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Abstract: Entrepreneurship is deeply rooted in tradition and culture in many countries;
however, transitional market economies in Central and Eastern Europe (CEE) under-
went 40–45 years of socialism, which disrupted these traditions by collectivising private
property. Education is recognised as a key tool for regional development and restoring
entrepreneurial knowledge and skills, potentially enhancing entrepreneurial intentions
within society. This paper investigates the impact of entrepreneurial education on en-
trepreneurial activity in transitional CEE countries. Pearson’s correlation analysis was
conducted using a combined national-level dataset from the Annual Population Survey
(APS) and the National Expert Survey of the Global Entrepreneurship Monitor (GEM)
spanning 2021–2023. Results reveal inconsistent findings across the years. In 2021 and
2022, there was a significant moderate correlation between total early-stage entrepreneurial
activity (TEA) and an indicator of entrepreneurial education at primary and secondary
levels in CEE countries. In contrast, no such relationship was observed in other regions.
In 2023, however, no significant correlations were identified for any country group. These
results highlight the temporal variability of education’s influence on entrepreneurship in
transitional economies.

Keywords: entrepreneurship; entrepreneurship education; Central and Eastern Europe;
transitional countries; Global Entrepreneurship Monitor

1. Introduction
New venture creation stimulates economic development, and policymakers consider

entrepreneurship a driver of employment and economic and regional development (Galvão
et al., 2017; Huszák & Jáki, 2022; Urbano et al., 2019). Entrepreneurship education and
training are possible instruments for facilitating entrepreneurship (Martínez-Gregorio et al.,
2021). Countries that want to develop entrepreneurship need to focus on entrepreneurship
education (Doan, 2022). “Entrepreneurship education is considered one of the most innovative
and influential forces that determine the health of the competitive economy of any country” (Jena,
2020). For this reason, entrepreneurship education has been at the forefront of political
agendas, with the European Commission launching the Entrepreneurship 2020 Action Plan
in 2013 (European Commission, 2013). Fellnhofer’s (2019) systematic literature review on
entrepreneurship education shows increasing academic interest. According to Matlay’s
(2008) longitudinal study, which was carried out over ten years, entrepreneurship education
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positively affects career aspirations and entrepreneurial outcomes. Onjewu et al. (2021)
examined how entrepreneurship education affects nascent entrepreneurship, and they
proved that simulations, workshops, and courses have positive effects.

Despite the growing policy and academic interest in the effect of entrepreneurship
education on the stimulation of entrepreneurship and new venture creation, our knowledge
on the topic could be more extensive. Nabi et al. (2018) suggest that a more comprehensive
analysis is required to understand the relationship between entrepreneurship education and
engagement in entrepreneurial activities. Confirming the positive impact of entrepreneur-
ship education on an economy’s entrepreneurial activity is challenging, and the situation
of post-socialist economies in this respect is rather complex. Mitra and Matlay (2004, p. 61)
stated, “The overall success of socio-economic transition in Eastern and Central Europe appears to
depend largely on the Western free-market model of entrepreneurship and SME development”. They
also stressed the importance of entrepreneurship education and training while criticising
early attempts to introduce it into university curricula. Recognising the opportunity created
by regime change in Central and Eastern European countries, Boyle (2007) drew attention
to creating new businesses and their impact on national economies. He argued that Central
and Eastern European universities have a great opportunity to capitalise on the market
economy through entrepreneurship education.

Quality and access to entrepreneurship education are parts of economies’ en-
trepreneurial ecosystems, which are complex constructs with many interdependent el-
ements. Measuring the isolated effect of these elements is a complicated task (Olutuase
et al., 2018).

The experience of socialist regimes creates a lack of self-confidence that persists after
the regime’s collapse and hinders the development of entrepreneurial spirit (Bauernschuster
et al., 2012). Therefore, we hypothesise that entrepreneurship education may make a
difference in fostering entrepreneurship in post-communist countries, as entrepreneurship
education can play an essential role in reducing the impact of cultural factors that inhibit
entrepreneurship. Our work seeks to demonstrate that entrepreneurship education has a
measurably more significant impact on early-stage entrepreneurship in the former socialist
countries of Central and Eastern Europe (CEE).

