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Abstract: A report of some significant aspects of the youth entrepreneurship in the European Union and especially, at higher education in Greece is presented in this paper. The structure of this study is two-fold. Firstly,¶ the study is introducing a conceptual basis for entrepreneurship as it is declared in the EU. The entrepreneurship is presented in connection with the actions taken from the Council and especially from the Commission. The significance of entrepreneurship, embedded by substantial economic notions such as growth, development, employment, education-training etc., and its objectives are discussed, especially among the students of higher education. Secondly, the study is presents t¶TThe status of youth entrepreneurship and its influences among the students of higher education in Greece as applying the methodology of an empirical study. In order to explore the behavior and the attitude of students at higher education towards entrepreneurship, our methodology is the analysis of data collected with the help of a questionnaire that was designed for the needs of our study. The sample of people selected for our research was undergraduate students of both sexes, which study in different fields, in the Technological Educational Institute (T.E.I.) of Serres. The results are evaluated and are transformed into some teachable points that can be transmitted in educational units (Universities, Technological Educational Institutes, Business Schools, etc.).
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¶1. INTRODUCTION

1.1 INTRODUCTORY COMMENTS

In this article the concept of entrepreneurship is used in the framework shaped by the Commission’s approach, which has been central actor in direct attempts to construct an “entrepreneurial dimension” at the European level of social policy. The new economic context for action, especially since the launch of the “Lisbon process”, called Commission’s attention to promote the entrepreneurship policy at the EU level. 

Entrepreneurship is a major driver of innovation, competitiveness and growth. Moreover, a positive and robust correlation between entrepreneurship and economic performance has been found in terms of growth, firm survival, innovation, employment creation, technological change, productivity increases and exports. Notwithstanding, it is obvious that entrepreneurship brings more than that to our societies. It is appeared to be a vehicle for personal development, which not only offers to everybody the opportunity of creating his one’s own business, but also is one of the most efficient, and “harmful” antidotes to unemployment.

The correlation between the theoretical part and the followed empirical study lies upon two major propositions: Firstly, the most robust empirical reference of the implementation of entrepreneurship policy can be found to national level. Secondly, the safest path to foster entrepreneurial attitudes and skills among young people is to promote entrepreneurship education, especially at higher education that provides instantly unemployed young people. Entrepreneurship education in universities should be available for students and researchers from all fields, notably in technical universities (Karanassios, 2003).

1.2 BUILDING SOCIAL EUROPE: EUROPEAN SOCIAL MODEL AND THE OPEN METHOD COORDINATION

Despite that, up until now the EU involvement in social policy has been minimal, the launch of the Single Market Program (1985) and the Single Market’s integration has led to a significant spill over on the European level (Leibfried & Pierson, 2000).

The European Integration process (most notably the Internal Market and the European Monetary Union) has released substantial pressure on national welfare states in order to establish common legal economic constrains. In contrary, efforts to adopt European social policies are impeded by the divergent of national welfare states. In other words, the surveillance upon the national finances does not coexist with a common and full regulated social model, referring especially to employment performance and social security, benefits and services as the most substantial “dimensions of effectiveness” of the welfare state (Ferrera et. al, 2003). Hence, the lack of formal and legal sanctions in the area of social protection policies resulted the building of the European Policy on different national elements, alongside with the obvious asymmetry between the full Europeanized economic policy and the lack of the Europeanization process in the field of social protection (Paschaloudis, D. and Alexiadis, S., 2005).  

In order to cope with the divergent national visions on the area of social policy, a European Social Model (ESM) was introduced at the end of the 1980s. Nevertheless, the ESM is not a coherent notion, not only in terms of conceptualizing it but also in answering at which level is operating (European or national). The later is the most crucial question, which remains merely unanswered (Wincott, 2003). The implementation features of the ESM remain contested and this was the main reason for connecting it with the Open Method Coordination (OMC). Because of “one size fits all” does not work in social policy and European hard law in the field of social policy remains limited to minimum standards, the Open Method Coordination, as a new mode of governance, could be the vehicle for creating low minimal standards to all member states by putting emphasis on “consensus forming” and “indirect coercive strain of policy transfer” (Scharpf, 2002 and Hodson & Maher, 2001).

