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Abstract: This paper addresses the issue of individual entrepreneurship orientation (IEO)
and entrepreneurship education (EE), which are both important for modern economic development.
Intergenerational differences in these areas were discussed, especially characteristics of Generations Y
and Z. The results of research conducted among 757 Polish students showing their IEO are presented.
80% of respondents displayed high levels of proactivity (primarily directed at meeting their own
needs), whilst only 56% exhibited innovativeness and only 47% risk-taking. On the basis of the
research results, the authors formulated recommendations for entrepreneurship education, aimed at
strengthening IEO among representatives of Generations Y and Z.

Keywords: individual entrepreneurial orientation; entrepreneurial education; intergenerational
differences

1. Introduction

Every economy is aware these days of the potential hidden in entrepreneurial individuals. It is
worth identifying and motivating them to set up their own businesses. This identification, however,
is not so simple. There is no single test, pattern, or even description that would indicate who can
cope with running a business and who is unable to face risks and uncertainty, the need to innovate,
and everything that an entrepreneur has to do in his/her company.

Research among potential entrepreneurs, which students certainly are, most often concerns
entrepreneurial intentions [1]. It is worth confronting these intentions with a measure that will
determine whether a given person will be able to manage their own business successfully. One of
the measures of entrepreneurial ability is the individual entrepreneurial orientation (IEO). Research
on individual entrepreneurial orientation is based on the well-known entrepreneurial orientation
(EO) model, which has been studied for more than 30 years. The assumption that some enterprises
behave in a more entrepreneurial way than others is the foundation of this model [2]. Miller and his
followers developed a way to measure the level of success of a business, based on innovativeness,
proactivity and risk taking [3]. For several years, researchers have also been discussing whether it is
possible to study EO at an individual level [4]. It can be assumed that some people behave in a more
entrepreneurial way, that is, they are more innovative, proactive and show higher risk acceptance [4].
Such people have a better chance of success in business. Some researchers state that the IEO is also
correlated with entrepreneurial intentions [5,6]. Although the measures of IEO show a number of
shortcomings, including the fact that the responses are self-reported (which means that they are not
objective), the latest research reports confirm that their credibility is satisfactory [7].

This article describes the results of the research conducted among 757 Polish students, showing
their IEO. This is considered within the context of the characteristics of Generation Y and Z. We also
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show how the dimensions of IEO could be modified by entrepreneurial education (EE). The literature
provided proves that this can be done [8]. We also propose utilising IEO research methods to measure
the IEO levels of students, in both standard and higher education. This will allow the appropriate
method and content of EE to be established, in order to strengthen the IEO components that were
identified as weaker.

2. Entrepreneurial Orientation and Its Individual Cousin

Entrepreneurial orientation (EO) is a concept that has become a “household name”
of entrepreneurship research. The EO concept, developed more than 30 years ago, was originally
intended to measure entrepreneurial orientation at a firm level. Danny Miller [2] is considered to be
the father of this concept (although not the father of the name). He defined an entrepreneurial firm as:
“one that engages in product-market innovation, undertakes somewhat risky venture and is first to come
up with ‘proactive’ innovations, beating competitors to the punch” ([2], p. 771). An entrepreneurial
firm defined this way can achieve success thanks to an appropriate strategic approach. However,
Miller did not name this concept; the concept of entrepreneurial orientation was introduced later,
along with the clarification of the way of measuring it. The starting point was the observation that
entrepreneurship is a basic trait of high performing firms [9]. Covin and Slevin [3] proposed to measure
the entrepreneurial orientation of a company based on three dimensions: innovation, proactivity and
risk taking, as Miller wrote in his article more than 30 years ago. Since then, research on EO has
continued to develop, including ways to measure it. The 10-degree EO measurement scale developed
by Miller/Covin and Slevin includes a set of three questions for each of the dimensions. The proposed
two additional dimensions are also evaluated on a 10-degree scale, but on the basis of only one question
in each case.

The impact of EO on business performance has been proven on numerous samples, for different
entities, small and large, run by women, or in the countryside, as well as for government units [8].
The research on EO was conducted not only in the area of entrepreneurship, but also in the area
of human resource management [10], family business (e.g., [11,12]), supply chain management [13],
or even ethical problems [14]. This diversity of research is due to the ease with which the original
concept can be used. Andrade et al. [15] calculated that by 2017, 1062 articles containing the term
entrepreneurial orientation in their title had been published in the Web of Science journals.