To the best of the authors’ knowledge, the impact of entrepreneurship education on
entrepreneurship in post-communist Central and Eastern Europe has not been studied in a
way that compares it with the characteristics of countries without a communist past. It is
worth noting that studies on the relationship between entrepreneurship education and en-
trepreneurial propensity are usually conducted on samples of students in higher education
(Anwar et al., 2023; Gubik & Farkas, 2019; Lesinskis et al., 2022; Szerb & Lukovszki, 2013).
However, the entrepreneurial propensity measured during the university years may not
translate into actual entrepreneurship later. Therefore, the present study, which examines
the relationship between the actual entrepreneurial activity of the adult population aged
18–64 and the entrepreneurship pillar of the entrepreneurial ecosystem, is seen as a missing
link. Our work is a contribution to the mapping of these research gaps.

The paper is structured as follows. First, in the next section, we explain the regional
scope of the analysis and provide a brief theoretical summary. The methodology used is
presented in Section 3, while the results are in Section 4. The paper ends with a discussion
of the results, highlighting both practical and policy implications.

2. Theoretical Background
In the research on the process of becoming an entrepreneur, a significant and thus

far unresolved question is the precise identification of the factors that determine en-
trepreneurial emergence and how entrepreneurial intentions translate into behaviour.
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Among these, national and cultural aspects often play a role. The theory of planned be-
haviour emphasises attitudes, subjective norms, and perceived behavioural control as
precursors of intentions, which can be shaped by cultural and geographical contexts (Ajzen,
1991, 2020). The institutional theory explores how formal institutions (such as laws and
regulations) and informal institutions (such as cultural norms) within a geographical con-
text influence entrepreneurial behaviour (Bruton et al., 2010; Su et al., 2017). Hofstede’s
framework identifies dimensions of national culture—such as individualism versus collec-
tivism, uncertainty avoidance, power distance, and masculinity versus femininity—that
can affect entrepreneurial intentions (Dubina & Ramos, 2013; Hofstede, 2011; Radziszewska,
2014). The cultural–cognitive approach examines how society’s shared beliefs and mental
models shape entrepreneurial behaviour (Alvarez & Urbano, 2012; Knörr et al., 2013). The
social cognitive career approach (Lent et al., 2000) has its roots in Bandura’s (1986) social
cognitive theory and incorporates interest, values, abilities, and environmental factors
(Santos & Liguori, 2019). Otache et al. (2024) claim that, based on this theoretical approach,
if students expect to become entrepreneurs after graduation and believe that entrepreneur-
ship education will help them achieve this goal, they will be more likely to engage in
entrepreneurship courses.

The special focus on the CEE countries can be explained by their shared common
past in the so-called Eastern bloc and their unique capitalist model that evolved since
the fall of the Iron Curtain in 1989. Although CEE countries have significant population,
culture, history, and economic development differences, each adopted a Soviet-type political
and economic order. The situation worsened as socialist regimes emerged through radical
reforms, irrespective of the former societal and economic order (Sýkora, 2009). Although the
authors emphasise that socialist regimes were not uniform, they share essential attributes
such as (1) collectivism, (2) a planning economy, and (3) marginalising individual incentives
and entrepreneurship. After Gorbachev’s reforms, however, the socialist regimes of the
region collapsed, allowing free elections and a democratic turn.

Right after the regime changes, the discussion was only about the means of the
transition and not about its goal, namely the adoption of a Western-style market economy
(Sachs, 1990). Accordingly, CEE countries followed different transitional paths aligned with
their unique characteristics. For example, Visegrad countries (Czech Republic, Hungary,
Poland, and Slovakia) adopted an embedded market economy as they have a cheap but
qualified workforce which could be employed by the manufacturing plants of foreign
investors (Bohle & Greskovits, 2012). Based on similar premises but using the Varieties
of Capitalism (VoC) theoretical framework, Nölke and Vliegenthart (2009) called this
particular type of capitalism a dependent market economy. This means that as the headquarters
of the most competitive firms, which employ a significant share of the population, are
outside of the state border, the economic policy is somehow dependent on the transnational
firms’ decisions. This development path was, however, at least partly a determination,
as large masses became unemployed after former state-owned companies went bankrupt
(Csizmadia et al., 2016). The transition itself, however, also has some turbulences, which
can be described with gates “thrown wide open, resulting in some cases [in] rampant capitalism
and illicit profiteering” (Mosolygó-Kiss et al., 2019).

