide variety 

of academic disciplines with university-housed administrative units (e.g., the business 

park and technology transfer center) and private venture capitalists interested in investing 

in those student enterprises with the greatest market potential. At UTEP, the CEDARS 

performed similar interstitial functions when creating the infrastructure needed to 

institutionalize entrepreneurship education and develop an entrepreneurial incubator to be 

used by students, faculty members, and El Paso community members. Thus, the 

examined entrepreneurship education centers proved to be interstitial structures that 

created private sector linkages useful in expanding entrepreneurship education and 

promoting capitalist activities within and beyond the university.  

 The managerial capacities of both the universities and centers were enhanced by 

the expansion and institutionalization of entrepreneurship education. First, the centers 
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developed and grew managerial resources (financial and social capital) through 

established links with private sector interest groups and intermediating organizations.  

The resources obtained through private market support expanded each of the center’s 

ability to build an academic and operational infrastructure that supported both the 

continued growth of multidisciplinary entrepreneurship education and the emergence of 

student capitalism. Therefore, the expansion of each of the center’s managerial capacities 

contributed significantly to the entrepreneurial endeavors of both faculty and students. 

Further, the anticipated market successes from within the entrepreneurship education 

centers were likely to result in the generation of future institutional  and departmental 

revenues and resources.  

This study placed primary emphasis on the entrepreneurial activities of 

undergraduate students. However, the resources located within each of the centers, which 

included prestige, legitimacy, and funding, held the potential of advancing the social and 

capitalist initiatives of participating faculty members. For example, a UTEP professor in 

chemistry and materials science aligned himself with the CEDARS with the intent of 

capitalizing on the center’s resources during his efforts to launch the university’s first 

start-up company. Specifically, the CEDARS connected the professor with private 

investors and business students with expertise in developing concrete venture plans and 

proposals. Also, faculty members from fields not located close to the market intended on 

using entrepreneurship education as a platform useful in advancing their research, social 

agendas, and community service initiatives. The strategic utilization of the 

entrepreneurship education centers by those faculty members in non-market oriented 
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fields was considered a form of social entrepreneurship. Finally, faculty members at both 

universities created capitalist partnerships with student entrepreneurs.  The formal market 

arrangements demonstrates a significant change in the relations between faculty and 

students within the capitalist academy.  

The entrepreneurial capacities of students, specifically those at the undergraduate 

level, were expanded as a result of their participation in entrepreneurship education. At 

the UI, the BELL incubator was a depository of resources earmarked in support of the 

entrepreneurial ventures of students. The cases of student capitalism included in Chapter 

Seven demonstrated the effectiveness of the incubator in promoting the entrepreneurial 

activities of students. At UTEP, the incubator was being conceptualized at the time of this 

research. However, the precedent for student capitalism had been set by the graduate 

student entrepreneur co-founding Mayan Pigments, Inc. I forecast that the eventual 

establishment of the incubator at UTEP will expand the entrepreneurial capacities of 

students in ways similar to those at UI.  

The cyclical flows of resources and capitalist activities within the 

entrepreneurship education centers turned on the anticipation of revenue generation from 

the future entrepreneurial success of those utilizing each of the facilities. In other words, 

both entrepreneurship education centers expected to generate revenue through the market 

successes of their students. The market successes were not limited to only the 

sustainability and prosperity of independent student ventures. Rather, students who were 

successful in gaining employment as a result of their entrepreneurial skills were viewed 

as likely future contributors to each of the examined centers. The predicted “giving back” 
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of graduates to each of the centers helps complete the recursive capitalist cycle associated 

with the expanding entrepreneurial capacities of those associated with entrepreneurship 

education.   

Lastly, the expansion of entrepreneurship education across academic disciplines 

inherently involved the formation of knowledge circuits. The newly created knowledge 

channels should not be viewed as only running between traditionally isolated academic 

disciplines. Rather, the examined entrepreneurship education centers acted as the 

organizational point connecting academic actors (faculty and students), university 

administrators, and private market interest groups. Information flowed to and from each 

of the preceding constituencies primarily on the premise of economic development and 

wealth accumulation. Secondarily, the connection between non-market oriented 

constituents and the preceding capitalist-based knowledge circuits was predicated on 

entrepreneurship serving as a mechanism useful in advancing social agendas and 

community service initiatives. Thus, entrepreneurial knowledge circuits were created 

across academic structures and between the universities and private markets. The 

intended outcomes of the new circuits of knowledge were institutional and departmental 

revenue generation, economic development, wealth accumulation by private sector 

investors, student entrepreneurs, and in some cases faculty members, and social and 

community advancements. 

 In summary, Chapter Four demonstrated the efficacy of the theory of academic 

capitalism (Slaughter and Rhoades, 2004) in deconstructing market-oriented activities 

and structures within higher education. This study made evident the fluid nature of each 
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of the four theoretical constructs of academic capitalism. In other words, while each of 

the constructs are distinct theoretical concepts, in practice the areas are interconnected. 

Further, the preceding analysis created the foundation required to further analyze the 

implications of academic capitalism on undergraduate students beyond captive markets 

and increased student consumerism. Finally, I have demonstrated the enhancement of the 

entrepreneurial capacities of individuals (students and faculty) operating within the 

capitalist academy.  

Entrepreneurship education and the faculty culture 

 During this study, I interviewed 20 faculty members from a wide variety of 

academic disciplines in order to capture a diverse set of perspectives and positions related 

to the expansion of entrepreneurship education across academic fields. The interviews 

were semi-structured and guided by Shein’s (2004) tri-level model of organizational 

culture. The formal, institution-wide expansion of entrepreneurship education at UTEP 

allowed me to begin to analyze the emergence of a multidimensional faculty culture 

developed within the capitalist academy. The inclusion of multidisciplinary faculty 

representatives in UI’s entrepreneurship education model had not been formalized at the 

time of this study. However, comments from UI faculty interviewees were included to 

augment the UTEP data and to develop a broader conceptualization of the likely 

implications of entrepreneurship education on faculty participants. Lastly, the fluid nature 

of interstitial organizations such as the examined entrepreneurship education centers 

poses many challenges to cultural analysis.  Despite these challenges, I offer a 

preliminary cultural model of entrepreneurship education that is fluid, dynamic, and 



285 

 

multidimensional. The model challenges the established beliefs that academic cultures 

are either rooted in disciplines (e.g., Biglan, 1973; Becher, 1989, 1994; Ylijoki, 2000) or 

in institutions (e.g., Clark, 1972, 1998; Tierney, 1991).  

 This study revealed within entrepreneurship education a fluid, dynamic, and 

multidimensional faculty culture. The emergent culture was positioned along a diverse 

continuum that was anchored on each end by distinct market locations and professional 

ideologies. Accordingly, one side of the continuum was populated by disciplinarians 

close to the market, which included applied scientists and engineers. The professional 

ideologies of these faculty bodies included viewing entrepreneurship education as an 

opportunity to move their research and students out of the institution and into the market. 

The opposite end of the continuum was populated by those faculty members farthest 

removed from the market, which included primarily social scientists. The professional 

ideologies of these faculty members included viewing entrepreneurship as an opportunity 

to advance established social agendas and improve the socioeconomic positions of their 

often marginalized students. Thus, the continuum consisted of a diverse faculty culture, 

and a multifaceted social structure constructed around the amalgamation of norms and 

values specific to disciplines, institutions, and external markets.  

 The preceding cultural plane informs our professional understanding of the 

implications of academic capitalism on the faculty profession. The study demonstrates 

the limitations of viewing faculty members as compartmentalized actors who operate 

under distinct principles determined only by disciplinary and/or institutional affiliations. I 

have argued that the faculty cultures emerging from entrepreneurship education make 
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evident the multidimensional complexities of cultures directly linked to interstitial 

organizations such as the examined entrepreneurship education centers. Also, I have 

argued it problematic to identify academics as either in support of or resistant to the 

intrusion of private market agendas in higher education. Rather, faculty across disciplines 

are becoming more entrepreneurial in the methods they use to manipulate the market in 

favor of their own pre-existing agendas, whether economically or socially oriented. In 

summary, entrepreneurship education, shown to be representative of the academic 

capitalist knowledge/learning regime, has resulted in a faculty culture that is 

demographically diverse, multidimensional, and motivated by an amalgamation of 

academic, institutional, and private market norms and values. Lastly, capitalist structures 

such as the entrepreneurship education centers explored during this study represent 

potential opportunities for marginalized academic fields to improve their social standings 

within the capitalist academy. However, the ability of these fields to both preserve their 

disciplinary values and participate in market-oriented activities is an issue that warrants 

on-going research.  

Entrepreneurship education and student capitalism  

 The third question guiding this study was designed to identify and explore the 

emerging positions of undergraduate students within entrepreneurship education and 

ultimately the academic capitalist knowledge/learning regime. In Chapters Six, I offered 

an overview of the undergraduate student landscape comprising both of the examined 

entrepreneurship education programs. In Chapter Seven, I explored cases of student 
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capitalism that have emerged at both of the examined universities through the expanding 

presence of entrepreneurship education. 

 The students who responded to the study’s survey expressed interests in a wide 

variety of academic disciplines and fields of study. These students identified themselves 

as primarily first and second year students. Students in the first and second year of their 

studies are often transient and change majors three or more times before committing to a 

final choice. Thus, I was not able to draw any distinct conclusions regarding the 

differences in motives, intentions, or behaviors of students across academic fields. 