One of the areas in which the EO has been used for some time is the individual entrepreneurial
orientation survey. The introduction of the EO concept into the research on individual
entrepreneurship was due to the lack of unambiguous, recognised research methods related to
individual entrepreneurship.

An early search for the answer to the question of who has the potential/intentions (these are
of course two different concepts, combined together here to simplify the argument) to successfully
set up one’s own business was based on psychological traits research. However, it did not provide
clear answers, as it was not known whether psychological traits must occur simultaneously or if
they can complement each other. This approach has been criticised by Gartner [16], who suggested
focusing on the actions of the entrepreneur rather than on their personality. However, personal
characteristics are still an integral part of entrepreneurship research. Much attention is paid to
motivations and intentions in these studies; the latter are analysed based on Ajzen’s theory of planned
behaviour [17] and/or Shapero’s model of entrepreneurial event [18]. This brief overview of research
approaches in the field of entrepreneurship shows that the way of proceeding and attitudes towards
certain phenomena are very important in the entrepreneurial process (understood as the creation of
a company/undertaking). Therefore, another conclusion, described by Bolton and Lane, is that the
dimensions used for firm-level EO research could be used for studying individual entrepreneurial
orientation [4]. It was only necessary to adapt the individual items of these dimensions to the research
of individuals, as opposed to firms in the case of the original scale. The proposed set of questions was
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validated and tested by Bolton and Lane [4]. The authors developed an IEO measure based on three
dimensions (innovativeness, proactivity and risk-taking).

In research on EO, the verification plane is business performance, measured by financial (most often
based on self-assessment) and non-financial measures [19]. Nevertheless, there are also studies that
indicate that EO is both a predictor of success (for example growth) and one of its outcomes [20].

In the case of IEO, entrepreneurial intentions can and do constitute a platform for verification [5,6].
The research of Koe [6] showed that proactivity and innovativeness of students influences their
entrepreneurial intentions. However, he did not find confirmation for the tendency to take risk.
Robinson and Stubberud [5], in turn, examined MBA students before and after the course, and stated
that the course contributed to raising the level of proactivity and innovativeness, as well as the intention
to start a business. Also, these two areas turned out to be correlated with the intentions to establish a
firm. This dependency was not observed in the case of risk taking.

We will not validate the method, as it has already been validated [4,21]. We also do not want to
check whether the IEO affects enterprise intent (EI), as it is not the purpose of the paper. We assume that
such a correlation exists and has been confirmed in research, both at the level of college or university
students [6] and at the level of secondary school pupils [22].

Current literature on IEO lacks research that would indicate differences between specific
components of Generation X, Y and Z’s individual EO. Conducting research in this area would
be a particularly ambitious project, however comparative analysis has been done, to provide a
somewhat accurate portrayal of the situation.

3. IEO Components in the Baby Boomer, X, Y and Z Generations

Broadly understood entrepreneurial mindsets, including both entrepreneurial intentions and
individual entrepreneurial orientation, are to a large extent shaped by external factors, including the
education process. However, the impact of other external factors, such as the general social, cultural,
economic and historical environment, the methods of upbringing, the rules and norms taught, etc.,
cannot be excluded. It follows that each generation (individuals born and living at approximately the
same time) is exposed to very similar external factors. In today’s global times, even the differences
between countries are blurring. Thus, social attitudes towards entrepreneurship and entrepreneurial
behaviour are also subject to differentiation [23], reflecting the reality of the period of growth of a given
generation and being a product of experience gained by its representatives [24].

At present, we have four generations in the labour market—the oldest are the Baby Boomers
(1947–1964), while the subsequent ones are: Generation X (1965–1980); Generation Y (Millennials,
1981–1995); and Generation Z (1996 and later) ([25], p. 29). It is worth noting here that the boundaries
between generations are quite fluid and the differences between ranges provided by different authors
amount to several years [26].

Baby Boomers are a generation whose representatives play key roles in the contemporary
economy and politics [27]. They are active professionally and socially, and they use available
technological solutions in their daily work [28,29]. They are committed to work, loyal to their
workplace (employers and co-workers) and steadfast in pursuing their goals. B. Kupperschmidt [30]
describes baby boomers as “not only workaholics, but also strong-willed individuals who are concerned
with material gain”. The values and beliefs of this generation were shaped by, among others, the need
for intensive work during the post-war reconstruction of the economy or the sense of threat resulting
from the ongoing Cold War and the military and economic race between world powers. According to
J. Coates ([31], p. 85), also “their sheer numbers motivated them to do whatever they could to become
successful and to stand out from the crowd”.