After the regime changes, policymakers in CEE countries have sought to support
the transition to a market economy—and reduce soaring unemployment—by promoting
entrepreneurship and business start-ups, in which entrepreneurship education may play a
key role. Empirical research on the relationship between entrepreneurial education and
the process of becoming an entrepreneur yields mixed results, with regional differences
also observable.
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Evidence shows that entrepreneurship education has a positive impact on students’
entrepreneurial intention in high-income (e.g., Hungary, see Szerb & Lukovszki, 2013;
Gubik & Farkas, 2019, or Trinidad and Tobago, see Mack et al., 2021), emerging (e.g., India,
see Jena, 2020), and developing countries (e.g., Nigeria, see Ediagbonya, 2013). However,
S. Gubik (2013) suggests that entrepreneurship education is effective only if the services
(e.g., lectures, resources, mentoring) are highly utilised. This means that students’ demands
for utilisation should be incentivised. The findings of (Anwar et al., 2023) show both direct
and indirect linkages between entrepreneurship education and entrepreneurial orienta-
tion in the case of students in Oman, as the former amplifies entrepreneurial intentions
through entrepreneurial passion and entrepreneurial motivations (Anwar et al., 2023).
Examining the effect of entrepreneurship education on business performance, Cho and Lee
(2018) found no relationship and argued that entrepreneurship education is more effective
for students than experienced entrepreneurs. According to the (European Commission,
2012), entrepreneurial skills development is significant as it contributes to establishing
new businesses and the employability of young people. Similarly, a higher level of educa-
tion may contribute to women’s labour market participation and entrepreneurial activity
(Chowdhury & Audretsch, 2014).

Nascent enterprises have a relatively low survival rate. For example, 45 per cent
of the 300 businesses analysed survived the 4 years between 2007 and 2010 in South
Africa (Ligthelm, 2011), while 22.26 per cent of the 4745 random Hungarian business firms
founded in 2007 or later closed their doors by 2017 (Csákné Filep et al., 2019). However,
evidence shows that entrepreneurial acumen, namely (1) the ease of taking calculated
risks, (2) not being afraid of risking funds in a new venture, and (3) the completion of a
business plan, significantly and positively influence the survival chances of a new business
venture (Ligthelm, 2011). Hungarian data from the Global Entrepreneurship Monitor
(GEM), however, show that people who participated in entrepreneurship education (1) are
more well-prepared for starting a business, (2) have a higher share who reported knowing
somebody who started a new venture in the last 2 years, and (3) were less discouraged
to start a business by the possibility of failure (Csákné Filep et al., 2023). In other words,
entrepreneurship education can contribute to the survival and success of new enterprises.
Nevertheless, entrepreneurial education programmes should be tailored to the different
characteristics of entrepreneurs and industry needs (Ratten & Usmanij, 2021). For example,
the findings of Rodríguez-López and Souto (2020) show that training in innovation and
business ethics significantly positively affects training in entrepreneurship, but only in its
later phases. In its initial stage, training should focus exclusively on entrepreneurship.

The comprehensive knowledge of the impact of entrepreneurship education in former
socialist countries is, however, somewhat limited. Individuals’ career decisions can be
considered a function of risk-taking, income, and independence (Douglas & Shepherd,
2002). Entrepreneurial intention is determined, however, only by risk-bearing and inde-
pendence, which means that individuals do not expect a higher income when they choose
self-employment over employment. The results of Zhang and Cain (2017) show, however,
that risk aversion indirectly impacts entrepreneurial intention. This means that risk propen-
sity can shift over time because of external factors and stimuli. The authors suggest that
more risk-averse individuals have a less favourable assessment of venturing and are less
confident in their ability to recognise business opportunities. Nguyen (2020) found in her
literature review that individuals from socialist countries have a higher level of fear of
failure, prefer government intervention, and are less open to entrepreneurial activity. Using
a sample from ex-socialist North Vietnam and non-socialist South Vietnam, she empirically
demonstrated that individuals with a socialist past were less likely to enrol in entrepreneur-
ship training programmes or take over an existing business. In addition, MBA students
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from post-communist economies participating in entrepreneurship education require more
intrapreneurial than entrepreneurial knowledge (Allan, 2020). Nowiński et al. (2019) inves-
tigated whether entrepreneurship education influences entrepreneurial intentions among
university students in the Visegrad countries. Their results show that entrepreneurship
education affects entrepreneurial intentions mainly through entrepreneurial self-efficacy.
The cross-country comparison sheds light on the importance of entrepreneurship edu-
cation in secondary schools. There is a direct link between entrepreneurship education
and entrepreneurial intentions in Poland, as Polish high school graduates already have
entrepreneurial knowledge when they enter higher education.