However, the students’ responses did reveal the growing presence of entrepreneurship 

within lower division general education models. For example, 46.9% of the UI 

respondents and 68% of UTEP respondents did not identify themselves as students 

interested in a business education. However, all were enrolled or had been enrolled in an 

entrepreneurship education course. Further, the imperialist nature of entrepreneurship 

education was evident at both universities. At UI, over 50 students were engaged in 

entrepreneurial studies through participation in the business school’s first-year student 

living and learning community. At UTEP over 200 first year students were enrolled in an 

entrepreneurship education course as a means of satisfying the university’s mandatory 

first-year success course requirement. In other words, the student responses to this 

study’s survey revealed the permeation of entrepreneurship education into the general 

education practices of both institutions.  

 The student responses to the survey provided important data to understanding the 

emerging trends of student capitalism within entrepreneurship education models. First, 
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the responses reflected a clear pattern of an increase in the expectations of students in 

regards to the resources and power afforded to them by the universities and 

entrepreneurship education centers. The most powerful example of the increased 

perceptions of the university as a source of capital held by students was the UI’s BELL 

incubator. Specifically, 91.30% of the UI student respondents reported plans to use the 

entrepreneurial incubator as a primary resource during efforts to launch personal business 

ventures. At UTEP, an incubator had yet to be established, but a model was being 

conceptualized. Despite not having access to a university-housed incubator, nearly half of 

the UTEP student respondents indicated intentions of launching a commercial venture 

related to projects included in their entrepreneurship training. The aforementioned 

examples of the data extracted from the survey makes evident the emergent 

entrepreneurial capacities and capitalist intentions of entrepreneurship students at both of 

the examined universities.  

 The survey revealed the industrial interests of students engaged in 

entrepreneurship education. The entrepreneurial interests of the students did not mirror 

the high-tech global markets highlighted in Slaughter’s and Rhoades’ (2004) theory of 

academic capitalism. The student respondents expressed interests in industries best 

described as local and/or regional, service-oriented, and socially rooted. The findings 

indicate that students acting as state-subsidized entrepreneurs have added new 

dimensions to the market plane associated with the academic capitalist 

knowledge/learning regime. However, what the survey did not reflect was the 
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sustainability the preceding interests, the viability of local and regional service 

enterprises, or the ultimate institutional support for social ventures.  

 Using the general themes that emerged from the student questionnaires, I 

interpreted the underlying factors driving students to participate in entrepreneurship 

education. The human capital perspective frames entrepreneurship education as an 

academic field that holds the potential of advancing the market value of students. 

Specifically, student entrepreneurs gain the knowledge, experiences, and in some cases 

the investment capital essential to succeeding in the labor market as entrepreneurs and/or 

entrepreneur-minded professionals. Assuming students are increasingly viewed as 

consumers and markets within the capitalist academy (Geiger, 2004; Kirp, 2003; 

Slaughter & Rhoades, 2004; Washburn, 2005), entrepreneurship education is likely to 

attract students seeking a higher education as a means of enhancing their individual 

market potentials and entrepreneurial capacities.  

 I provided a forecast of the implications of entrepreneurship education and the 

resulting student outcomes on existing socioeconomic structures. Accordingly, I looked 

beyond the implications of entrepreneurship education on individual students. Rather, I 

explored the potential impacts of the expanding discipline on larger socioeconomic 

structures. In doing so, the industrial landscape of the students who responded to the 

questionnaire was placed within the context of competitive and monopoly sectors 

(O’Connor, 1973) that comprise today’s neo-liberal economy. The heavy concentration 

of students interested in industries located within the competitive sector indicated that 

entrepreneurship education is a means of perpetuating the current stratified 
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socioeconomic structure. Further, the agendas of the intermediating organizations and 

private sector investors who supported the growth of entrepreneurship as an academic 

discipline at both UI and UTEP were identified as the primary influences of the 

entrepreneurial interests and activities of the students.  

 In Chapter Seven I provided a set of cases useful in demonstrating the emergence 

of state-subsidized student capitalism within entrepreneurship education. The cases 

primarily involved undergraduate students, but one UTEP case involved a graduate 

student. I have argued that graduate student activities often set precedence for 

undergraduate behaviors. The cases included examples of high-tech enterprises, socially-

oriented initiatives, and variations in the levels of faculty involvement. The exploration 

resulted in the following: examples of students using the university as a source of 

investment capital, shifts in the power relations between students, faculty members, and 

institutions, the blurring of the boundaries between public and private sectors, changing 

perceptions of the public good, and underlying themes that are increasingly socializing 

students to take a more capitalist approach to their studies and professional aspirations.  

 The close examination of student capitalism provided a detailed understanding of 

the implications of entrepreneurship education, a field rooted in academic capitalism, on 

undergraduate education. The findings within Chapters Six and Seven provide an analysis 

of the implications of student entrepreneurialism on undergraduate education. The 

findings further support my argument that undergraduate students can no longer be 

viewed as only passive participant and/or “victims” of the academic capitalist 

knowledge/learning regime. Thus, while graduate market behaviors and activities among 
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graduate students has been more vigorously explored in the literature, this study has made 

evident undergraduates are now exercising the agency to capitalize on the market 

opportunities presented to them within the capitalist academy.  

Implications 

 This study contributes to the growing body of literature addressing higher 

education’s ongoing alignment with the market. I now provide an overview of this 

study’s implications on the understanding of higher education within the context of the 

current predominant works (e.g., Etzkowitz, Webster, & Healey, 1998; Geiger, 2004; 

Kirp, 2003; Slaughter & Rhoades, 2004; Washburn, 2005) addressing the market-

oriented nature of the present day capitalist academy. First, I used theory of academic 

capitalism (Slaughter & Rhoades, 2004) to deconstruct the entrepreneurship education 

movement as a phenomenon directly attributed to the academic capitalist 

knowledge/learning regime. Further, the analysis of the two entrepreneurship education 

centers contributed to  Slaughter’s and Rhoades’ theory by highlighting the fluidity and 

interconnectedness of the four primary  theoretical constructs that frame the academic 

capitalist regime. The fluid nature of the constructs created a recursive capitalist cycle 

that generated revenues and resources for the entrepreneurship centers and universities, as 

well as for those in the private sector who provided significant funding to the expansion 

efforts. In addition to intermediating and other private sector funding, the aforementioned 

capitalist cycle turned and expanded due to the market behaviors of active and aspiring 

undergraduate student entrepreneurs. Thus, the expansion of entrepreneurship education 
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has introduced to higher education the emergence of the state-subsidized student 

entrepreneurs/capitalists. 

 Second, I have introduced to the higher education literature the emergence of 

undergraduate students as state-subsidized entrepreneurs within the capitalist academy. 

The role of undergraduate students as active capitalists has not yet been researched. For 

example, Slaughter and Rhoades (2004) do not recognize undergraduates as potential 

capitalists within the continuum that includes students as markets , consumers, 

institutional commodities, and otherwise passive participants within the academic 

capitalist regime. Geiger (2004) views undergraduate students as having agency, but as 

consumers and not as entrepreneurs and state-subsidized capitalists. I have demonstrated 

through my analysis of entrepreneurship education the merits of viewing students as more 

than consumers, markets, and institutional pawns. More specifically, I have argued the 

importance of extending the conceptual view of undergraduate to include the emergent 

role of the state-subsidized student capitalist/entrepreneur. 

 In addition to showing the increased market agency of student entrepreneurs, I 

have contended that students have played a vital role in the efforts to institutionalize 

entrepreneurship education. The recursive capitalist cycles that turned and expanded 

within the UTEP and UI entrepreneurship education centers relied heavily on the market 

behaviors and anticipated successes of the involved student entrepreneurs. First, 

involving students in initiatives such as entrepreneurship was likely to make such market 

efforts more palpable to critics of the capitalist academy. Second, the anticipated market 

successes of the student entrepreneurs were placed within the context of university 
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contributions to the development of local and regional economies. Therefore, 

entrepreneurship education and the market activities of students were made attractive to 

external constituents and community members. Third, the preceding contributions of 

student entrepreneurs to economic development efforts equated to opportunity structures 

for intermediaries and other private sector investors seeking to leverage the universities in 

ways conducive to their own capitalist agendas. Finally, the predicted market successes 

of students were expected to generate revenues and resources for the entrepreneurship 

education centers and universities in the forms of equity holdings, alumni gifts, and 

further private sector partnerships and collaborations. The role of the student entrepreneur 

is both complex and multidimensional and therefore warrants further research.  

Third, this study adds valuable perspective to the on-going dialogue among higher 

education scholars regarding the appropriateness of including entrepreneurship within 

undergraduate models. In a critical analysis of higher education’s movement toward the 

market, Washburn (2005) argues student entrepreneurship should be promoted over 

institutional and departmental entrepreneurship. The cases of student capitalism presented 

in Chapter Seven of this study corresponded with Washburn’s argument. However, the 

cases also demonstrated the implications of entrepreneurship on the learning outcomes 

and socialization of students. The student entrepreneurs were trained to view their 

scholarship through a capitalist lens. In other words, students were encouraged to view 

knowledge and discovery as potential commercial opportunities. The capitalist approach 

to learning displaced the traditional isolated model of learning that gave primary 

consideration to the public good rather than to market opportunities. Accordingly, the 
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students came to view the universities more like capitalist training grounds and sources of 

capital than pure learning environments.  Finally, entrepreneurship education altered the 

relations between the students and the faculty members. Specifically, the student 

entrepreneurs saw faculty members as teachers and distributors of knowledge, but also as 

sources of intellectual capital. Faculty members regularly trained students on issues 

related intellectual property and patenting, as well as on technology transfer procedures 

and operations. In some cases, such as Mayan Pigments, Inc. and Bio::Neos, faculty and 

students entered into formal commercial partnerships.  

