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Abstract

This paper constitutes part of a larger three-stage internet and telephone-based survey of the trends in entrepreneurship education in all 38 Australian universities. The paper reports the findings of the role of the academic champion or acadepreneur in the establishment of entrepreneurship programs and courses at various Australian universities. The study found that Australian universities with well-established entrepreneurship undergraduate and/or graduate programs are associated with academic champions or acadepreneurs who envisioned the programs. It is noteworthy that rank appears to be important in the entrepreneurial role played by these academic champions.  Of the thirteen champions identified in this study, nine were professors and four were senior lecturers. Another interesting finding is the fact that the acadepreneurs tend to stay on at the universities where they initiated the programs even after their retirement.

The motivation for the study stems from the identification of education and training as one of the nine factors influencing the entrepreneurial sector by the Global Entrepreneurship Monitor (GEM), an international entrepreneurship research project involving 29 countries (Reynolds, Camp, Bygrave, Autio and Hay, 2001).  Coupled with government policy, education and training were the most often mentioned by the GEM expert informants from the 29 participating countries. Although education was the single most important issue for the Australian key informants in the GEM study, Australia was less than satisfied with the quality of both general and entrepreneurship education (Hindle, 2001). Australia had a low score by the experts indicating Australia lags behind the best practice (Hindle, 2001).  The study is also justified by the Karpin Report of the Industry Task Force on Leadership and Management Skills (1995) that identified a lack of enterprise as the bane of Australian society and proposed steps for instilling entrepreneurial spirit in Australians including the development of an enterprising culture through formal education and training. This study draws attention to the role of acadepreneurs in facilitating the development of entrepreneurship education.  The third motivation stems from the lack of focus on acadepreneurs in spite of recent active research on corporate entrepreneurs (Antoncic and Hisrich, 2001; Guth and Ginsberg, 1990; Stopford and Baden-Fuller, 1994) or intrapreneurs (Pinchot, 1985). Given the increased global interest in corporate entrepreneurship (Zahra and Garvis, 2000), a study that seeks to identify acadepreneurs and fills the void is warranted. Implications for university management and research are discussed.

Introduction

Entrepreneurship is a vigorous field of inquiry globally (Hindle 2002; Reynolds, Camp, Bygrave, Autio and Hay 2001).  In particular, there has been an exceptional growth in entrepreneurship education.  At the university level, the growth of entrepreneurship and small business is pervasive  (Sexton et al., 1997). Evidence of the unprecedented growth of entrepreneurship education can be seen from the rise in the number of entrepreneurship classes as a result of the increased student interest in entrepreneurship. A recent study reported that in 1996, a record 45% of incoming first-year students to the Kellogg School of Business at Northwestern University expressed an interest in entrepreneurship as a major, compared to 30% in 1995, 12% in 1994 and 7% in 1993  (Fiet, 2000). 

In 1971, sixteen US universities introduced entrepreneurship programs leading to undergraduate entrepreneurship majors in a number of institutions such as Baylor, Babson, and University of Southern California (Sexton, Upton, Wacholtz and McDougall, 1997). The number rose to four hundred universities in 1993 (Vesper, 1993) and more than 800 in 2000 (Fiet, 2000).  

An upsurge in hiring entrepreneurship and small business management faculty exemplifies the growth and popularity of entrepreneurship education. A recent study examined the trends in the market for entrepreneurship faculty and found a dramatic increase in the demand for entrepreneurship faculty entrepreneurship (Finkle, 2001). 
The enhanced status stems from the growing recognition and acceptance that entrepreneurship spurs the expansion of business, creates new employment potential, fuels a balanced regional development and economic growth (Birch, 1987; Reynolds, Camp, Bygrave, Autio and Hay, 2001; Storey, 1994).  Other reasons for the interest in entrepreneurship include downsizing and rightsizing which have resulted from changing job environments, turbulence, uncertainties and ambiguities (Shostack, 1990; Morris and Hills, 1992). Self-employment and starting own firms are a popular option as a way of becoming employed (Reynolds, 1997; Delmar and Davidsson, 2000).  