The OMC traces its roots at the Maastricht Treaty, which established the “broad economic policy guidelines” in order to coordinate national economic policies. In the field of employment issues, after the adoption of the European Strategy employment strategy at Essen’s European Council in 1994 (European Council, 1994), the coordinated strategy was formalized by the inclusion of an employment chapter at Amsterdam. The Lisbon summit introduced for the first time the title of “Open Method Coordination” for the purpose of coordinating national policies in the areas of education, Research and Development, enterprise policy, social protection and social inclusion. The method leaves effective policy choices at the national level but at the same time tries to promote common objectives and indicators through comparative evaluations of national performance and applies in the areas where the Community powers are limited. After Lisbon the method it was introduced in the field of social protection as a means of spreading best practice and achieving greater convergence towards the main EU goals.  

Summarizing so far, the divergent national welfare states regimes caused inefficiency in promoting a common framework of action in the field of social policy. The “multi tiered” system of social policy and the fact that the welfare state is still defined differently across the European states (see the most prominent typology of different welfare states in Esping – Andersen, 1990) introduced the Open Method Coordination, alongside with the soft law produced by the European Commission, as the main tool for promoting social protection and employment policy. The implementation of the entrepreneurial policy at the European level falls into the same context of analysis. As it will be shown below, the Commission plays an active coordinating role in order to create an interstate framework of analysis where member states exchange best practices and agreeing common targets.

2. ¶ENTREPRENEURSHIP POLICY AND THE EU

2.1. ENTREPRENEURSHIP IN THE EU: A FUTURE POLICY AGENDA IN THE MAKING  

The European Commission’s Green Paper defines entrepreneurship as “the mindset and process to create and develop economic activity by blending risk-taking, creativity and/or innovation with sound management, within a new or an existing organization” (CEC, 2003: 6). It becomes apparent that the Commission tries to put the notion of entrepreneurship into a business context, introducing general guidelines for separate national policies.

Entrepreneurship Policy is set as a motive for producing more entrepreneurs and for getting more firms to grow because of the low performance of indicators into the EU. More concretely, according to the 2003 edition of the Eurobarometer survey on entrepreneurship, the EU needs to step up efforts to foster a more entrepreneurial mindset. Although 47% of Europeans say they would prefer to be self-employed, only 17% actually realize their ambitions, and regarding new entrepreneurial initiative, only 4% of Europeans state to be engaged in creating a business or to be an entrepreneur since less than three years against 11% in the US (Eurobarometer, 2003). Also, almost a third of Europe's SMEs declared growth as their main ambition, yet too few actually generate substantial growth. In Europe the speed with which businesses grow after starting up is too low. Fast growing enterprises, or “gazelles”, the biggest contributors to growth and job creation, are still rare in most EU countries. Furthermore, an ageing population is likely to aggravate the entrepreneurial gap. The age group most active in setting up businesses today (between 25-34 years) will shrink in the coming decades. And as much as one third of all EU entrepreneurs, mainly those running family enterprises, are expected to withdraw within the next ten years. Yet since many prospective entrepreneurs prefer starting a firm or taking one over, founding successors will be increasingly difficult. All and all, to overcoming this difficult situation, and to some extent this paradox, the Commission of the EU has reacted with a particular way for this problem’s solution.

Entrepreneurship is mentioned firstly at the European level in the Lisbon European Council in 2000 where the EU made the first attempt to connect the entrepreneurship and the key issues of economic performance and competitiveness. With a view of being the most competitive and dynamic knowledge-based economy in the world, the European Union defined in Lisbon its objectives in terms of employment, economic reform and social cohesion. The EU recognized entrepreneurship as one of the main objectives of the “Lisbon agenda”, emphasizing the need for “creating a friendly environment for starting up and developing innovative business, especially in small and medium-sized enterprises” (European Council, 2000: Points 14 & 15). 

Shortly after the Lisbon European Council, a decision of the Council funded the first multiannual programme for enterprise and entrepreneurship with 450 million euros for the programming period 2000-2005
[1]. The relevant decision amended in 2004 and is still funding the financial instruments with the aim of assisting SMEs to create new transnational joint ventures within the European Union
[2].