Washburn’s (2005) proposal to promote student entrepreneurship over 

institutional and faculty entrepreneurship is grounded in the belief that students should 

not be marginalized by the market activities of the capitalist academy. Rather, if the 

academy is to become market-oriented, students should be at the center of such efforts. 

However,  I have demonstrated the implications of student entrepreneurship on the 

traditional models of learning most often associated with the public good regime and 

Mertonian value system. The ongoing capacities of students to act as state-subsidized 

entrepreneurs hold the potential of altering the role of students not only learners, but also 

as capitalists-in-training with little to no understanding of pure inquiry and the public 

good. I contend that student entrepreneurship is not the solution to higher education’s 

drift away from its commitment to critical thinking and learning, the betterment of 

society, and the purity of scientific inquiry. Rather, I argue that student entrepreneurship 

is one more step toward the complete commercialization of higher education.  
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Finally, I have contributed a dynamic perspective on how the market is being 

accepted and leveraged by faculty members from a wide variety of academic fields. Kirp 

(2003) presents a dichotomy consisting of those academics who embrace the market and 

those who entirely oppose the market. The cultural analysis of the multidisciplinary 

faculty participating in entrepreneurship education included in this study revealed a social 

structure that is much more complex than a simple dichotomy. The analysis provided an 

alternative framework useful in demonstrating how those far removed from the market 

(i.e., social scientists) have begun to leverage the market to advance social agendas and 

community service initiatives. In other words, faculty members are emerging as social 

entrepreneurs within the capitalist academy. Further, the analysis provided evidence that 

faculty behaviors are not concrete and determined in isolation by the norms and values 

linked to distinct disciplines and/or specific institutions. Rather, faculty cultures are fluid, 

complex, and often amalgamations of norms and values rooted in disciplines, institutions, 

and external markets. The more diverse conceptualization of faculty responses to and 

utilization of market forces is particularly meaningful in an academic capitalist 

knowledge/learning regime that often marginalizes those who are perceived as far 

removed from the marketplace.  

Recommendations for Future Research 

 The findings emerging from this study are robust and meaningful in a number of 

contexts. In summary, the data extracted from the in-depth examinations of two 

entrepreneurship education centers have accomplished the following: informed and 

advanced the theory of academic capitalism (Slaughter & Rhoades, 2004); expanded the 
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conceptualization of undergraduate students to include state-subsidized student 

capitalism; placed traditional and social entrepreneurship education within the context of 

the academic capitalist knowledge/learning regime; and diversified the analytical 

understanding of the complexities associated with faculty cultures within the capitalist 

academy. However, the preceding contributions are not exhaustive.  

 The academic capitalist learning/knowledge regime as created significant shifts 

and alterations in the structures and functions of colleges and universities. I have used 

entrepreneurship education as a platform by which to further conceptualize the 

implications of academic capitalism on undergraduate education. The primary 

implication revealed by this study is the emergence of the state-subsidized student 

entrepreneur/capitalist. The pervasive, multidisciplinary nature of entrepreneurship 

education has resulted in student capitalism expanding across a broad and diverse field of 

academic disciplines. I argue that further research addressing the rapid expansion of 

entrepreneurial principles and behaviors across the undergraduate student population is of 

significant importance. Specifically, students can no longer be understood as learner, 

consumers, and markets. Rather, students must be conceptualized as entrepreneurs and 

capitalists who are not only leveraging the academy in support of their own market 

activities, but are also being leveraged by the academy during efforts to perpetuate and 

expand institutional market initiatives. In short, entrepreneurship education has been 

shown as a clear example of the extent to which neo-liberal market ideologies have 

further penetrated the traditional core of the academy, which is undergraduate education. 
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Throughout the findings of the study, I have posited empirical questions that 

warrant further investigation. First, questions regarding the longevity and sustainability of 

the market ventures launched from entrepreneurship education centers remain in doubt. 

For example, will successful student enterprises remain located in local and regional 

markets or will they be consumed by international conglomerates? Will socially-oriented 

initiatives become increasingly marginalized if and when more traditional business 

ventures begin to realize profits? What remains to be determined are the long term 

benefits of interstitial organizations, such as the examined entrepreneurship education 

centers, to institutions and surrounding constituents. One question that arises in this 

regard is whether institutions generate income through the centers or whether the gains 

will be limited to prestige and status enhancement. Also, how will institutional revenues 

potentially generated from organizations such as entrepreneurship education centers be 

distributed? Will the revenues remain within the centers or will the dollars be used to 

offset other units that more distant to the market? In other words, should the centers 

realize financial gains, will they become “fat cats” or “cash cows” (Volk, Slaughter, and 

Thomas, 2001)? Additionally, will entrepreneurship education effectively promote 

economic development in regions such as the borderlands in and around El Paso or the 

Midwest region surrounding the University of Iowa? Finally, will the applied nature of 

entrepreneurship education be more accepted by comprehensive institutions such as 

UTEP compared to more traditional, “pure” research-oriented institutions such as the 

University of Iowa?  
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The primary focus of this study has been on undergraduate education and the 

emerging patterns of student capitalism within this sector. I have provided significant 

evidence that demonstrates the occurrence and scope of capitalist activities amongst 

undergraduate entrepreneurship education students. However, the long term implications 

of such capitalist activities on students, faculty, institutions, and the general public 

remain to be seen. Thus, the on-going analysis of the outcomes of state-subsidized 

student capitalism across the undergraduate student population is warranted.  

 This study also examined the multidisciplinary faculty culture that has begun to 

emerge out of the expansion of entrepreneurship education across academic fields. The 

emergent culture presented through the preceding analysis is multidimensional, fluid, and 

constructed with norms and values rooted in academic and market structures. The long 

term embracement of the market by those faculty members in fields not closely 

positioned with the market are unknown. Issues meriting attention include the 

implications of market association on multidisciplinary faculty in regards to tenure and 

promotion decisions, the efficacy of market alignment in advancing social agendas and 

community service initiatives, and the durability of traditional disciplinary affiliations 

when faced with market pressures not before experienced. 

 The aforementioned recommendations for future research are plentiful. The 

present study has acted as the catalyst to address both the present and future issues 

associated with the on-going expansion of academic capitalism across the undergraduate 

education sector, the rapid growth of entrepreneurship education, the emergence of state-

subsidized student capitalism, and the manifestation of dynamic, multifaceted faculty 
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cultures that are rooted in the norms and values of both academia and external markets. 

Thus, this study is a valuable framework for the future examination of new structures, 

patterns, and outcomes resulting from the academic capitalist knowledge/learning regime.  

Conclusion 

 In summary, the rapid expansion of entrepreneurship education has been proven 

to be a phenomenon indicative of the academic capitalist knowledge/learning regime. The 

movement to integrate entrepreneurial principles into the educational core of all academic 

fields demonstrates the imperialist nature of the capitalist structures that have now 

penetrated the core of undergraduate education. Entrepreneurship education has 

encouraged the emergence of state-subsidized student capitalism at the undergraduate 

level, which expands the conceptualization of lower level students beyond passive 

participants and markets within the academic capitalist knowledge/learning regime. 

Finally, entrepreneurship education has proven to be a fertile area of research in regards 

to the evolving cultural compositions of faculty bodies within the capitalist academy. The 

results of this study challenge us to question the usefulness of traditional culture models 

that compartmentalize professors within distinct disciplines, fields, and/or institutions. 

The inter- and multidisciplinary models that have emerged as a result of academic 

capitalism force us to view culture as fluid, multidimensional, and constantly changing.  
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APPENDIX A 

ACRONYMS 

BELL: Bedell Entrepreneurial Learning Laboratory 

CEDARS:  Center for Entrepreneurial Development, Advancement, Research and 

Support 

CHE: Center for Hispanic Entrepreneurship 

IPED:  Institute for Policy and Economic Development 

JPEC:  John Pappajohn Entrepreneurial Center 

MRTI:  Materials Research and Technology Institute 

SEED:  Secondary Education Entrepreneurship Development Program 

UI:  University of Iowa 

UTEP:  University of Texas at El Paso 
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APPENDIX B 
 

PARTICIPANT LETTER 
September 7, 2005 
 
Dear Dr.     
 
Thank you for agreeing to participate in my dissertation research. I look forward to 
talking with you at 10am on September… If you need to contact me prior to that time, I 
can be reached at either (520) 321-9976 or (520) 206-3131. I can also be reached by 
email at mmars@email.arizona.edu.  
 
I have included with this letter a list of questions that I would like to cover during our 
telephone interview. The interview will be semi-structured and should last approximately 
45 minutes to 1 hour. I will be taping the interview and later transcribing our 
conversation for future data analysis purposes. The tapes and transcriptions will be stored 
in a locked cabinet within the Center for the Study of Higher Education at the University 
of Arizona.  
 
My dissertation research examines the cultural implications associated with the expansion 
of entrepreneurial education across all academic disciplines. The institutionalization of 
entrepreneurial education is happening at a rapid pace. According to the Ewing Marion 
Kauffman Foundation, there was a 71% increase in the number of endowed 
entrepreneurship chairs between 1999 and 2003. Entrepreneurial expansion is not limited 
to business/management fields. A national movement to include entrepreneurial 
curriculum in all academic fields is very much underway. My research examines the 
opinions and viewpoints of faculty members from various disciplines related to the 
institutionalization of entrepreneurial education. I also intend to analyze the potential 
implications of such an expansion on the undergraduate student population.  
 
I would like to clarify that no existing knowledge of entrepreneurial education is 
expected of faculty participants. I will, however, be happy to provide you with any 
background information you feel would be beneficial before, during or after our 
scheduled telephone interview.  
 