Given the importance and economic efficacy of entrepreneurship, policy makers and the general public expect academic institutions to play a significant role in developing entrepreneurs through the provision of educational programs. In particular, in an era of rapid changes in the economy, education programs that would enhance entrepreneurial success and thereby increase the supply of entrepreneurs are warranted (Chrisman, Hynes, and Fraser 1995).  Scholars (Gibb, 1996; Johannisson et al 1998; Brzosko, 1999; Laukakken et al., 2000) have recognized the contribution of universities to research, teaching and consultancy as their third task or obligation.  Arguably, small business and entrepreneurship education will precipitate the growth of enterprise culture (Carland and Carland, 1993; Gibb, 1993). This recognition has led to a growing interest in providing education programs to encourage and enhance entrepreneurship (Gorman and Hanlon, 1997; Duke, 1996).  

The paper examines the role of acadepreneurs in the establishment of entrepreneurship programs in Australian universities. The motivation for the study stems from the identification of education and training as one of the nine factors influencing the entrepreneurial sector by the Global Entrepreneurship Monitor (GEM), an international entrepreneurship research project involving 29 countries (Reynolds, Camp, Bygrave, Autio and Hay, 2001).  Coupled with government policy, education and training were the most often mentioned by the GEM expert informants from the 29 participating countries. Although education was the single most important issue for the Australian key informants in the GEM study, Australia was less than satisfied with the quality of both general and entrepreneurship education (Hindle, 2001). Australia had a low score by the experts indicating Australia lags behind the best practice (Hindle, 2001).  

The study is also justified by the Karpin Report of the Industry Task Force on Leadership and Management Skills (1995) that identified a lack of enterprise as the bane of Australian society and proposed steps for instilling entrepreneurial spirit in Australians including the development of an enterprising culture through formal education and training. This study draws attention to the role of acadepreneurs in facilitating the development of entrepreneurship education.  The third motivation stems from the lack of focus on acadepreneurs in spite of an active research on corporate entrepreneurs (Antoncic and Hisrich, 2001; Guth and Ginsberg, 1990; Stopford and Baden-Fuller, 1994) or intrapreneurs (Pinchot, 1985). Given the increased global interest in corporate entrepreneurship (Zahra and Garvis, 2000), a study that seeks to identify  acadepreneurs and fills the void is warranted. Implications for university management and future research are discussed. This study contributes to the entrepreneurship education as well as corporate entrepreneurship literature. It can also be used as an exploratory study for developing theory-based research projects in the future.

The paper is structured as follows: A review of prior studies of entrepreneurship and small business education from global and Australian perspectives followed by a definition of intrapreneurship and a review of the intrapreneurship literature. The reviews lead to a set of hypotheses. The methodology for undertaking the study is discussed leading to the conclusion and implications. 

Prior studies of entrepreneurship education – a global perspective 

Entrepreneurship and small business education has been studied since the early 1970s by numerous scholars. North American studies are in the majority (see Vesper, 1974; Gartner and Vesper, 1994; Gorman, Hanlon and King,1997; Solomon et al., 1998; Solomon et al, 1993; Robinson and Long 2001; and  Menzies and Gasse, 1999). Other studies are from Western Europe (see Johannisons,  1991, 1994, 1998; Laukkannen, 2000; Kirby, 1990; Gibb1993, 1994; 1996); India (Singh, 1990; Patel, 1986); Poland (Brozvo, 2001) and the Middle East (Khan, 1994).