Generation X is called “the latch-key kids”. According to B. Kupperschmidt ([30], p. 69),
this generation “inherited Boomers’ social debris: self-absorbed parents, soaring national debt,
an educational system that emphasized social skills and self-esteem rather than academic achievement,
an anti-child society, and reality driven television shows and movies”. The representatives of Generation
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X adapt well to change, are assertive and autonomous, as well as have well-developed self-control
skills [32]. They approach work in a different way than the baby boomers. They strive to maintain a
work-life balance in professional and family life [31], and they are more willing to choose self-employment
than corporate work, as well as question the authorities and the status quo ([33], p. 371).

According to D. Tapscott [34], Generation Y’s representatives perform well as initiators and leaders.
They are individualists with a desire for greater flexibility in work and personal life than in the case of
the generations described above [34,35]. They are characterized by the need to express themselves and
have freedom of choice, the need to adapt the environment to their own needs, the need for constructive
criticism, the need to cooperate in teams in which they feel comfortable and the freedom to use modern
technologies ([36], p. 66). It is a generation that grew up in the conditions of a globalizing economy,
with permanent contact with new technologies, a growing pace of life and a transformation of social
relations. The high self-confidence of Generation Y is the result of, among other things, growing up in
the most child-centred time in human history [37–39].

Generation Z, which is only entering the education system and the labour market, is characterized
by a “connection” with modern technology [25,40] and openness to cultural diversity, as well as the
need for constant contact with others and peer affirmation [41]. Generation Z not only uses the content
of the Internet, but they also create and control it ([42], pp. 750–753). “They prefer transparency,
self-reliance, flexibility and personal freedom ( . . . ). They expect to be informed, to be allowed to be
retorted, and to have their responses heard and acknowledged” [43]. They have extensive networks of
relations in the virtual world, they communicate at a distance, and at the same time they seek direct
interpersonal relations and the possibility of teamwork [44].

The diversity of the representatives of particular generations in terms of attitudes towards work
and entrepreneurial motivations, highlighted by researchers [45–48] results to a large extent from
different attitudes towards proactivity, innovativeness and risk-taking; see Table 1.

Generation Y is the least proactive and least ready to take risks. Its representatives have acquired
a sense of continuous change and awareness of insecurity; therefore they focus more on the search for
personal happiness and self-fulfilment than on a professional career and the creation of new companies
([37], p. 31). They value interesting work and avoid work that requires significant commitment and
effort ([49], pp. 96–97).

The baby boomers and Generation X [50] are definitely more proactive and risk-taking than
Generation Y. In the countries of the former “Eastern Bloc”, the political transformation triggered
increased activity and innovativeness in both groups. By forcing people to adapt to new conditions
and deal with rapidly rising unemployment, entrepreneurial actions were triggered among a large part
of the society. Their effect was, for example, a boom in the creation of small and medium enterprises
(SME).

Preliminary results of research on Generation Z indicate that its representatives will also present a
higher level of IEO than Generation Y. “That is the generation more self-aware, self-reliant and driven
than the previous ones. They are intuitively innovative, uber-productive, goal-oriented and realistic.
In a word, they are entrepreneurial” [51].
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Table 1. Individual entrepreneurship orientation (IEO) components—intergenerational differences.

Baby Boomers Generation X Generation Y Generation Z

Pr
oa

ct
iv

it
y

Involvement in
professional matters

(called “the workaholic
generation”),

very often at the
expense of family life;

a sense of
responsibility for their

lives and for the
development of

the economy.

Striving to maintain a
work-life balance;

a sense of
responsibility for

oneself and
one’s family;

involvement in the
performed professional

tasks (running
a company).

Concentration on meeting
one’s own, current needs

(egocentrism);
a sense of responsibility

first and foremost
for oneself.

Understanding and
seeking solutions to

global problems
(environmental

protection, social
responsibility in the

activities of
economic operators,

security, etc.);
taking current

decisions with a view
to the future.

In
no

va
ti

ve
ne

ss

Operating within
formalised structures

of bureaucratic
organisations;

respect for authorities,
limiting independence

in creating and
implementing

innovative solutions.

Readiness to break
stereotypes;

searching for new
ways to operate and

satisfy customer needs;
preferences for work in

one’s own company.