Again, thank you for agreeing to participate in my research. I look forward to talking 
with you on….. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Matthew Mars 
Doctoral Student 
Center for the Study of Higher Education 
The University of Arizona, Tucson, AZ 
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APPENDIX C 
 

FACULTY INTERVIEW QUESTIONS 
 

Please explain your understanding of the rationale for the development and 
implementation of an institutionalized model of entrepreneurial education. 

What are the institutional factors driving your department’s participation in 
entrepreneurial education? Please describe. 
What external influences are driving your department’s participation in 
entrepreneurial education?  
How is your unit’s participation in entrepreneurial education funded?  
How does your department benefit from participating in entrepreneurial 
education beyond offering new opportunities to students?  

Financial (research markets and grant dollars such as those linked to 
the Kauffman Foundation)? 
Prestige – within and beyond the university? 

 
How does your unit participate in the entrepreneurial education initiative? 

Who is most supportive of your unit’s participation and why? 
Who is least supportive of your unit’s participation and why? 
What components of your traditional curriculum are negotiable and which are 
not when making room entrepreneurial based courses? Why? 
How are you compensated for your involvement with entrepreneurial 
education? Course release? Stipend? 
 

How has the department’s involvement in entrepreneurial education impacted your 
professional work and relations? 

Are you now collaborating with colleagues from departments traditionally 
isolated from your daily work? Please describe. What are the benefits? 
Risks/downsides? 
Has your research agenda been influenced by your participation in 
entrepreneurial education? What are the benefits? Risks/downsides? 
Had your teaching load been influenced by your participation in 
entrepreneurial education? What are the benefits? Risks/downsides? 
Are you now working with more students from disciplines other than your 
own area of expertise? What are the benefits? Risks/downsides? 

 
How does your academic unit’s participation in entrepreneurial education change the 
experiences of your undergraduate students? 

How do the experiences and roles of the students participating in 
entrepreneurial education differ from those who do not? 
To what degree do you see students participating in entrepreneurial education 
being motivated by market and market-like activities?  
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How do such motivations differ from the traditional motivations of students 
pursuing an education in your field? 
 

Please describe the goals of your students engaged in entrepreneurial education? 
What types of projects are they involved in?  

Traditional entrepreneurial ventures? Please describe. 
Social entrepreneurial ventures? 

What are the outcomes (or intended outcomes) of such projects? Please 
describe. 
How are the students rewarded for such activities?  

Academic credit? Please describe. 
 Monetary compensation? Please describe. 
Employment opportunities? Please describe. 
Equity holdings? Please describe.  

 
Could I please have a copy of any materials (market materials, policy statements, syllabi, 
etc) reflective of you and your unit’s involvement in entrepreneurial education? 

 
Is there anything else you would like to add?  
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APPENDIX D 
 

MANAGERIAL PROFESSIONAL INTERVIEW QUESTIONS 
 

Please explain your understanding of the rationale for the development and 
implementation of an institutionalized model of entrepreneurial education. 

What are the institutional factors driving your department’s participation in 
entrepreneurial education? Please describe. 
What external influences are driving your department’s participation in 
entrepreneurial education?  
How is your unit’s participation in entrepreneurial education funded?  
How does your department benefit from participating in entrepreneurial 
education beyond offering new opportunities to students?  

Financial (research markets and grant dollars such as those linked to 
the Kauffman Foundation)? 
Prestige – within and beyond the university? 
 

How does your unit participate in the entrepreneurial education initiative? 
Who is most supportive of your unit’s participation and why? Please describe. 
Who is least supportive of your unit’s participation and why? Please describe. 

 
What professional/administrative support has your office added due to the 
institutionalization of entrepreneurial education? 

Have new positions been added? If so, please describe.  
Have existed positions been altered in order to account for the demands 
associated with entrepreneurial education? If so, please describe.  
 

What value does entrepreneurial education add to your department? 
Financial? 
Prestige? 
 

Please describe the intra-campus networks that have resulted from your unit’s 
participation in entrepreneurial education.  

Do you include your students in technology transfer/patenting activities and if 
so, how do students stand to profit? 

 
What units do you work with across campus that you typically would not have 
contact with? 

Have there been barriers to the development of such relationships? If so, what 
have they been and why do they exist? 
What are the advantages to these newly developed relationships? 
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Has your unit needed to create any new positions to manage such 
relationships? If not, who has assumed the additional responsibilities and at 
what cost? 

 
Where is the entrepreneurial center located in the college and university organization 

charts?  
Are you directly linked to any academic unit?  
To what degree does the center manage partnerships and collaborations within 
and beyond the university? 
Who sets the center’s agenda?  

 
How and to what extent does your unit fund students pursuing an entrepreneurial 

education (scholarships, fee waivers, etc.)? 
 
In what ways does your unit support students attempting to launch entrepreneurial 

ventures into actual markets?  
What percentage of your students attempt to launch ventures while still 
enrolled in college? Please describe the nature of these ventures (i.e., 
traditional entrepreneurialism v. social entrepreneurialism).  
 Please describe any formal agreements (i.e., equity agreements, contracts, 
etc.) your unit has with students launching ventures.  
 Does your unit have any partnerships with entrepreneurial alumni? Please 
describe.  
 

Could I please have a copy of any materials (market materials, policy statements, 
syllabi, etc) reflective of your unit’s entrepreneurial education involvement? 
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APPENDIX E 
 

STUDENT INTERVIEW QUESTIONS 
 

What are you reasons for including entrepreneurialism as a formal piece of your 
degree? 

What do you hope to get out of your entrepreneurial education? 
How has your long term goals changed since beginning your entrepreneurial 
classes? 

 
How has your pursuit of an entrepreneurial education changed your experiences as a 
student? 

How has contact with students from differing majors influenced your 
education? 
What are the differences you have noticed among students of differing 
majors? 
How are courses taught in the entrepreneurial department different from those 
taught in your home department? What do you like and dislike about these 
differences? 

 
How active are you in pursuing the enterprises associated with your entrepreneurial 
studies? 

How do you believe the university should support your intended ventures? 
How familiar are you with institutional policies related to issues such as 
technology transfer and intellectual property rights? 
 

How supportive is your “home department” of your pursuit of an entrepreneurial 
education? 

What forms of support do you receive from your home department faculty? 
What forms of resistance do you receive from your home department faculty? 
Do you affiliate more with your home department or the entrepreneurial 
center and why? 
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APPENDIX F 
 

STUDENT PARTICIPANT QUESTIONNAIRE-UTEP 
 
Please complete the following demographic questions. Primary field of study refers to 
your primary, declared major. Secondary field(s) of study refers to your second and 
possibly third declared major(s); if any. Finally, minor fields of study refer to any minors 
you are pursuing in addition to the preceding majors. 

 
Major:            

Double Major (if any):         

Minor (s) (if any):           

Please circle the level best indicating your current academic status. 
 
Educational Level:  Freshman  Sophomore Junior   Senior  

Non-Degree Seeking 
 
Please answer the following questions according the provided directions.  
 
Please answer the following questions by placing an “X” next to the appropriate 
response. 
 
1.    Please rank, with 1 being the strongest, the order of influences in your decision to 
pursue an entrepreneurship education.  
Please do not rank any categories that do not apply to your interests. 

( ) Parent/Family Member 
( ) Faculty Member/Academic Professional in Your Major 
( ) Faculty Member/Academic Professional in the Entrepreneurial Program 
( ) Faculty Member/Academic Professional Outside Your Major and 
Entrepreneurial Program 
( ) Fellow Student in Your Major 
( ) Fellow Student studying Entrepreneurship 
( ) Fellow Student Outside Your Major and Entrepreneurial Program 
( ) Professional Contact/Work-related Experience 
( ) Other  Please 
describe:__________________________________________________ 

 
2.     Do you plan on launching a business using a project associated with your 
entrepreneurial program? If  you answer “no,” please skip to question number 4. 

( ) Yes ( ) No 
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3.      Which of the following college resources do you plan on using in launching your 
entrepreneurial venture? Please check all that apply. 
( ) Faculty/Academic Professional Mentoring 
( ) University Legal Services 
( ) Physical Resources (i.e., office space, computer and fax equipment) 
( ) University Developed Innovations 
( ) Technology Transfer Initiatives 
( ) Internship Opportunities  
( ) Professional Networks (i.e., professionals met through formal college 
functions) 
( ) Consulting Opportunities 
( ) Other  Please describe: 
_________________________________________________   

4.   Please rank, with 1 being the strongest, the following industries in the order that best 
describes the nature of your entrepreneurial interests? Please do not rank any categories 
that do not apply to your interests.  
 
( ) Information Technology  ( ) Real Estate and 
Development 
( ) Retail and Merchandising  ( ) Small Business 
Development 
( ) Not-for-Profit    ( ) Manufacturing 
( ) Borderlands Development  ( ) Bio Technology 
( ) University Technology Transfer   ( ) Health Sciences 
( ) Fine Arts    ( ) Social 
Entrepreneurship   
( ) Other  Please describe:        

5.   Please rank, with 1 being the strongest, the following statements related to how your 
major relates to your future entrepreneurial goals?    Please do not rank any categories 
that do not apply to your interests.  

( ) I plan to start a business that DOES relate directly to my major. 
( ) I plan to start a business that DOES NOT relate directly to my 
major. 
( ) I do not plan to start a business, but do plan to use my 
entrepreneurial skills in an existing organization RELATED to my major. 
( ) I do not plan to start a business, but do plan to use my 
entrepreneurial skills in an existing organization UNRELATED to my major. 
( ) I have no specific plans related to an entrepreneurial career.    
 