Prior studies – Australia

Entrepreneurship and small business education is a recent phenomenon in Australian universities (Gillin, 1991).  In the early 1990s, small business education in Australian universities was negligible, while entrepreneurship education was yet to make an impact (Waldman and Day, 1991). In 1991, five universities offered entrepreneurship and small business education courses at the undergraduate level  (Waldman and Day, 1991).  Gillin (1991) surveyed 27 universities and found 53 subjects were offered in 17 of the 27 universities and colleges that responded to his survey. Twenty-four of the subjects were offered at the undergraduate level and twenty-nine were at the postgraduate level. Gillin’s (1991) study also showed Engineering and Business Faculties were predominant in entrepreneurship education in Australian Universities.  Swinburne Institute of Technology offered the most subjects (14) with entrepreneurship and innovation slant. University of New England in Armidale offered 5 subjects with an entrepreneurship and small business slant. Kirchmajer's (1994) study of major academic and non-academic entrepreneurship training and education programs in 1993/94 found 22 of the 36 universities surveyed offered small business and entrepreneurship subjects as electives or as part of complete course. Twenty-two of the thirty-six universities surveyed offered entrepreneurship at undergraduate and postgraduate levels; seven offered three or more. As was noted by Breen and Bergen (1999), Kirchmajer’s study (1994) was anecdotal because comprehensive statistics were not collected. 

Bergen and Breen, (1999) found that twenty-two universities taught subjects in entrepreneurship and small business as electives or as part of a course. In 1998, ten universities offered entrepreneurship courses at the postgraduate level while five offered small business courses at the undergraduate level.  Swinburne University dominated Australian universities entrepreneurship education at the postgraduate level. Twenty universities offered at least one subject in entrepreneurship and small business with 44 subjects at the postgraduate level and 57 at the undergraduate level.

Intrapreneurship defined

Scholars have defined intrapreneurship in a variety of ways. Terms such as intrapreneuring (Pinchot, 1985), corporate entrepreneurship (Burgelman, 1983, Vesper, 1984; Guth and Ginsberg, 1990; Hornsby et al., 1993, Stopford and Baden-Fuller, 1994), corporate venturing (MacMillan, 1986; Vesper, 1990), and internal corporate entrepreneurship (Schollhammer, 1981, 1982; Jones and Butler, 1992) have been used to describe the phenomenon of intrapreneurship (Antonic and Hisrich, 2001). For instance, Stevenson and Jarillo (1990) defined intrapreneurship as a process in which individuals inside organizations pursue opportunities without regard to the resources they currently control, while Vesper (1990) defined it as doing new things and departing from the customary to pursue opportunities. According to Hisrich and Peters (1998), intrapreneurship is a spirit of entrepreneurship within existing the existing organization.  Some of the definitions have been narrow and focused on large organizations to the exclusion of smaller organizations (Schollhammer, 1982; Burgelman, 1983; Rule and Irwin, 1988; Kuratko et al., 1993), or have emphasized new venture formation (Baduerahanian and Abetti, 1995). Recently, Antoncic and Hisrich, (2001:497) have defined intrapreneurship more broadly as “entrepreneurship within an existing organization.”  For the purposes of this study, an acadepreneur is defined as an academic champion within a university setting who envisions, starts and grows a program irrespective of whether he/she has the resources. Implicitly, the process not only leads to the creation of new academic offerings, but also to other creative activities.

Prior studies of corporate entrepreneurship 

Intrapreneurship (entrepreneurship within existing organizations) has been of interest to scholars and practitioners for the past twenty years (Schollhammer, 1981, 1982; Kanter, 1984; Pinchot, 1985; Zahra, 1991). The interest stems from recognition of the significance and beneficial effects of intrapreneuship for revitalization and performance for large corporations as well as for small and medium-sized enterprises (Guth and Ginsberg, 1990; Carrier, 1994). Researchers in various ways have categorized firm level entrepreneurship. Previous categorizations have included dimensions such as risk taking (Covin and Slevin, 1989; Lumpkin and Dess, 1996; Knight, 1996), competitive aggressiveness and autonomy (Lumpkin and Dess, 1996), new business venturing, innovativeness, self-renewal and proactiveness (Antoncic and Hisrich, 2001). New venturing entails the creation of new businesses within the existing organization regardless of the level of size and autonomy. Innovativeness entails product and service innovation (Antoncic and Hisrich, 2001). Intrapreneurship comprises new product development, product improvements, and new production methods and procedures (Schollhammer, 1982). Self-renewal refers to the transformation of organizations through the renewal of new key ideas (Guth and Ginsberg, 1990) and comprises the redefinition of the business concept, reorganization, and the introduction of system-wide changes for innovation (Antoncic and Hisrich, 2001; Zahra 1993). Proactiveness  implies aggressive posturing vis a vis the competition (Knight 1997). Proactive firms are characterised by taking risk (Stopford and Baden-Fuller, 1994), taking initiative (Lumpkin and Dess, 1996) and boldly and aggressively pursuing opportunities (Covin and Slevin, 1991). 