Given the different cultural backgrounds of the former socialist countries, Boyle (2007)
proposed a model of entrepreneurship education for CEE universities, emphasising the
importance of intellectual and practical experience, the role of professors as mentors, and
the development of problem-solving and analytical skills. Guerrero and Marozau (2023)
suggest that in implementing policy frameworks to cultivate pro-entrepreneurial values in
post-socialist economies, policymakers should recognise that student entrepreneurship is a
multi-level phenomenon influenced by individual, university, and country-level factors.

Change in the entrepreneurship ecosystem is a long process, and entrepreneurship
education’s impact on the growth of entrepreneurial activity can only be measured over
many years. For a reliable assessment, Ratten and Usmanij (2021) call for longitudinal
studies examining entrepreneurship education’s impact on entrepreneurial ecosystems.

Based on the review of the literature, the regional examination of the relationship
between entrepreneurial education and the choice of an entrepreneurial career emerges as
a topic deserving deeper investigation, with a particular focus on highlighting the impact
of cultural and social characteristics in former socialist countries compared to non-socialist
ones. The objective of this study is to examine the following research question: Can the
impact of entrepreneurship education as an element of the entrepreneurial ecosystem be
detected in early-stage entrepreneurial activity in East–Central Europe, and is the effect the
same in countries outside the region?

3. Methodology
For the analysis, both the National Expert Survey (NES) and Annual Population

Survey (APS) datasets of the GEM were used for the years between 2021 and 2023.
As part of the international consortium, national GEM teams collect and analyse data
on entrepreneurship and the entrepreneurship ecosystem directly from individual en-
trepreneurs. The data collection of each national team is coordinated by the Global GEM
Team, which conducts multiple checks and quality assurance from the beginning of the
process, ensuring the harmonised use of a common methodology before publication (for
example (Global Entrepreneurship Monitor [GEM], 2023)). In addition to GEM, the in-
ternational comparison of entrepreneurial ecosystems is addressed by Doing Business
(https://archive.doingbusiness.org/en/doingbusiness accessed on 20 December 2024) and
the OECD (https://www.oecd.org/en/about/programmes/entrepreneurial-ecosystems
.html accessed on 20 December 2024). However, the geographical and temporal scope of
these surveys does not align with the GEM data collection, making a reliable comparison
of results infeasible. The paper focuses on the Central and Eastern European region, from
which the GEM datasets have data for at least one year in the following 11 countries:
(1) Croatia, (2) Estonia, (3) Hungary, (4) Latvia, (5) Lithuania, (6) Poland, (7) Romania,
(8) Serbia, (9) Slovakia, (10) Slovenia, (11) Ukraine. The number of countries available in
the two datasets slightly varies for the years analysed (see Table 1).

https://archive.doingbusiness.org/en/doingbusiness
https://www.oecd.org/en/about/programmes/entrepreneurial-ecosystems.html
https://www.oecd.org/en/about/programmes/entrepreneurial-ecosystems.html
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Table 1. Number of countries with data in two datasets by year (source: own elaboration).

Region
2021 2022 2023

APS NES APS NES APS NES

CEE 7 8 9 9 9 10
Not-CEE 39 43 42 43 35 40

Total 46 51 51 52 44 50

Experts interviewed in the NES answered 36 questions and, therefore, evaluated a par-
ticular aspect of the country’s entrepreneurial ecosystem between 0 (completely false) and
10 (completely true). These questions are organised by 12 entrepreneurial environment con-
ditions. Answers from the 36 experts are averaged for each question and then aggregated
by entrepreneurial environment conditions. The National Entrepreneurship Context Index
(NECI) is calculated for each GEM participant country based on these judgements as an
arithmetic average of the 12 entrepreneurial environment conditions. This paper analysed
the two entrepreneurship education-related entrepreneurial environment conditions and,
thus, six expert questions (see Table 2).

Table 2. Variable descriptions—NES (source: own elaboration).

Variable Name Variable Description

NES_D01_MEAN10 In my country, teaching in primary and secondary education encourages creativity,
self-sufficiency, and personal initiative.

NES_D02_MEAN10 In my country, teaching in primary and secondary education provides adequate
instruction in market economic principles.

NES_D03_MEAN10 In my country, teaching in primary and secondary education provides adequate
attention to entrepreneurship and new firm creation.