6.     Please rank , with 1 being the highest, your amount of  participation in the following 
student activities. Please do not rank any activities that you do not participate in.  
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( ) Collegiate Entrepreneur Organization (CEO) 
 ( ) Students in Free Enterprise (SIFE)  
 ( ) ROTARACT (Rotary Affiliate) 
 ( ) The Franchise Center 
 ( ) Center for Hispanic Entrepreneurship 
 ( ) E-Corps 
 ( ) SunBelt Global Student Entrepreneur Awards 
 ( ) Small Business Institute 
 ( ) Secondary Education Entrepreneurship Development Program 

( ) Student Organization(s) Not Associated with Entrepreneurship, but with 
Major 

 ( ) Community/Civic Organization Outside of the University 
 ( ) Community Organization Within the University 
 ( ) Entrepreneurship Internship Experiences 
 ( ) Business Plan Competition 
 ( ) Other Please describe:       

Please answer the following questions by placing an “X” next to the appropriate 
response.  
 
7.     The university should provide me with the financial resources needed to start my 
own business because I am a student studying entrepreneurialism.  
 ( ) Agree ( ) Somewhat Agree ( ) Disagree 
 
8.     The university should provide me with the physical resources (e.g.., office space, 
computers, etc.)  needed to start my own business because I am a student studying 
entrepreneurialism.  
 ( ) Agree ( ) Somewhat Agree ( ) Disagree 
 
9.     The university should provide me with the professional resources  (e.g., faculty, 
advisor and professional mentoring) needed to start my own business because I am a 
student studying entrepreneurialism.  
 ( ) Agree ( ) Somewhat Agree ( ) Disagree 
 
10.    I will learn more (or already have learned more) from entrepreneurial courses than 
any other courses. 
 ( ) Agree ( ) Somewhat Agree ( ) Disagree 
 
11.    Getting a job is the most important outcome of a college education. 
 ( ) Agree ( ) Somewhat Agree ( ) Disagree 
 
12.   My future professional success relies on my college education. 
 ( ) Agree ( ) Somewhat Agree ( ) Disagree 
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13.   My future entrepreneurial success relies on my college education. 
 ( ) Agree ( ) Somewhat Agree ( ) Disagree 
 
14.   Learning the skills needed to create long lasting social change is the most important 
outcome of a college education.  
 ( ) Agree ( ) Somewhat Agree ( ) Disagree 
 
15. As a result of studying entrepreneurialism, I interact with with students from majors 
other than my own 
 ( ) Frequently ( ) Sometimes ( ) Seldom/Never 
 
16. As a result of studying entrepreneurialism, I interact with faculty from majors other 
than my own.  
 ( ) Frequently ( ) Sometimes ( ) Seldom/Never 
 
17. As a result of studying entrepreneurialism, I interact with entrepreneurial 
professionals outside of the university. 
 ( ) Frequently  ( ) Sometimes ( ) Seldom/Never 
 
18.   I volunteer my time in the community. 
 ( ) Frequently ( ) Sometimes ( ) Seldom/Never 
 
19.   I explore potential opportunities to start my own business.  
 ( ) Frequently ( ) Sometimes ( ) Seldom/Never 
 
20.  I explore ways in which entrepreneurial principles can be used to create social 
change.  
 ( ) Frequently ( ) Sometimes ( ) Seldom/Never 
 
21.     Are you receiving scholarships/financial assistance as a result of your pursuit of an 
entrepreneurial education? If you answer “no,” please skip to question number   23. 
 ( ) Yes ( ) No 
 

22.     Please indicate if you are receiving financial support from the organizations listed 
below. 
( ) Kauffman Foundation     Amount:  
( ) Coleman Foundation     Amount:  
( ) Other   
From what organization(s)/Amount:       
( ) None 
 
23.     Have you received monetary compensation for any projects directly associated 
with your entrepreneurial education? 
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( ) Yes ( ) No 
 If yes, please describe: 
___________________________________________________________________ 

24.   Have you been and/or plan to be active in launching any enterprises resulting from 
research conducted by faculty at the university? 
 ( ) Yes ( ) No 
 If yes, please describe: 
___________________________________________________________________ 

Please include any general information describing your future entrepreneurial interests 
that you would like to share. Please note, specific details of financing, marketing, etc. is 
not required nor desired. 
 

Please return the competed questionnaire to me using the provided self-addressed, 
stamped envelope. Questions regarding the study can be electronically sent to me at the 
following email address: mmars@email.arizona.edu.  
 
Thank you for participating in my research! 
 
Sincerely,  
Matthew Mars, Doctoral Student 
Center for the Study of Higher Education 
University of Arizona, Tucson, AZ 
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APPENDIX G 
 

STUDENT PARTICIPANT QUESTIONNAIRE-UI 
 
Please complete the following demographic questions. Primary field of study refers to 
your primary, declared major. Secondary field(s) of study refers to your second and 
possibly third declared major(s); if any. Finally, minor fields of study refer to any minors 
you are pursuing in addition to the preceding majors. 

 
Major:            

Double Major (if any):         

Minor (s) (if any):           

Please circle the level best indicating your current academic status. 
 
Educational Level:  Freshman  Sophomore Junior   Senior   

Non-Degree Seeking 
 
Please answer the following questions according the provided directions.  
 
Please answer the following questions by placing an “X” next to the appropriate 
response. 
 
1.    Please rank, with 1 being the strongest, the order of influences in your decision to 
pursue an entrepreneurship education.  
Please do not rank any categories that do not apply to your interests. 

( ) Parent/Family Member 
( ) Faculty Member/Academic Professional in Your Major 
( ) Faculty Member/Academic Professional in the Entrepreneurial Program 
( ) Certificate in Entrepreneurship opportunity 
( ) Faculty Member/Academic Professional Outside Your Major and 
Entrepreneurial Program 
( ) Fellow Student in Your Major 
( ) Fellow Student studying Entrepreneurship 
( ) Fellow Student Outside Your Major and Entrepreneurial Program 
( ) Professional Contact/Work-related Experience 
( ) Other  Please 
describe:__________________________________________________ 

 

2.     Do you plan on launching a business using a project associated with your 
entrepreneurial program? If  you answer “no,” please skip to question number 4. 
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( ) Yes ( ) No 
 

3.      Which of the following college resources do you plan on using in launching your 
entrepreneurial venture? Please check all that apply. 

 ( ) Bedell Entrepreneurship Learning Laboratory (BELL) 
( ) Faculty/Academic Professional Mentoring 
( ) University Legal Services 
( ) Physical Resources (i.e., office space, computer and fax equipment) 
( ) University Developed Innovations 
( ) Technology Transfer Initiatives 
( ) Internship Opportunities  
( ) Professional Networks (i.e., professionals met through formal college 

functions) 
( ) Consulting Opportunities 
( ) Other  Please describe: 
_________________________________________________   

4.   Please rank, with 1 being the strongest, the following industries in the order that best 
describes the nature of your entrepreneurial interests? Please do not rank any categories 
that do not apply to your interests.  
 
( ) Information Technology ( ) Real Estate and Development 
( ) Retail and Merchandising ( ) Small Business Development 
( ) Not-for-Profit    ( ) Manufacturing 
( ) Borderlands Development  ( ) Bio Technology 
( ) University Technology Transfer   ( ) Health Sciences 
( ) Fine Arts     
( ) Social Entrepreneurship   
( ) Other  Please describe:        

5.   Please rank, with 1 being the strongest, the following statements related to how your 
major relates to your future entrepreneurial goals?    Please do not rank any categories 
that do not apply to your interests.  

( ) I plan to start a business that DOES relate directly to my major. 
( ) I plan to start a business that DOES NOT relate directly to my 
major. 
( ) I do not plan to start a business, but do plan to use my 
entrepreneurial skills in an existing organization RELATED to my major. 
( ) I do not plan to start a business, but do plan to use my 
entrepreneurial skills in an existing organization UNRELATED to my major. 
( ) I have no specific plans related to an entrepreneurial career.    
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6.     Please rank , with 1 being the highest, your amount of  participation in the following 
student activities. Please do not rank any activities that you do not participate in.  
 ( ) I-EnVision Student Organization 

( ) Student Organization(s) Not Associated with Entrepreneurship, but with 
Major 

 ( ) Community/Civic Organization Outside of the University 
 ( ) Community Organization Within the University 
 ( ) John R. Hughes Lecture Series 
 ( ) Student Consulting Projects 
 ( ) Entrepreneurship Internship Experiences 
 ( ) Business Plan Competition 
 ( ) Learning Community in Business and Entrepreneurship 
 ( ) Other Please describe:       

Please answer the following questions by placing an “X” next to the appropriate 
response.  
 