The following questions are posed in this study: 

Who are the "champions" or “acadepreneurs” behind the introduction of entrepreneurship small business management programs in Australian universities? What is the rank of these academic champions? Where are these champions?

Hypotheses

Based on the foregoing review of corporate entrepreneurship and entrepreneurship education literature globally and in Australia, we posit that:

1. Faculty/School of Business that has acadepreneurs will have innovative entrepreneurship programs.

2. The rank of acadepreneurs will be positively related to how well established the entrepreneurship programs are. 

3. How well established the entrepreneurship programs are will be positively related to the acadepreneur’s commitment to the program. 

Methodology

The goal of the study was to examine the role of acadepreneurs in all Australian universities. 

For the purposes of this paper, entrepreneurship education is defined to cover entrepreneurship, small business management, and family business program/course, unit/subject. A subject or unit is a single stand-alone offering, while a program or course comprises a number of units or subjects. These terms are used interchangeably in this study. Previous studies have used similar definitions (Menzies and Gasse, 1999; Bergin and Breen, 1999; Waldmann and Day, 1991; Breen and Bergen, 1999).  An acadepreneur has been defined earlier as an academic champion within a university setting who envisions, starts and grows a program irrespective of whether he/she has the resources. Leadership in entrepreneurship education is denoted by innovative entrepreneurship offerings. Innovation has been stressed as a critical intrapreneurial dimension (Antoncic and Hisrich, 2001; Covin and Sleigh, 1991; Knight, 1997; Zahra and Garvis, 2000). 

Study design and sample

An Internet based survey of all (38) Australian universities was undertaken between April and July 2001.  Because of the small number of the subjects under investigation, the study utilized a census approach as used in previous studies (Bergen and Breen, 1999; Menzies and Gasse, 1999).  However, unlike earlier studies (Gillin, 1991; Kirchmajer, 1994), this study excluded non-degree award entrepreneurship and small business programs in Technical and Further Education (TAFE) colleges and secondary schools. 

The study was carried out in 3 stages and utilized both secondary and primary sources of data. Stage 1 of the study was secondary data source-based and entailed a thorough examination of the hardcopies of the 2001 calendars and handbooks of all the 38 universities available in the Northern Territory University library. The purpose of the search was to identify among other things, entrepreneurship and small business units/subjects or courses/programs offered by the universities as well as the levels at which they were offered. Any relevant information from the handbooks pertaining to the location of the program, description of subjects and programs on offer, the names of academics associated with entrepreneurship programs was also captured. Mindful of the fact that the 2001 handbooks will have been published in 2000, the second stage was deemed necessary.  

Stage 2 was internet-based search of the web sites and on-line handbooks and calendars of all 38 Australian universities as a cross check of the data collected in the preceding phase for ambiguities, omissions and currency of information and fill in any gaps arising. Where the library search had not indicated any entrepreneurship and small business offering, the internet search was to ensure omissions were genuine omissions. This was an attempt at data source triangulation as recommended by Gumesson (2000).  In Stage 3,  inconsistencies were reconciled, gaps from the preceding stages were filled in, questionnaire was constructed, pilot tested, and then administered. The final draft of the questionnaire was e-mailed to the Deans of the Faculties or Heads of the Schools that housed the entrepreneurship and small business programs or courses as well as the co-ordinators of entrepreneurship and small business programs. Multiple contacts were utilised in every university as a means of triangulation (Gumesson, 2000). Thrice the Deans of the Faculty who were initially sent questionnaires re-directed them to the appropriate faculty for completion. Sixty questionnaires were sent out and twenty nine responses were received representing a response rate of  48%. A breakdown of the mode of responses is as follows: forty-five (75%) responses were e-mailed, ten (16.6%) responses were by telephone and e-mail and the remaining (7.4%) responses were by telephone.