Openness to new ideas;
searching for innovative
solutions to meet one’s

own needs;
mobility and teamwork;

preference for working in
corporations with a

designed career path,
reluctance towards

forming ties with one
(own) company.

Openness to change
and new ideas;

a pragmatic approach
to solving problems,

using a global
knowledge base and

the latest technologies.

W
il

li
ng

ne
ss

to
ta

ke
ri

sk

High willingness to
take risks;

making decisions
under conditions of
restricted access to

information;
consistent pursuit of
intended objectives
(multiple start-ups,

despite previous
failures).

Willingness to
take risks;

the use of analytical
tools to optimise
decision-making.

Reluctance to take risks in
one’s working life;

openness to “adventure”
in personal life;

low level of commitment
to the workplace

(company)—“abandonment”
of employment (closure of

the company)
in conditions requiring

commitment or in crisis.

Rationalism in action;
risk reduction through

in-depth analysis of
data from various

sources (use of modern
techniques of data

acquisition and
analysis);

readiness to take risks,
depending on the
expected benefits.

Source: Own elaboration.

4. The Individual Entrepreneurial Orientation of Polish Students

The methodology proposed by Bolton and Lane [4], based on the three dimensions proposed
by Milles/Covin and Slevin (innovativeness, risk-taking and proactivity) was used in our
study. The above-mentioned authors adapted the questions, which were originally used for the
organisation-level EO survey, to the research needs of individual scale EO. This required them to
re-write the questions—originally concerning firms—into questions concerning individual respondents,
while at the same time making sure they were in the appropriate context. In the case of students,
the context of a company does not apply, therefore some of the original questions related to firms were
replaced by questions related to “a project”, assuming that this would be more understandable for
students. To some extent it does not matter which context is used to formulate questions; it is the
attitude of young people that is being researched. Either they are innovative, proactive and risk-taking
individuals, or not, irrespective of the context.

In the research described below, the set of questions proposed by Bolton and Lane [4] was treated
as a model, however some modifications were also introduced. First of all, the number of questions
for each dimension was evened out. Secondly, after conversations with a few young individuals,
some questions were modified to suit Polish conditions. It is not common to employ project-based
learning in the Polish education system, therefore not all students were able to understand the context
surrounding project-based work. Therefore, we decided to change the point of reference from projects,
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which have been used in the work of Bolton and Lane [4] to examples from the private area of
functioning. The questions used for study can be found in Table 2.

Table 2. Questions used in the study of Polish students.

INNOV1 You usually choose what’s tried and tested/known.

INNOV2 In the last three years, your life has changed more than the life of your friends.

INNOV3 Among your friends, you are the person who uses new products, applications, programs
or services.

PROACT 1 You always act in anticipation of future problems, needs and the necessity of changes.

PROACT 2 You are the animator of new activities among your friends.

PROACT 3 You always plan ahead.

RISK 1 In the situation of the necessity to make a decision, with a high degree of uncertainty of its
result, you take the attitude of “let’s wait and see”.

RISK 2 In the situation of the need to make a decision, with high uncertainty of its result, you take
a bold and aggressive attitude to maximize the probability of using potential opportunities.

RISK 3 You like to make bold decisions, even going into unknown actions.

Source: Own elaboration.

A Likert scale was used to measure the self-assessment of each of the dimensions, where −2 meant
“definitely no”, −1 “no”, 0 “neither yes nor no”; 1 “yes”; and 2 “definitely yes” (except for question
INNOV1, in which the affirmative answer meant “no inclination to innovate”). Averages from the
responses of each person were calculated for every dimension of IEO. When the value was above zero,
it was assumed that the interviewee exhibits the given attitude. The rest of the people were assumed
to lack the given attitude. This method allows educators to measure IEO levels in students in a very
straightforward way.

The questionnaires were handed over to the students personally during the obligatory classes at
three universities (Gdańsk University of Technology, University of Gdańsk and Łomża State University
of Applied Sciences). The questionnaire was paper-based and the researchers were present at the
time of its completion. The respondents were students of economics and management faculties of
the first semester of the first- and second-degree studies. The survey was conducted in 2017, and 757
questionnaires were collected from people born between 1993 and 1998 (54%) and after 1998 (46%).
This means that the respondents can be included in the generation from the turn of the generation Y
and Z, with the majority belonging nevertheless to Generation Y.