7.     The university should provide me with the financial resources needed to start my 
own business because I am a student studying entrepreneurialism.  
 ( ) Agree ( ) Somewhat Agree ( ) Disagree 
 
8.     The university should provide me with the physical resources (e.g.., office space, 
computers, etc.)  needed to start my own business because I am a student studying 
entrepreneurialism.  
 ( ) Agree ( ) Somewhat Agree ( ) Disagree 
 
9.     The university should provide me with the professional resources (e.g., faculty, 
advisor and professional mentoring) needed to start my own business because I am a 
student studying entrepreneurialism.  
 ( ) Agree ( ) Somewhat Agree ( ) Disagree 
 
10.    I will learn more (or already have learned more) from entrepreneurial courses than 
any other courses. 
 ( ) Agree ( ) Somewhat Agree ( ) Disagree 
 
11.    Getting a job is the most important outcome of a college education. 
 ( ) Agree ( ) Somewhat Agree ( ) Disagree 
 
12.   My future professional success relies on my college education. 
 ( ) Agree  ( ) Somewhat Agree ( ) Disagree 
 

13.   My future entrepreneurial success relies on my college education. 
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( ) Agree ( ) Somewhat Agree ( ) Disagree  
 
14.   Learning the skills needed to create long lasting social change is the most important 
outcome of a college education.  
 ( ) Agree ( ) Somewhat Agree ( ) Disagree 
 
15. As a result of studying entrepreneurship, I interact with students from majors other 
than my own. 
 ( ) Frequently ( ) Sometimes ( ) Seldom/Never 
 
16. As a result of studying entrepreneurialism, I interact with faculty from majors other 
than my own.  
 ( ) Frequently ( ) Sometimes ( ) Seldom/Never 
 
17. As a result of studying entrepreneurialism, I interact with entrepreneurial 
professionals outside of the university. 
 ( ) Frequently  ( ) Sometimes ( ) Seldom/Never 
 
18.   I volunteer my time in the community. 
 ( ) Frequently ( ) Sometimes ( ) Seldom/Never 
 
19.   I explore potential opportunities to start my own business.  
 ( ) Frequently ( ) Sometimes ( ) Seldom/Never 
 
20.  I explore ways in which entrepreneurial principles can be used to create social 
change.  
 ( ) Frequently ( ) Sometimes ( ) Seldom/Never 
 
21.     Are you receiving scholarships/financial assistance as a result of your pursuit of an 
entrepreneurial education? If you answer “no,” please skip to question number    
 ( ) Yes ( ) No 
 
22.     Please indicate which of the following scholarships you are receiving and for how 
much.  
 ( ) Richard M. Moldt Entrepreneurial Scholarship  
 Amount:   

( ) Clifford M. Baumbach Entrepreneurial Studies Award 
 Amount:   

( ) Richard K. Miller Technological Entrepreneurship Scholarship
 Amount:   

( ) Other  From what organization(s)    
 Amount:       
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23.     Have you received monetary compensation for any projects directly associated 
with your entrepreneurial education? 
 ( ) Yes ( ) No 
 If yes, please describe: 
___________________________________________________________________ 

24.   Have you been and/or plan to be active in launching any enterprises resulting from 
research conducted by faculty at the university? 
 ( ) Yes ( ) No 
 If yes, please describe: 
___________________________________________________________________ 

Please include any general information describing your future entrepreneurial interests 
that you would like to share. Please note, specific details of financing, marketing, etc. is 
not required nor desired. 
 

Please return the competed questionnaire to me using the provided self-addressed, 
stamped envelope. Questions regarding the study can be electronically sent to me at the 
following email address: mmars@email.arizona.edu.  
 
Thank you for participating in my research! 
 
Sincerely,  
 

Matthew Mars, Doctoral Student 
Center for the Study of Higher Education 
University of Arizona, Tucson, AZ 
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APPENDIX H 
 

STUDENT LETTER 
 
September 1, 2005 
 
Dear Student. 
 
Thank you for considering participating in my research. I am examining the cultural 
implications of entrepreneurship education in United States colleges and universities. 
One of the primary objectives of my study is to determine why students are pursuing a 
college education that includes entrepreneurship studies.  
 
Please take a moment to complete the included questionnaire. In order to protect your 
confidentiality, I request that you not include any personal identification or specific 
information regarding your entrepreneurial projects outside of the answers to the 
questions included in the questionnaire.  
 
Several terms within the questionnaire may not be familiar to you. I have included these 
terms and their definitions for your convenience.  
Social Entrepreneurship: Applying entrepreneurial principles to efforts designed to 
identify and address areas of social/community need.  
Technology Transfer: The process by which knowledge and products discovered on 
university campuses are moved into the private market with the intention of generating 
revenue.  
 
I have included a self-addressed, stamped envelope to return to me the completed 
questionnaire. The questionnaires must be completed and returned no later than Friday, 
November 4, 2005. Please feel free to contact me via email with any questions or 
concerns related to the questionnaire or my research. My email address is 
mmars@email.arizona.edu.  
 
Thank you for your time!  
 
Sincerely, 
 

Matthew Mars 
Doctoral Student 
Center for the Study of Higher Education 
The University of Arizona, Tucson, AZ 



318 

 

APPENDIX I 
 

CONTACT SUMMARY FORM: FACULTY INTERVIEWEES 
 

Name of Person:     
Discipline: 
Title/Rank: 
Degree: 
Research Tradition: Hard/Pure Hard/Applied Soft/Pure Soft/Applied 
 

What were the main issues or themes that emerged from the interview? 
 

Summary and Appropriate Code(s) for the information collected on each 
interview question: 

Interview 
Question 

Response Summary Codes Research 
Question 
Informed 

Please explain your understanding of the rationale for the development and 
implementation of a multidisciplinary entrepreneurship education model. 
Institutional 
factors  
 
External forces 
 

Funding sources 
 
Unit benefits 
 

How does your unit participate in entrepreneurship education? 
Unit support 
 

Unit resistance 
 

Negotiable     
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curriculum 
 
Non-negotiable 
curriculum  
 
Individual 
compensation 
 
How does the department’s involvement in entrepreneurial education impacted your 
professional work and relations? 
Multidisciplinary 
collaboration 
 
Implications on 
research agenda 
 
Implications on 
teaching load 
 
Implications on 
student contact 
 
How does your academic unit’s participation in entrepreneurial education change the 
experiences of your undergraduate students?  
Implications of 
students 
 

Student 
motivations for 
pursuing 
entrepreneurship 
education 

 

Please describe the goals of your students engaged in entrepreneurial education? 
Student projects 
 

Project goals and 
outcomes 
 
Student 
compensation 
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Additional comments and documents collected. 
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APPENDIX J 
 

CONTACT SUMMARY FORM: MANAGERIAL PROFESSIONAL INTERVIEWEES 
 

Name of Person:     
Position/Title: 
Units: 
 
What were the main issues or themes that emerged from the interview? 
 

Brief summary of job responsibilities. 
 

Summary and Appropriate Code(s) for the information collected on each 
interview question:  

 
Interview 
Question 

Response Summary Codes Research 
Question 
Informed 

Please explain your understanding of the rationale for the development and 
implementation of a multidisciplinary entrepreneurship education model. 
Institutional 
factors  
 
External forces 
 

Funding 
sources 
 
Unit benefits 
 

How does your unit participate in entrepreneurship education? 
Unit support 
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Unit resistance 
 

Negotiable 
curriculum 
 
Non-negotiable 
curriculum  
 
Individual 
compensation 
 
What professional/administrative support has your office added due to the 
institutionalization of entrepreneurship education 
New positions 
 
Alteration of 
existing 
positions 
 
What value does entrepreneurship education add to your department/unit?  
Financial 
 

Prestige 
 

Please describe the intra-campus networks that have resulted from your unit’s 
participation in entrepreneurial education.  
Student projects

Project goals 
and outcomes 
 
Student 
compensation 
 
What units do you work with across campus that you typically would not have contact 
with? 
Barriers     
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Advantages 
 

New positions 
 

Where is your unit located in the college and university organizational chart? 
Academic unit 
 

Partnerships 
and 
collaborations 
 
Agenda setting 
 

How and to what extent does your unit fund students pursuing an entrepreneurship 
education? 

In what ways does your unit support students attempting to launch entrepreneurial 
ventures into actual markets? 
Extent and 
nature of 
student 
ventures 
 

Formal 
agreements 
 

Alumni 
connections 
 

Additional comments and materials collected. 
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APPENDIX K 
 

CONTACT SUMMARY FORM: STUDENT INTERVIEWEES 
 

Name of Person:     
Major: 
Current Students Status: 
 
What were the main issues or themes that emerged from the interview? 
 

Brief summary of entrepreneurial activities. 
 

Summary and Appropriate Code(s) for the information collected on each 
interview question:  

 
Interview 
Question 

Response Summary Codes Research 
Question 
Informed 

What are the reasons for including entrepreneurship education as a formal piece of your 
degree? 
Immediate 
outcomes 
 
Long-term 
goals 
 

How has your pursuit of an entrepreneurship education changed your experiences as a 
student? 
Contact with 
students from 
other majors 
 
Educational 
experiences 
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How active are you in pursuing enterprises associated with your entrepreneurship 
education? 
University 
support 
 

Institutional 
policies 
 

How supportive is your “home department” of your pursuit of an entrepreneurship 
education?  
Forms of 
support 
 
Forms of 
resistance 
 

Department 
affiliation 
 

Additional comments and materials collected. 
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APPENDIX L 
 

DOCUMENT SUMMARY FORM 
Site: 
 
Unit/Discipline: 
 

Document Summary/Significance Codes Research 
Question 
Informed 



327 

 

APPENDIX M 
 

ADVANCED SUMMARY AND CODING 
 

UTEP Iowa 
 
Name:  
 
Document: 
 
Academic Capitalism Theoretical Constructs 
Intermediating Organizations 
 
Interstitial Structures 
 

New Circuits of Knowledge 
 

Managerial Capacity 
 
Student Continuum
Consumer 
 
Captive Market  
 
Negotiable Commodity 
 
Active Capitalist 
 
Social Entrepreneur 
 
Institutional Product 
 
New Economy References
Global 
 
Technology 
 
Organizational Culture
Artifacts 
 
Espoused Norms and Values 
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APPENDIX N 
 

FACULTY IMPLICATIONS 
 

Influences of Entrepreneurship Education on Faculty in the Academic Capitalist/Learning 
Regime 