Findings

Breadth of entrepreneurship education in Australia

To position this paper and facilitate an appreciation of entrepreneurship education in Australian universities, this section presents highlights about entrepreneurship program offerings in Australian universities, commencement of entrepreneurship programs and where they are housed and, entrepreneurship student enrolments. Table 1 presents Australian universities offering entrepreneurship and small business major stream at post-graduate and undergraduate levels. Twenty (56%) of the thirty-eight Australian universities offered entrepreneurship and small business as a major area of study. Twelve (60%) of the twenty universities offered a major entrepreneurship stream at the postgraduate level while eight (40%) were at the undergraduate level. 

Table 1  Entrepreneurship and small business major programs at Australian universities

	Universities offering entrepreneurship major at post-graduate level
	Universities offering entrepreneurship major at under-graduate level

	University of Ballarat
	- - 

	Bond University
	Bond University

	Curtin University
	Curtin University,

	Edith Cowan University
	Edith Cowan University

	Griffith University
	- - -

	University of Melbourne
	- - -

	University of New England
	University of New England

	Newcastle University - Central Coast Faculty
	Newcastle University - Central Coast Faculty

	Queensland University of Technology
	- - -

	Southern Cross University
	Southern Cross University

	Swinburne University of Technology
	Swinburne University of Technology

	University of Western Australia. 
	- - -

	
	RMIT commenced in 2001

	
	University of Tasmania - due to be approved by Council in July 2001


Source: Compiled from Universities’ web sites and responses to survey 

Universities offering electives

Twenty-six of the universities offered forty-seven entrepreneurship units as electives. Twelve universities offered 19 entrepreneurship and small business electives at the undergraduate level while fourteen universities offered twenty-eight electives at the postgraduate level.  Only three universities offered electives at both undergraduate and post-graduate levels.

Universities not offering entrepreneurship and small business 

As far as could be ascertained from a thorough search of websites and handbooks coupled with survey responses, five universities namely: University of Canberra, Deakin University, Macquarie, Northern Territory University and University of Sydney did not offer any entrepreneurship program or subject at either the undergraduate or postgraduate levels.

Commencement of program
Most (around 75%) of the major entrepreneurship and small business management streams in Australian universities commenced in the 1990s.  However, at the time of this study between May and July 2001, there were indications of a pick-up in entrepreneurship education as reflected by the commencement of a new entrepreneurship major at the Royal Melbourne Institute of Technology (RMIT) and the expected approval of a major stream in entrepreneurship by the Tasmania University Council.

Where program is housed

The Faculty of Business/Commerce housed the majority of the entrepreneurship and small business major streams and/or electives/subjects.

Student enrolment 

Sixty per cent of the responding institutions had enrolment under 100 students in 1999 declining to about 46% in 2000; thirty percent had 100 to 199 student enrolment rising by 45.5% in 2000. Only one university reported enrolment of 300 entrepreneurship students between 1999 and the time of the study in May – July 2001.

Entrepreneurship and small business program “champions” or “acadepreneurs”

In consonant with the earlier definition of academic champion or acadepreneur, respondents were asked to identify the person(s) in their institution who was instrumental in envisioning, initiating and nurturing the entrepreneurship and small business program in their university. This was the academic without whom the entrepreneurship and small business program in the respondent’s university would not have been possible. Table 2 presents a list of the nominated champions from various Australian universities with their rank and whereabouts at the time of the interviews.