The presented results confirm the general characteristics of the Y and Z generations (i.e., the ones
studied). They showed a high level of proactivity; in the study it amounted to 80%. The characteristics
of these generations, however, indicate that this proactivity is primarily aimed at satisfying one’s
own needs (see Table 3). It is therefore difficult to say whether their answers to proactivity questions
were provided from an egocentric or from a more neutral point of view. From the point of view
of innovativeness, the situation was slightly worse: a little over half of the respondents classified
themselves as innovative (56%). When analysing the questions asked, it can be concluded that they
were largely related to personal innovative experiences (use of new products, changes in life, etc.).
Therefore, such a low result may cause some concern. The scores related to the third dimension of the
IEO, risk-taking, were lowest, as less than half of the students (47%) declared that they are able to face
the risk. As the description of Generation Y shows, risk aversion is its characteristic feature. In the case
of Generation Z, the attitude to risk looks much better; their possibilities and willingness to analyse
them in depth and the possible benefits that may result from taking given actions may be the driving
force for undertaking uncertain and risky projects.

Looking at the results from the perspective of gender, it appears that women defined themselves
as more proactive and innovative but much less willing to take risks than men (Table 4).
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Table 3. Proactivity, innovativeness and risk-taking among Polish students.

PROACTIVITY INNOVATIVENESS RISK-TAKING

Yes No No ans. Yes No No ans. Yes No No ans.

General 79% 20% 1% 56% 43% 1% 47% 52% 1%

Source: Own elaboration.

Table 4. Proactivity, innovativeness and risk taking (gender perspective).

PROACTIVITY INNOVATIVENESS RISK-TAKING

Yes No No ans. Yes No No ans. Yes No No ans.
Women (n = 469) 84% 15% 1% 59% 40% 1% 42% 58% 0%

Men (n = 260) 71% 28% 1% 50% 50% 0% 55% 43% 2%
No ans. (n = 28) 81% 15% 4% 52% 44% 4% 54% 43% 4%

Chi2: p < 0.001 Chi2: p < 0.0001 Chi2: p < 0.001

Source: Own research.

The research results cited above were intended only to indicate a simple method of assessing
individual IEO components. Our goal was not to conduct a deeper analysis of the obtained results.
We also did not compare these results with those obtained in a few studies in other countries.
However, they can already be an indication for educators in Poland, who should pay more attention to
innovativeness and risk-taking, while being less concerned with proactivity education [52,53].

5. Entrepreneurship Education as a Support for IEO in the Perspective of
Intergenerational Diversification

The issue of entrepreneurship education (EE) has been of interest to researchers for many
years [54–56]. There is a discussion about how to teach (how?), who is to be the recipient (for whom?),
what is to be taught (what?), how to carry out the evaluation (for which results?) and what the purpose
of such education is (why?) [54,56–58].

The research concerns, among other things, the specificity of EE, the relationship between EE
and entrepreneurial intentions [59], its impact on personal or economic growth [60,61] and teachable
competences [62].

The studies on the impact of EE on the IEO level provide ambiguous results. Some of them
indicate that it may have a significant positive impact in this respect [63–65], while others suggest that
it has only a little positive effect on entrepreneurial intentions [59] or even that the impact may be
negative [66].

To a large extent, the relationship between EE and IEO is shaped by the age of participants,
cultural environment, EE objectives and methods used [67]. The perspective of the previously
diagnosed intergenerational differences in IEO allows us to expect that the impact of EE will vary
between generations, although this has not been the subject of longitudinal scientific research so
far. First of all, representatives of particular generations currently take part in various forms of
education; their participation in the education process is intended to achieve different goals, and they
also have different preferences regarding the methods of education. Therefore, the use of a unified
approach seems inappropriate and ineffective. Nevertheless, such an attitude is still frequently taken;
H. Maltay [68], H. van Auken et al. [69], Hussain et al. [70] and C.A. Pardo [71] write on this topic,
among others.

The representatives of the baby boomer generation who participate in EE usually decide to attend
short-term courses or trainings. The aim is to prepare to start a company and/or to acquire practical
skills necessary to run it in current socio-economic conditions. It is a generation that prefers traditional
forms of lectures and close contact with the teacher in the process of education. It also finds workshop
classes and group discussion attractive [31,72].
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Representatives of Generation X—like baby boomers—participate in EE in order to supplement
the necessary knowledge and acquire specific entrepreneurial skills. Nevertheless, D.E. Collins and
E.R. Tilson [73] proved that “Generation X students like to perform tasks independently and prefer a
variety of teaching methods such as self-directed activities, on-line courses, and activities with visual
aids”. Due to the need for independence and the presence of high workload, they also willingly use
distance learning [72].