NES_D1SUM_MEAN10 Entrepreneurial level of education at primary and secondary

NES_D04_MEAN10 In my country, colleges and universities provide good and adequate preparation for
starting up and growing new firms

NES_D05_MEAN10 In my country, the level of business and management education provides good and
adequate preparation for starting up and growing new firms

NES_D06_MEAN10 In my country, the vocational, professional, and continuing education systems
provide good and adequate preparation for starting up and growing new firms

NES_D2SUM_MEAN10 Entrepreneurial level of education at vocational, professional, college, and university

NECI3_MEAN10 NECI mean per country

NECI3_STD10 NECI standard deviation per country

The GEM terminology distinguishes four phases of entrepreneurship: (1) expects to
start up a business in the next 3 years, (2) nascent entrepreneurship (SU), when no salaries
or wages were paid for 3 months, (3) baby business (BB), when salaries or wages have been
paid for between 3 and 42 months, and (4) established business (EB), for which salaries
or wages have been paid for more than 42 months (for example (Global Entrepreneurship
Monitor [GEM], 2023)). Nascent entrepreneurs and baby businesses are considered in total
early-stage entrepreneurial activity (TEA). All data are expressed as a percentage of the
working age (18–64 years old) population. To provide more detailed results, entrepreneurs
are distinguished by the stage of entrepreneurship and gender (see Table 3).



Adm. Sci. 2025, 15, 36 7 of 13

Table 3. Variable descriptions—APS (source: own elaboration).

Variable Name Variable Description

Estbbuyy The percentage of all respondents (18–64) involved in an established firm as an owner and manager.

TEAyy The percentage of all respondents (18–64) involved in a nascent firm, young firm, or both (if both,
still counted as one active person).

TEAyymal The percentage of all males (18–64) involved in a nascent firm, or young firm, or both.

TEAyyfem The percentage of all females (18–64) involved in a nascent firm, or young firm, or both

EB_yymal The percentage of all males (18–64) involved in an established business.

EB_yyfem The percentage of all females (18–64) involved in an established business.

Since the sample comprises data on 44–51 countries, of which 7–9 are linked to the
CEE subsample, sophisticated statistical methodologies cannot be applied. Furthermore,
although policy changes in entrepreneurship education cannot be expected to immediately
impact entrepreneurial activity, the societal context may change over the years, so sub-
sequent years are treated separately, assuming only somehow consistent results indicate
a real phenomenon that can be further analysed. For this purpose—as all variables are
measured on a ratio scale—Pearson’s correlation analysis is an adequate methodology to
identify possible relationships between variables. Although correlation analysis cannot
reveal the deeper context, it allows us to explore the relationships between variables in the
three subsequent years.

4. Results
Our results show a significant correlation (p < 0.01) between the two entrepreneurship

education-related variables and NECI in the analysed years in the case of both CEE and not-
CEE countries. However, this finding is not unexpected as the former are components of
the index. Nevertheless, there is a stronger than moderately significant correlation (p < 0.05)
between TEA and entrepreneurship education in primary and secondary education in both
2021 and 2022, but only in the case of CEE countries, while there is no such relationship in
not-CEE countries. This relationship, however, is not significant in 2023 in either group of
countries. There is also no significant relationship between EB and other analysed variables
in the analysed time frame (Table 4).

Table 4. Correlations between entrepreneurship education and entrepreneurial activity (source:
own elaboration).

Indicator Region
TEA EB

2021 2022 2023 2021 2022 2023

Entrepreneurial level of
education at primary

and secondary

CEE
Pearson Corr. 0.850 * 0.693 * 0.361 −0.026 0.472 0.335

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.015 0.039 0.340 0.956 0.200 0.378

not-CEE
Pearson Corr. −0.246 −0.138 −0.164 −0.015 −0.096 0.069

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.132 0.382 0.346 0.926 0.546 0.693

Entrepreneurial level of
education at vocational,

professional, college,
and university

CEE
Pearson Corr. 0.535 0.598 0.433 −0.051 −0.145 0.317

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.216 0.089 0.244 0.913 0.379 0.406

not-CEE
Pearson Corr. −0.059 0.133 0.203 −0.243 0.491 0.000

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.723 0.401 0.243 0.121 0.180 0.998

* p < 0.05.
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The correlations between components of entrepreneurship education and
entrepreneurial activity confirm these findings. Our results show that the three questions of
entrepreneurship education at vocational, professional, college and university levels do not
correlate with entrepreneurial activity in the years analysed. There is a significant (p < 0.05)
and strong or stronger than a moderate correlation between entrepreneurship education
at primary and secondary education that (1) encourages creativity, self-sufficiency, and
personal initiative and (2) provides adequate instruction in market economic principles
and early-stage entrepreneurship in the CEE countries, but only in 2021 and 2022 (Table 5).
This finding shows that primary and secondary education may influence entrepreneurial
activity in the CEE countries, but this impact is not consistent across the years.