Table 2   Champions of entrepreneurship and small business programs
	Name of “champion”
	Rank
	University
	Present whereabouts

	Mark Hodgson
	Professor & Executive Director

National Graduate School of Management


	Australian National University


	ANU – still in position

	Julian Lowe
	Professor & Head of School of Business


	University of Ballarat
	Ballarat - still in position

	Evan Douglas
	Professor & Dean
	Bond University
	Left Bond University

Queensland University of Technology

	Evan Douglas
	Professor & Dean

Graduate School of Business


	Queensland University of Technology
	Still at QUT

	John Rose
	Professor and Dean Melbourne Business School (MBS)


	University of Melbourne
	No longer at MBS

	Geoff Meredith
	Professor Emeritus

& Director of Entrepreneurship Studies


	Southern Cross University
	Retired but still associated with program as Adjunct Professor

	Andre Morkel
	Professor Emeritus
	Australian National University, Univ of Western Australia
	Retired but still associated with program



	Peter Sheldrake
	Prof. of Entrepreneurship


	Royal Melbourne Institute of Technology (RMIT)


	Still with RMIT

	Murray Gillin
	Professor Emeritus
	Swinburne University of Technology


	Retired but still associated with program

	Dr Jerry Courvisanos
	Senior Lecturer
	University of Tasmania (UTas)


	Still with UTas

	Dr Carolyn Faushnaugh
	Senior Lecturer & Entrepreneurship Program Convener
	Griffith University
	Still with Griffith

	Dr. John Jackson
	Senior Lecturer & former Head of Marketing Dept
	Central Queensland University
	Still with CQU


Source: Compiled from respondents’ responses  

Respondents were also asked to list entrepreneurship academics that they know of starting with their own universities and extending to other universities. Table 3 is a summary of the names of entrepreneurship academics nominated by respondents.

Table 3  Entrepreneurship and small business academics

	Name of academic
	Name of University

	Professors Mark Dodgson, Morkel, Bailey and Karpin
	National Graduate School of Management, Australian National University

	Associate Professor Noel Lindsay, Justin Craig, Rajeev Kamineni, Dell McStay
	Bond University

	Prof. Evans Douglas
	Queensland University of Technology (QUT)

	Prof Peter Sheldrake, Collin Dunn, Ann Gallon 
	Royal Melbourne Institute of Technology

	Dr Michael Burrow, Dr. Jill Thomas and Rolffe Peacock 
	University of South Australia

	Prof. Geoff Meredith, Prof. Chad Perry, Prof. Phil Neck, Dr. Youness Alizadeh, Dr. Bob Arnull 
	Southern Cross University

	Professors Tom McKaskill, John Hindle, Hanich and Murray Gillin 
	Australian Graduate School of Entrepreneurship

	Dr Jerry Coursivanos
	University of Tasmania

	Drs. John Breen, Leo Jago, Wayne Mortensen and Brian Marks 


	Victoria University of Technology


Source: Based on responses from respondents

Leadership in entrepreneurship and small business education  

Next, the respondents were asked to nominate the university/universities they considered to be the leader(s) in entrepreneurship education at the postgraduate and undergraduate levels in Australia. At the post graduate level, Swinburne University of Technology was most frequently mentioned (80%), followed by QUT as the second most frequently mentioned (65%), while Southern Cross University was the third most frequently mentioned (55%). At the undergraduate level, Curtin University received the most mention (75%). Other respondents (25%) said they did not know any leader as none stood out.

Discussion

A significant finding of this study and a contribution to the entrepreneurship education research literature is the role played by senior academics in the establishment of the major programs and several electives in entrepreneurship and small business. The study shows that the twenty Australian universities that had major degree programs – 12 at the postgraduate level and eight at the undergraduate level - in entrepreneurship and small business management were all associated with well known acadepreneurs (see Table 2). It is fair to say that Australian universities with strong entrepreneurship and small business major streams are those with “acadepreneurs.” The nominated acadepreneurs are well known in entrepreneurship and small business discipline in Australia. 

It is worth noting that this is a continuing trend in the establishment of new entrepreneurship programs. At the time of this study between May and July 2001, three new programs were due to commence at Royal Melbourne Institute of Technology, Central Queensland University and University of Tasmania. These programs were associated with identifiable champions in the respective institutions. 