 
University of Texas at 

El Paso University of Iowa 
Influences of 

Entrepreneurship 
Education High Moderate Low High Moderate Low 

Faculty 
Intermediating 
Organization 
 
Interstitial Organizations 
and Structures 
 
Circuits of Knowledge 
 
Managerial Capacity 
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APPENDIX O 
 

ECONOMIC SCOPE 
 

Economic Scope of Entrepreneurship Education in the Academic Capitalist/Learning 
Regime 

 
University of Texas at 

El Paso University of Iowa 
Economic 

Scope 
High Moderate Low High Moderate Low 

Entrepreneurship Education Structures 
Global 
 
National 
 
Regional (State) 
 
Local (City/County) 
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APPENDIX P 
 

INDUSTRIAL SCOPE 
 

Industrial Scope of Entrepreneurship Education in the Academic Capitalist/Learning 
Regime 

 
University of Texas at 

El Paso University of Iowa 
Industrial 

Scope 
High Moderate Low High Moderate Low 

Entrepreneurship Education Structures 
High Technology 
 
Service/Retail 
 
Health Care 
 
Not-for-Profit/Social 
Entrepreneurship 
 
Borderland 
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APPENDIX Q 
 

DISCIPLINARY POSITIONS 
 

Disciplinary Positions to Entrepreneurship Education According to Levels of 
Organizational Culture 

 
University of Texas 

At El Paso 
University of Iowa Disciplinary  

Tradition 
Consistent/
Supportive 

Neutral Resistant Consistent/
Supportive 

Neutral Resistant 

Artifacts 
Soft/Pure 

 
Soft/Applied 

 
Hard/Pure 

 
Hard/Applied

Espoused Norms/Values 
Soft/Pure  

Soft/Applied 

 
Hard/Pure 

 
Hard/Applied

Digits within each cell reference the number of artifacts and espoused norms and values 
that are supportive, neutral, or resistant to the expansion of entrepreneurship education.   
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APPENDIX R 
 

FACULTY INTERESTS AND ACTIVITIES BY INDUSTRIAL TYPE  
 

University of Texas at 
El Paso 

University of Iowa 
Industrial-Type 
Concentration 

Soft/
Pure

Soft/ 
Applied

Hard/
Pure 

Hard/ 
Applied

Soft/
Pure

Soft/ 
Applied

Hard/
Pure 

Hard/ 
Applied

High 
Technology 

 

Service/Retail 
 
Health Care  

Not-For-Profit/ 
Social 
Entrepreneurship

Borderland 
 
Digits within each cell reference the number of references to each industrial type by 
faculty members within each disciplinary tradition within the context of entrepreneurship 
education.  
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APPENDIX S 
 

STUDENT RESPONSES - UI 
 

Student Questionnaire Response Demographics 
University of Iowa 

 
Class Status Number of Students 

Freshman 42 
Sophomore 1 
Junior  
Senior 6 
Other  

Major Number of Students 
Business 26 
Science  
Engineering 10 
Liberal Arts 5 
Fine Arts 2 
Education  
Undeclared 6 
Other  

Double Majors Number of Students 
Business 6 
Science  
Engineering  
Liberal Arts 5 
Fine Arts 1 
Education  
Undeclared  
Other  
Not Applicable 37 

Minors/Certificates Number of Students 
Business 8 
Science 1 
Engineering  
Liberal Arts 11 
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Fine Arts 1 
Entrepreneurship 12 
Education  
Other  
Not Applicable 16 

Please rank, with 1 being the strongest, the order of influences in your decision to pursue 
an entrepreneurship education. 

 
Influences 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Total 

Parent/Family 
Member 
 

14 10 2 4 1 0 0 0 0 0 31 

Faculty 
Member/Academic
Professional in  
Major 
 

1 2 5 4 2 0 0 1 1 0 16

Faculty 
Member/Academic
Professional in  
Entrepreneurship 
 

3 4 4 3 3 1 0 1 2 0 21

Certificate in 
Entrepreneurship 
 

12 8 2 2 0 1 2 1 0 0 28 

Faculty Member/ 
Academic 
Professional 
Outside Major and 
Entrepreneurship 
 

0 3 1 1 1 4 4 0 2 0 16

Fellow student in 
Your Major 
 

2 4 5 0 2 3 2 2 1 0 21

Fellow Student  
Studying  
Entrepreneurship 
 

1 2 3 4 1 0 2 7 0 1 21

Fellow Student 
Outside of Major 
and Entre. 

2 1 0 1 0 2 3 0 5 1 15

Professional 3 3 6 3 5 3 1 1 1 0 26 
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Contact/Work-
Related  
Experience 
 
Other 
 

11 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 14 

Do you plan on launching a business using a project associated with your entrepreneurial 
program?  If you answer “no,” please skip to question  
 

Response Number of Students 
Yes 
 

23 

No 
 

26 

Which of the following college resources do you plan on using in launching your 
entrepreneurial venture? 
 

Resources # of Students 
Answering 

“Yes” 

# of Students 
Answering “No” 

% Answering 
“Yes” 

Bedell Entrepreneurship Learning 
Lab 
 

21 2 91.30% 

Faculty/Academic Professional 
Mentoring 
 

16 7 69.56% 

University Legal Services 
 

9 14 39.13%

Physical Resources (i.e., office 
space and technology 
 

13 10 56.52% 

University Developed Initiatives 
 

5 18 21.74%

Technology Transfer Initiatives 
 

7 16 30.43%

Internship Opportunities 
 

15 8 65.22% 

Professional Networks 
 

18 5 78.26% 

Consulting Opportunities 12 11 52.17% 
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Other 1 22 4.3% 

Please rank, with 1 being the strongest, the following industries in the order that best 
describes the nature of your entrepreneurial interests. 
 

Industries 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 Totals 
Information 
Technology 
 

1 5 1 1 0 2 1 0 0 2 0 0 0 12

Retail and 
Merchandising 
 

10 10 4 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 26 

Not-For-Profit 
 

1 2 1 1 0 1 3 0 1 0 0 0 0 10

Borderland 
Development 
 

0 1 1 0 0 1 2 3 0 0 0 1 0 9

University 
Technology 
Transfer 
 

0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 2 0 1 0 0 6

Fine Arts 3 
 

1 1 2 1 0 0 0 2 0 0 1 0 11

Real Estate and 
Development 
 

9 7 4 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 22

Small Business 
Development 
 

14 3 5 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 25 

Manufacturing 
 

0 2 2 2 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 9

Biotechnology 
 

2 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 1 0 8

Health Sciences 3 1 
 

2 1 2 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 10

Social 
Entrepreneurship

5 2 6 3 1 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 21

Other 
 

1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2
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Please rank, with 1 being the strongest, the following statements related to how your 
major relates to your future entrepreneurial goals. 
 
Entrepreneurial Goals 1 2 3 4 5 Total 
Business Related to 
Major 
 

21 5 1 1 1 26 

Business Not Related 
to Major 
 

9 6 3 3 0 20

Use Entrepreneurial 
Skills in Major 
Related Industry 
 

11 8 5 0 0 23 

Use Entrepreneurial 
Skills in Non-Major 
Related Industry 
 

2 6 2 4 0 14

No Plans to Use 
Entrepreneurial Skills 
 

6 4 1 0 6 17

Please rank, with 1 being the highest, your amount of participation in the following 
student activities. 
 

Activities 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Total 
I-En-Vision 
Student 
Organization 
 

5 18 0 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 26

Major Student 
Organization 
 

3 2 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 7

Community/Civic 
Organization 
Outside of 
University 
 

0 4 2 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 8

Community/Civic 
Organization 
Within 

5 3 3 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 12



338 

 

University 
 
John R. Hughes 
Lecture Series 
 

0 2 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 5

Student 
Consulting 
Projects 
 

0 3 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 4

Entrepreneurship 
Internship 
Experiences 
 

3 1 3 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 8

Business Plan 
Competition 
 

3 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 6

Learning 
Community in 
Business and 
Entrepreneurship 
 

27 7 5 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 40 

Other 
 

3 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7

Please answer the following questions by placing an “X” next to the appropriate 
response. 
 

Statements # of
Students 

that 
“Agree” 

# of
Students 

that 
“Somewhat 

Agree” 

# of Students 
that 

“Disagree” 

The university should provide me with the 
financial resources needed to start my own 
business 

13 24 10 
 

The university should provide me with the 
physical resources needed to start my own 
business 
 

17 29 3 

The university should provide me with the 
professional resources needed to start my own 
business 
 

41 6 2 
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I will learn more from entrepreneurial courses 
than any other courses 

23 14 12 

Getting a job is the most important outcome of a 
college education 
 

32 12 5 

My future professional success relies on my 
college education 
 

28 16 5 

My future entrepreneurial success relies on my 
college education 
 

15 23 11 

Learning the skills needed to create long lasting 
social change is the most important outcome of a 
college education 
 

13 32 4 

Please answer the following questions by placing an “X” next to the appropriate 
responses. 
 

Statements # of Students 
Answering 

“Frequently” 

# of Students 
Answering 

“Sometimes” 

# of Students 
Answering 

“Seldom/Never”
As a result of studying entrepreneurship, I 
interact with students from majors other than 
my own 
 

24 19 6 

As a result of studying entrepreneurialism, I 
interact with faculty from majors other than 
my own 

12 
 

25 12 

As a result of studying entrepreneurialism, I 
interact with entrepreneurial professionals 
outside of the university 
 

18 17 14 

I volunteer my time in the community 
 

18 31 0 

I explore potential opportunities to start my 
own business 
 

21 22 6 

I explore ways in which entrepreneurial 
principles can be used to create social change

10 32 7 
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Please answer the following questions by placing an “X” next to the appropriate 
response. 
 