Table 5. Correlations between entrepreneurship education at primary and secondary education and
entrepreneurial activity (source: own elaboration).

Indicator Region
TEA EB

2021 2022 2023 2021 2022 2023

Teaching in primary and
secondary education encourages

creativity, self-sufficiency, and
personal initiative

CEE
Pearson Corr. 0.850 * 0.700 * 0.397 −0.038 0.410 0.339

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.015 0.036 0.290 0.935 0.273 0.372

not-CEE
Pearson Corr. −0.255 −0.118 −0.176 −0.043 −0.123 0.024

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.117 0.455 0.312 0.793 0.436 0.892

Teaching in primary and
secondary education provides
adequate instruction in market

economic principles

CEE
Pearson Corr. 0.849 * 0.733 * 0.331 −0.110 0.470 0.311

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.016 0.025 0.385 0.814 0.202 0.416

not-CEE
Pearson Corr. −0.237 −0.162 −0.166 0.025 −0.079 0.079

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.147 0.304 0.341 0.880 0.620 0.651

Teaching in primary and
secondary education provides

adequate attention to
entrepreneurship and new

firm creation

CEE
Pearson Corr. 0.742 0.645 0.387 0.120 0.514 0.315

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.056 0.061 0.304 0.798 0.157 0.408

not-CEE
Pearson Corr. −0.236 −0.130 −0.149 −0.028 −0.087 0.097

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.147 0.412 0.393 0.863 0.585 0.577

* p < 0.05.

The results do not change (Table 6) when the gender of the entrepreneurs is also
considered, as there is a moderate or stronger than moderate positive and significant
correlation (p < 0.05) between TEA and entrepreneurship education at the primary and
secondary level in 2021 for both genders, but only for males in 2022. In not-CEE countries,
there is a significant but weak negative correlation only in the case of female established
business owners and entrepreneurship education at the vocational, professional, college,
and university levels in 2022. However, the relationship between entrepreneurial activity
and entrepreneurship education does not persist for the year 2023.
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Table 6. Correlations between entrepreneurship education at primary and secondary education and
entrepreneurial activity by gender (source: own elaboration).

Indicator Region

Entrepreneurial Level of Education
at Primary and Secondary

Entrepreneurial Level of Education
at Vocational, Professional, College

and University

2021 2022 2023 2021 2022 2023

TEA—male

CEE
Pearson Corr. 0.846 * 0.683 * 0.283 0.505 0.560 0.353

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.017 0.042 0.461 0.248 0.117 0.351

not-CEE
Pearson Corr. −0.257 −0.135 −0.165 −0.070 0.118 0.184

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.114 0.393 0.343 0.673 0.457 0.289

TEA—female

CEE
Pearson Corr. 0.813 * 0.660 0.456 0.555 0.622 0.528

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.026 0.053 0.217 0.196 0.074 0.144

not-CEE
Pearson Corr. −0.290 −0.171 −0.166 −0.107 0.118 0.212

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.073 0.278 0.340 0.518 0.458 0.222

EB—male

CEE
Pearson Corr. 0.236 0.632 0.344 0.222 0.656 0.401

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.611 0.068 0.365 0.633 0.055 0.284

not-CEE
Pearson Corr. −0.079 −0.158 0.072 −0.208 −0.334 * −0.002

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.633 0.318 0.682 0.203 0.030 0.992

EB—female

CEE
Pearson Corr. −0.392 0.192 0.288 −0.432 0.199 0.181

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.384 0.621 0.452 0.333 0.608 0.641

not-CEE
Pearson Corr. −0.010 −0.025 0.031 −0.119 −0.108 −0.009

Sig. (2-tailed) 0.954 0.877 0.860 0.472 0.495 0.958

* p < 0.05.