It seems plausible to argue that rank was important in the entrepreneurial role played by the nominated acadepreneurs. The study shows that the entrepreneurship programs especially in the institutions that offered a major stream at undergraduate and/or postgraduate level(s) were associated with academic champions who were often senior academics. All the nominated, champions were senior academics with the majority being of professorial rank. To be more specific, of the thirteen nominated champions in this study, nine were professors and the remaining four were senior lecturers (see Table 2).  Universities that offered stronger entrepreneurship programs had the most senior academics in the form of professors emeriti.

There appears to be a positive relationship between the strength of the entrepreneurship programs and leadership in the entrepreneurship discipline in Australian universities. Leadership was denoted by innovative programs. When the respondents were asked to nominate the university that they considered to be the leader in entrepreneurship education in Australia, Swinburne University of Technology got the most mention (80%) followed by Queensland University of Technology (65%) and Southern Cross University (55%) at the postgraduate level. Curtin University was the most frequently mentioned (75%) leader at the undergraduate level. The respondents were asked to justify their selection and the major reason given was the presence of certain notable academics i.e. acadepreneurs who are associated with the programs in certain universities. Other reasons included how well established the programs were, the courses offered, the length of time the program had been offered, the textbooks that had been published by authors from the particular university, the level of involvement in research as well as enrolment figures. 

The following statements by the respondents encapsulate the reasoning behind their selection. For instance in justifying why he selected Swinburne university as the leader in entrepreneurship education in Australia, a notable entrepreneurship academic replied: “I consider Swinburne to be the leader because it has the most established program and has built a reputation over the years”. For selecting his own university as the second choice, the senior academic said: “it offered better subjects and a more coherent program.” He went on:  “Most other universities offer 1-2 subjects only, as electives only. The program in this university (his second choice) is designed on the basis of world survey of best practice, plus survey of business and alumni. It is not constrained by what people we are teaching or wanted to teach.”  However, the Dean of a prestigious Business School in Australia said  “I know of no full-time academics of any quality that specialize in the area.”

It is pertinent to point out that academic champions are differentiated from entrepreneurship academics. While acadepreneurs are entrepreneurship academics in their own right, not all entrepreneurship academics are acadepreneurs. Responding universities employ full time academics, faculty from other departments of the university, visiting academics, part-time instructors in the form of local staff and sessional staff to teach on entrepreneurship and small business programs. See Table 5 for the list of entrepreneurship academics from responding universities. The list includes the acadepreneurs.

Another important finding is the acadepreneurs’ commitment to the entrepreneurship programs. Commitment was demonstrated by the long association the academic champions had with the entrepreneurship programs. Eight (61.2%) of the nominated acadepreneurs were still associated with the universities where they had envisioned and started the entrepreneurship programs. Three (23%) had retired from the universities but were still associated with the programs as professors emeriti. One had retired completely and the remaining acadepreneur had left an already established program in one university and gone on to establish a successful entrepreneurship program at another university.

Conclusion
This study set out to capture the role of academic champions or acadepreneurs fostering entrepreneurship education in Australian universities. More specifically, three questions were posed: Who are the "champions" or “acadepreneurs” behind the introduction of entrepreneurship small business management programs in Australian universities? What is the rank of these academic champions and, finally, where are these champions?

Evidently, entrepreneurship education in Australian universities has been championed by senior academics who envisioned, nurtured and grew the entrepreneurship programs. More specifically, thirteen individuals were nominated by the respondents as being instrumental in fostering entrepreneurship education in the respective Australian universities. As expected, the study found that the acadepreneurs were all business academics. Rank appears to be an important factor in the establishment of entrepreneurship programs with the majority of  the nominated champions being senior academics of professorial rank. Commitment, encapsulated by continued association between the academic champions and the entrepreneurship programs even in retirement is remarkable. 