The European Commission kicked off the consultation process on the Entrepreneurship in the EU by adopting a “Green Paper on Entrepreneurship in Europe” (CEC, 2003). The Commission aimed to stimulate the debate amongst policy makers and businesses on how entrepreneurship could be better promoted in Europe, through education and training. This paper is trying to find answers of two fundamental issues: Firstly, “how to produce more entrepreneurs” and secondly “how get more firms to grow”.   

2.2. THE ACTION PLAN ON ENTREPRENEURSHIP

Following a long stakeholder consultation process on the 2003 Green Paper on Entrepreneurship, the Commission in February 2004 published its Action Plan on Entrepreneurship, which focuses on actions in five strategic policy areas: entrepreneurial mindsets, incentives for entrepreneurs, competitiveness & growth, access to finance and, regulatory and administrative framework (CEC, 2004a: 6-16).

To transform those objectives into concrete results the Commission will work with Member States and other stakeholders. This means: 

Getting young people to think about the option of setting up their own business. 

Looking at how bankruptcy and other rules could be adapted to reduce the stigma associated with business failures. 

Examining whether social security provisions discourage people from taking the jump from unemployment to self-employment. 

Creating more equity and stronger balance sheets for small and medium-sized businesses in order to get a better balance between self-funding, bank loans and other types of external finance. 

Reducing the complexity of complying with tax laws. 
On the basis founded by the Commission’s proposals on boosting entrepreneurship policy in the EU, the European Council, which was held in Brussels in March 2004, recognized entrepreneurship as a major driver of innovation, competitiveness and underpinned the role of the education and training (European Council, 2004: points 17-18 and 34-40).    

2.3. ENTREPRENEURSHIP AND EDUCATION, AS PART OF THE ACTION PLAN

The Commission proposed to introduce entrepreneurship into the national curriculum from primary school to university in order to foster entrepreneurial mindsets through school education. This idea is not new, but it is quite difficult to promote the entrepreneurial spirit in education. At the end of July 2004, the Commission published details of the key aspects of its entrepreneurship action plan (CEC, 2004b). One of the five key actions is to foster entrepreneurial mindsets through school education. The long-term policy objectives are to: 
Introduce entrepreneurship into the national curriculum at all levels of formal education (from primary school to university), either as a horizontal aspect or as a specific topic.  

Promote the application of programs based on 'learning by doing', for instance by means of project work, virtual firms and mini-companies, etc. 
Involve entrepreneurs and local companies in the design and running of entrepreneurship courses and activities. 
Increase the teaching of entrepreneurship within higher education and putting emphasis on setting up companies in the curricula of business-type studies at universities. 
3. ¶ENTREPRENEURSHIP AT HIGHER EDUCATION IN GREECE

3.1 INTRODUCTION TO THE EMPIRICAL STUDY

As it is mentioned at the beginning, entrepreneurship education in universities should be available for students and researchers from all fields, and especially in technical universities. This statement is not underlying the importance of acquiring the mindset to create and develop economic activity at all levels of formal education. Furthermore, it is well known that the whole action in setting up a business today takes place usually after the age of 25 years. It is clear the significance of entrepreneurship and its alignment with the problem of unemployment in Greece, especially among the students of higher education. It is also clear that the Technological Educational Institutes (T.E.I.) are more oriented in an "educational role" of technical skills than the Higher Education Institutions (A.E.I.) in Greece. Finally, empirical research has shown that management shortcomings (management inadequacies) are one of the most important reasons, perhaps the most important, of small business failure and one of the main reason for that is the lack of knowledge in functional areas of business, that perhaps would not existed after the acquisition of a degree of higher education (Papadopoulos, 2003). This paper, taking into account those considerations, preferred to embody a survey run in Greece at a Technological Educational Institute (T.E.I.) rather than to a Higher Education Institution (A.E.I.).

3.2. METHODOLOGY

The main challenge of the paper is to estimate the behavior and the attitude of young people towards entrepreneurship in Greece. In order to explore these characteristics, our methodology is the analysis of data collected with the help of a questionnaire that was designed for the needs of our study. The sample of people selected for our research was 125 undergraduate students of both sexes that study in different fields in the Technological Educational Institute of Serres. None of the students has accomplished his studies in the first degree. The structure of the questionnaire included five questions with certain answers that were the results of some special interviews. Each answer was expressed in a scale from one to five, where number one had been referred to something very important and number five had been referred to something useless. The questionnaires try to involve each student in a hypothetical situation of owing and running his business. The answers from the questionnaires were received in March 2005. 