5. Discussion
The results show no consistent relationship between entrepreneurial activity and

entrepreneurship education. On the one hand, there is a significant (p < 0.05) and stronger
than moderate positive correlation between entrepreneurship education at primary and
secondary education and TEA in the CEE countries in 2021 and 2022, a relationship which
does not exist in the non-CEE countries. Deeper analyses show that this finding can be
explained by two indicators, namely primary and secondary education, which (1) encourage
creativity, self-sufficiency, and personal initiative and (2) provide adequate instruction in
market economic principles. The findings are maintained when analysing genders, as there
is a significant correlation (p < 0.05) between entrepreneurship education at primary and
secondary education and the TEA of males in both years. Still, there is a similar relationship
for females only in 2021. On the other hand, however, this correlation does not persist
for the year 2023; there is no significant relationship between entrepreneurial activity and
entrepreneurship education in either group of countries.

We suggest that this inconsistency of results may be explained by the multiple eco-
nomic turbulences which affect the CEE region at the same time. First, the war in Ukraine
has direct consequences on the country group. For example, Eastern EU member states are
more reliant on the Russian gas supply, so high energy prices experienced since mid-2021
had a more severe economic impact (Kotek et al., 2023). As a result, inflation soared in the
region, causing a significant drop in societal well-being. Second, contrary to fiscal stimulus,
the EU’s economy had not recovered from the COVID-19 crisis, as the GDP was still below
the 2019 level in 2021 (Eurostat, 2022). Third, the pandemic and the war coincided with
the EU’s more ambitious plans for green transition (Mišík & Nosko, 2023), which means
a further challenge for the CEE region. As moderating effects of the above-mentioned
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external circumstances cannot be differentiated, further analyses are needed. Thus, we sug-
gest conducting country-level investigations to understand better the relationship between
entrepreneurial activity and entrepreneurship education in the CEE region.

The practical implications of the results are that introducing entrepreneurship educa-
tion into the curriculum as early as possible may stimulate the creation of new businesses.
When designing curricula, entrepreneurship education practitioners should aim to engage
young individuals in entrepreneurship education at an early age. The skills development
part of the curriculum in CEE countries should focus on creativity, self-sufficiency, and
personal initiative. In contrast, the theoretical part should focus on the principles of the
market economy.

Our results have two main limitations. First, the sample of CEE countries is relatively
small (n = 7 in 2021 and n = 9 in 2022 and 2023). However, this sample can be considered
large enough to represent the region as it consists of countries from each region (the Baltics,
Visegrad countries, former Yugoslavia, etc.). Second, the analysis concerns only data from
the years between 2021 and 2023.

6. Conclusions
The paper analyses the relationship between entrepreneurial activity and entrepreneur-

ship education concerning CEE countries and the rest of the world. For this purpose,
datasets from the Global Entrepreneurship Monitor were used for the years between 2021
and 2023.

The analysis reveals a significant correlation (p < 0.01) between entrepreneurship
education-related variables and the National Entrepreneurship Context Index (NECI)
in both CEE and non-CEE countries, reflecting their inclusion in the index. Notably, a
stronger than moderate correlation (p < 0.05) exists between total early-stage entrepreneurial
activity (TEA) and primary/secondary entrepreneurship education in 2021 and 2022, but
only in CEE countries. This correlation disappears in 2023, indicating an inconsistent
influence over time. No significant relationship is observed between entrepreneurial
activity and entrepreneurship education at vocational, professional, or tertiary levels during
the analysed period. Gender analysis shows a significant positive correlation between
TEA and primary/secondary entrepreneurship education in 2021 for both genders in CEE
countries but only for males in 2022. In contrast, non-CEE countries exhibit a weak negative
correlation between female established business owners and tertiary-level entrepreneurship
education in 2022. Overall, primary and secondary education encouraging creativity and
economic understanding may influence entrepreneurial activity in CEE countries, albeit
inconsistently over the years.

An important message for policymakers is that the role and impact of entrepreneurship
education varies from region to region. In the post-communist countries of CEE, the
quality of entrepreneurship education is correlated with the number of new business
start-ups. Entrepreneurship education likely has a more significant and demonstrable
impact on entrepreneurship than in Western countries by transforming the cultural legacy
of the socialist past that hinders the intention to become an entrepreneur. Therefore,
mainstreaming entrepreneurship education in the curriculum from primary and secondary
education and implementing international best practices in entrepreneurship education
are high priorities in developing the entrepreneurial ecosystem. Nonetheless, it should be
emphasised that the effects of such measures can be assessed only in the long run.
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