Implications for university management

This study has wider implications for university management. Clearly this study has shown that internal venturing may be as important in the university setting as it is in other organisational settings (Antoncic and Hisrich, 2001; Hisrich and Peters, 1994). The study indicates the existence of a relationship between acadepreneurs and the strength of entrepreneurship programs and leadership in entrepreneurship education. University management should identify, recruit and nurture the development of acadepreneurs university wide. Given that rank appears to be related to the successful establishment of entrepreneurship programs, universities that wish to develop successful entrepreneurship as well as other programs university-wide, should endevour to make the   appointments such that the appointee is given a commensurate rank in the Faculty/School to drive the agenda/program. Given the role that the acadepreneurs have played in establishing strong entrepreneurship major streams at the postgraduate and undergraduate levels, it is reasonable to argue that universities that wish to renew themselves should pay heed to developing acadepreneurs. After all, activities associated with renewal is an element of intrapreneurship (Stopford and Baden-Fuller, 1994). However, before this can occur, it should be possible to measure and replicate intrapreneurial characteristics in those who are not. This calls for further research to refine the intrapreneurship construct. 

Research implications

To replicate the characteristics of the successful acadepreneurs, it is imperative to profile them. The present intrapreneurship scales such as ENTRESCALE, first developed by Khandwalla (1977) and refined by others (Miller and Friesen, 1978; Covin and Sleigh, 1989; Knight, 1997), corporate entrepreneurship scale developed and refined by Zahra (1991, 1993), and a combination of the above scales recently developed by Antoncic and Hisrich (2001) may not be appropriate as they are generally geared toward the firm level (Knight, 1997). For instance, ENTRESCALE is “intended to measure a firm’s general orientation towards entrepreneurship” while the corporate entrepreneurship scale is “intended to measure engagement of the corporation in corporate entrepreneurship activities” (Antoncic and Hisrich, 2001:500). Research should therefore focus on identifying dimensions developed at the individual level as opposed to the firm level. For instance, this study has demonstrated the importance of rank and commitment as success factors of the acadepreneurs covered in the study. Rank and commitment should therefore be considered as two of the dimensions to be developed. To make the scale generalisable, scale development should address validity issues emanating from the existence of correlations between alternative dimensions of the intrapreneurship construct i.e. convergent validity, and issues emanating from the existence of not-too-high correlations among the dimensions i.e. discriminant validity. Finally, the scale development should address the existence of expected relations between the intrapreneurship construct and other constructs i.e. nomological validity.  This would enhance the resulting scale’s propensity to be validated in cross-cultural studies (Antoncic and Hisrich, 2001). Given the current interest in globalisation (Bossak and Nagashima, 1997; McGrath, MacMillan and Venkataraman, 1995) and increased recognition of international intrapreneurship (Zahra and Garvis, 2000) this is a worthwhile proposition for future research.

Limitations of study

It is pertinent to draw attention to the study’s limitations. First, the study suffers from self-reporting bias, which is the tendency for respondents to nominate their universities first and then, others later.  Self-reporting bias was possible when respondents were asked to nominate a “champion” of the entrepreneurship program in their respective universities, and the university they considered to be the  leader in entrepreneurship education in Australia. Attempt to reduce this bias entailed source triangulation by asking more than one person for the same opinion. A second limitation of the study stems from the fact that the findings reported here emanate from responding universities. While every effort was taken to ensure validity and reliability of the findings through data and source triangulation as recommended by scholars (Gumesson, 2000; Taylor and Bogdan, 1984; Jick, 1983), it is possible that there may be  “champions” in the non-responding universities. Thirdly, it  is possible  that not all entrepreneurship and small business management programs in all thirty-eight universities in Australia may have been included despite the painstaking steps in triangulation. Evidently, some web sites had not been updated and were obviously outdated. A final limitation stems from the fact that the questionnaires were sent to the Deans and Heads of the Department whose views may not be representative of the faculty. However, the Deans and the Heads of Department are better placed than most and could respond on behalf of their Faculties or Schools. In this study, in addition to the Deans and the Heads of Departments, other staffs were also contacted to ameliorate the perception that the views are not reflective of the staff in the department.
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