3.3 RESULTS AND ANALYSIS

The structure of the questionnaire and the answers of the survey are listed in the Appendix (Table 1). The analysis of the results is illustrated with their figures below (Figures 1-5). 
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Figure 1.
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Figure 2.
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Figure 3.
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Figure 4.
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Figure 5.

It is quite surprising that there were some “peculiar” contradictions among the results. Although the sample of the students had answered positive, and with optimism and enthusiasm, at the first and the second question, there is no correlation in their conscience with the answers at the third question, where the students expressed their fear and anxiety for owing and running their business.

Also, it can be inferred from the fifth question that there is a lack of particular knowledge among the students. This crucial element had been recognized from the majority of students, and to some extent there is a paradox. It reveals that there are entrepreneurial mindsets among youth entrepreneurs, but there is an absence of teaching of entrepreneurship knowledge and design during entrepreneurship courses and activities within higher education.

The most striking feature of the findings is the fact that the most of the students stress the lack of business planning. This has to be related with the absence of a national entrepreneurial policy, but also implies that the long term objectives for connecting entrepreneurial mindset and education, as they adopted by the European Commission (see chapter 2.3), are still inactivate at national level. Moreover, the finances risk appears as a main obstruction for running a new enterprise. The later is strong related not only to the inadequate subsidies that could be found for the public or the private sector, but also to the general national economic context of “straitjacket”.          

4. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

This study has introduced the conceptual basis for entrepreneurship as it is declared in the EU and has presented it in connection with the actions taken from the Council and especially from the Commission. Furthermore, the significance of entrepreneurship as well as its objectives was discussed in order to enlighten some specific aspects that concern entrepreneurship and students of higher education. 

Furthermore, this study has presented t¶TThe status of youth entrepreneurship among the students of higher education in Greece. In order to explore the behavior and the attitude of students at higher education towards entrepreneurship, the study applied the methodology of an empirical study and with the help of a questionnaire had tried to force the impact of the EU decisions on entrepreneurship. 

Put it general, the analysis of data collected, in contradiction with EU decisions, reflected that there is a gap among expectations of the EU for the entrepreneurship and the present situation and conception at higher education in its member states, as it is Greece. 

Nevertheless, in order to be able to derive any more accurate inferences we would recommend this survey to be applied to all the member states of the EU and to a larger sample of students in each state, so as to articulate more robust comparative findings about the entrepreneurship policy at the higher education across the member states of the European Union.   
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6. APPENDIX

	1st question: Reasons for starting up a business
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	4th question: Family obstacles
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	Higher revenue
	76
	32
	12
	0
	2
	Will not provide capital
	8
	12
	32
	25
	39

	Independence
	43
	42
	22
	9
	4
	They prefer to see me an employee
	10
	11
	24
	24
	48

	Self realization
	47
	35
	19
	15
	5
	They fear the partners
	10
	13
	37
	25
	32

	Fear of unemployment
	17
	46
	30
	16
	9
	They want a profession related with my studies
	12
	20
	35
	21
	30

	2nd question: What do you expect?
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	5th question: What kind of assistance do you need?
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	Stable revenue
	44
	36
	20
	10
	8
	For Business Planning
	74
	31
	8
	3
	2

	Big earnings
	60
	36
	23
	2
	1
	For running my enterprise
	41
	52
	15
	8
	2

	Social position
	27
	39
	29
	15
	10
	For finding persons to work with me
	54
	45
	15
	3
	2

	To prove myself
	48
	35
	23
	7
	7
	For finding finance
	43
	39
	21
	11
	3

	3rd question: What do you fear?
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	

	Social stigma of failure
	16
	26
	33
	22
	23
	

	To loose money
	47
	42
	21
	8
	5
	

	To loose opportunities
	38
	40
	25
	13
	5
	

	To bound my time
	23
	31
	42
	13
	11
	


Table 1. The questionnaire with the answers.
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�[2] Decision of the European Parliament and of the Council amending decision 2000/819/EC on a multiannual programme for enterprise and entrepreneurship for SMES (2001-2005), 2004/593/EC, L. 268, 16.08.2004.
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