Questions # of Students 
Answering “Yes” 

# of Students 
Answering “No” 

Are you receiving scholarships/financial 
assistance as a result of your pursuit of an 
entrepreneurial education? 
 

1 ($1000 per year) 48 

Have you received monetary compensation for 
any projects directly associated with your 
entrepreneurial education? 
 

2 ($5000 each) 47 

Have you been and/or plan to be active in 
launching any enterprises resulting from research 
conducted by faculty at the university? 
 

0 49
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APPENDIX T 
 

STUDENT RESPONSES - UTEP 
 

Student Questionnaire Response Demographics 
UTEP 

 
Class Status Number of Students 

Freshman 43 
Sophomore 6 
Junior  
Senior 1 
Other  

Major Number of Students 
Business 16 
Science 2 
Engineering  
Liberal Arts 19 
Fine Arts 2 
Education 4 
Undeclared 4 
Other 3 

Double Majors Number of Students 
Business 3 
Science 1 
Engineering  
Liberal Arts  
Fine Arts  
Undeclared  
Education  
Other  
Not Applicable 46 

Minors Number of Students 
Business  
Science 4 
Engineering  
Liberal Arts 7 
Fine Arts 2 
Entrepreneurship  
Education 2 
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Other 1 
Not Applicable 34 

Please rank, with 1 being the strongest, the order of influences in your decision to pursue 
an entrepreneurship education. 

 
Influences 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Total

Parent/Family 
Member 
 

30 7 2 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 41 

Faculty 
member/Academic 
Professional in 
Major 

4 4 4 0 1 2 0 0 0 0 15

Faculty 
Member/Academic
Professional in  
Entrepreneurship 
 

1 3 3 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 11

Faculty Member/ 
Academic 
Professional 
Outside Major and 
Entrepreneurship 
 

2 0 1 0 4 1 0 0 0 0 8

Fellow student in 
Your Major 
 

6 2 2 2 2 2 0 1 0 0 17

Fellow Student  
Studying  
Entrepreneurship 
 

0 9 4 3 0 1 0 0 0 0 17

Fellow Student 
Outside of Major 
and 
Entrepreneurship 
 

0 2 2 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 7

Professional 
Contact/Work-
Related  
Experience 
 

4 7 6 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 20

Other 3 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 
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Do you plan on launching a business using a project associated with your entrepreneurial 
program?  If you answer “no,” please skip to question number 4. 
 

Response Number of Students 
Yes 
 

22 

No 
 

28 

Which of the following college resources do you plan on using in launching your 
entrepreneurial venture? 
 

Resources # of Students 
Answering 

“Yes” 

# of Students 
Answering “No” 

% Answering 
“Yes” 

Faculty/Academic Professional 
Mentoring 
 

15 7 65.18% 

University Legal Services 
 

6 16 27.27%

Physical Resources (i.e., office 
space and technology 
 

7 15 31.82%

University Developed Initiatives 
 

6 16 27.27%

Technology Transfer Initiatives 
 

5 17 22.72%

Internship Opportunities 
 

17 5 77.27% 

Professional Networks 
 

11 11 50.00% 

Consulting Opportunities 
 

7 15 31.82%

Other 
 

0 0 00.00%

Please rank, with 1 being the strongest, the following industries in the order that best 
describes the nature of your entrepreneurial interests. 
 

Industries 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 Total 
Information 
Technology 

2 2 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 8
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Retail and 
Merchandising 
 

6 2 6 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 16

Not-For-Profit 
 

3 5 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 10

Borderland 
Development 
 

1 4 3 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 10

University 
Technology 
Transfer 
 

0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 3

Fine Arts 7 
 

5 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 15

Real Estate and 
Development 
 

6 5 3 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 15

Small Business 
Development 
 

11 6 1 2 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 22 

Manufacturing 
 

1 2 0 5 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 9

Biotechnology 
 

0 1 2 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 4

Health Sciences 4 2 
 

1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 9

Social 
Entrepreneurship

9 7 7 0 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 26

Other 
 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Please rank, with 1 being the strongest, the following statements related to how your 
major relates to your future entrepreneurial goals. 
 
Entrepreneurial Goals 1 2 3 4 5 Total 
Business Related to 
Major 
 

17 5 1 1 1 25 

Business Not Related 
to Major 
 

10 6 2 1 1 20 
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Use Entrepreneurial 
Skills in Major 
Related Industry 
 

16 6 3 0 0 25 

Use Entrepreneurial 
Skills in Non-Major 
Related Industry 
 

3 3 1 0 1 8

No Plans to Use 
Entrepreneurial Skills 
 

4 9 1 1 0 15

Please rank, with 1 being the highest, your amount of participation in the following 
student activities. 
 

Activities 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 Total 
Collegiate 
Entrepreneur 
Organization 

0 6 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8

Students in Free 
Enterprise 

0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

ROTARACT 
 

0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2

The Franchise 
Center 

1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 2

Center for 
Hispanic 
Entrepreneurship 

1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2

E-Corps 
 

0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2

SunBelt Global 
Student 
Entrepreneur 
Awards 

0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

Small Business 
Institute 

1 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3

Secondary 
Education 
Entrepreneurship 
Development 
Program 

5 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7

Student 
Organization Not 

5 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6
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Associated with 
Entrepreneurship 
Community/Civic 
Organization 
Outside of 
University 

3 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5

Community/Civic 
Organization 
Within 
University 

8 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 9

Entrepreneurship 
Internship 
Experiences 

0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2

Business Plan 
Competition 

0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

Other 
 

26 10 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 40 

Please answer the following questions by placing an “X” next to the appropriate 
response. 
 

Statements # of
Students 

that 
“Agree” 

# of
Students 

that 
“Somewhat 

Agree” 

# of
Students 

that 
“Disagree”

The university should provide me with the 
financial resources needed to start my own 
business 

4 23 23

The university should provide me with the 
physical resources needed to start my own 
business 
 

10 17 23 

The university should provide me with the 
professional resources needed to start my own 
business 
 

34 13 3 

I will learn more from entrepreneurial courses than 
any other courses 
 

19 23 8 

Getting a job is the most important outcome of a 
college education 
 

28 21 1 

My future professional success relies on my 35 13 2 
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college education 
My future entrepreneurial success relies on my 
college education 
 

18 27 5 

Learning the skills needed to create long lasting 
social change is the most important outcome of a 
college education 
 

23 20 7 

Please answer the following questions by placing an “X” next to the appropriate 
responses. 
 

Statements # of Students 
Answering 

“Frequently” 

# of Students 
Answering 

“Sometimes” 

# of Students 
Answering 

“Seldom/Never”
As a result of studying entrepreneurship, I 
interact with students from majors other than 
my own 
 

26 19 5 

As a result of studying entrepreneurialism, I 
interact with faculty from majors other than 
my own 

15 
 

26 9 

As a result of studying entrepreneurialism, I 
interact with entrepreneurial professionals 
outside of the university 
 

8 20 22

I volunteer my time in the community 
 

5 36 9

I explore potential opportunities to start my 
own business 
 

10 19 21 

I explore ways in which entrepreneurial 
principles can be used to create social change

8 24 18

Please answer the following questions by placing an “X” next to the appropriate 
response. 
 

Questions # of Students 
Answering “Yes” 

# of Students 
Answering “No” 

Are you receiving scholarships/financial 
assistance as a result of your pursuit of an 
entrepreneurial education? 

1 ($5000) 49 
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Have you received monetary compensation for 
any projects directly associated with your 
entrepreneurial education? 
 

0 50

Have you been and/or plan to be active in 
launching any enterprises resulting from research 
conducted by faculty at the university? 
 

0 50 
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APPENDIX U 

INFLUENCES OF ENTREPRENEURSHIP EDUCATION ON STUDENTS IN THE 
ACADEMIC CAPITALIST REGIME 

 
University of Texas at 

El Paso University of Iowa 
Influences of 

Entrepreneurship 
Education High Moderate Low High Moderate Low 

Students 
Intermediating 
Organizations 
 
Interstitial Organizations 
 
Circuits of Knowledge 
 
Managerial Capacity 
 
Students as Markets to 
Entrepreneurship 
Education 
 
Students as Capitalists 
 
Students as Social 
Entrepreneurs 
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APPENDIX V 
 

INDUSTRIAL SCOPE OF ENTREPRENEURSHIP EDUCATION IN THE 
ACADEMIC CAPITALIST REGIME 

 
University of Texas at 

El Paso University of Iowa 
Industrial Scope 

Scope 
High Moderate Low High Moderate Low 

Business Students n= 
High Technology 
 
Service/Retail 
 
Health Care 
 
Not-for-Profit/Social 
Entrepreneurship 
 
Borderland 
 
Liberal Arts and Fine/Performing Arts Students= 
High Technology 
 
Service/Retail 
 
Healthcare 
 
Not-for-Profit/Social 
Entrepreneurship 
 
Borderland 
 
Engineering Students n= 
High Technology 
 
Service/Retail 
 
Healthcare 
 
Not-for-Profit/Social 
Entrepreneurship 
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Borderland 
 
Science Students n= 
High Technology 
 
Service/Retail 
 
Healthcare 
 
Not-for-Profit/Social 
Entrepreneurship 
 
Borderland 
 
Education Students n= 
High Technology 
 
Service/Retail 
 
Healthcare 
 
Not-for-Profit/Social 
Entrepreneurship 
 
Borderland 
 
Undecided/Other Students n=  
High Technology 
 
Service/Retail 
 
Healthcare 
 
Not-for-Profit/Social 
Entrepreneurship 
 
Borderland 
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