Generations Y and Z expect an approach different than in the case of older generations throughout
the whole education process, including EE. They are characterized by low patience, high creativity,
ability to use modern technologies and ease of finding information. Therefore, effective EE with regard
to the representatives of Generations Y and Z requires, among others:

— ensuring access to content on a continuous basis (7 days a week, 24 h a day.) (this includes the
possibility of contact with the teacher) since they have a preference for learning in their own time
and also on their own terms [38];

— implementation of classes (regardless of their form and organization) with the use of the latest
technologies, tools that are well-known and easy to use;

— bi-directionality in knowledge transfer; this generation is not interested in formalised lectures,
without the possibility of asking questions or participating in discussions, or without the right
to constructive criticism and feedback [72,74,75]. There is a “shortening” of the relationship
between the teacher and the learner (from “teaching” to “coaching”/“mentoring”), which does
not mean disregarding the authority of the knowledge holder (teacher); “standardized,
content focused, passive and single-subject based curriculum in traditional education is contrasted
with an individualized, active, process-based, project centric, collaborative, experiential and
multidisciplinary approach in entrepreneurial education” [76];

— use of activating and attention-focusing didactic methods and tools; their selection should take
into account that the representatives of Generations Y and Z are accustomed to several-second
formats appearing in social media, short text messages and competition based on an imaginary
plot (gamification).

EE in the case of Generations Y and Z should therefore adopt not so much the “about” or “for”
entrepreneurship formula (division proposed by C. Mason and N. Arshed [58]), but teaching “through”
entrepreneurship [77,78]. Such formula should be focused on creating—as a result of the entire
educational process—entrepreneurial mindsets, building a self-identity and self-concept around an
entrepreneurial life [67].

The results of a literature analysis and research aimed at diagnosing IEO conducted among
polish students by the authors confirm that representatives of Generation Y and Z exhibit high
levels of pro-activeness, low levels of innovation and the lowest levels of readiness to take risks.
Thus, it is important to select appropriate content and teaching methods, alongside the above-mentioned
recommendations that fill the gap in the EE process, particularly in risk-taking.

Three approaches can be used in the educational process to increase the individual’s readiness
to take risks. First, providing knowledge and tools enabling risk reduction in the decision-making
process (statistical and forecasting methods and tools). According to Knight [79], risk is measurable and
preventable. The better the diagnostic (statistical) tool that young people use, the more courage they
will have to make decisions (with a higher chance of success). Knight’s theory also mentions uncertainty
events; their consequences and therefore the decisions that flow from them are unforeseeable. In these
cases, Bayesian statistics and statistic decision analysis can be used to increase safety and sureness
of decisions.

Second, the application of transgressive education [80]. It allows for shaping a “transgressive
offender”, that is, people whose motivational forces, knowledge and skills acquired at school or
university allow them “to exceed the limits of their own achievements. And to independently carry out
creative, innovative and expansive transgressions in technology, science, administration and politics.
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Thanks to this, they gain recognition and confirms self-esteem” ([81], p. 264). Among the teaching
methods used in this approach, one can distinguish, inter alia, simulations, solving divergence and
convergence problems, creativity training or interpersonal games (gamification of educational tasks).
It is also important that the participants of the educational process can experience failures and deal
with their consequences [82].

Third, taming risk using symbolic cognitive science achievements by pointing to the examples of
entrepreneurs who, despite their failures, achieved success. According to this concept, the perception
of risk (not the risk itself) depends, inter alia, on previous experiences, trust in the source of information
and expected benefits. Such familiarization with failure experienced by others allows us to understand
that entrepreneurial activity is always associated with risk. It is also worth pointing out that failure in
business does not mean personal failure. Among the didactic methods that can be used in this area,
one can distinguish presentations of good practices (the successes related to the actions under risk),
and presentations of practices that ended in failures, but which became an inspiration to look for new,
better solutions; and identifying and testing tools that reduce the uncertainty of decisions made. Due to
the specificity of Generations Y and Z—currently the most active in terms of education—EE faces new
challenges. They mainly concern the content, organisation of the EE process and the teaching methods
and tools used in EE (see Figure 1).
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EE—from a process perspective—requires the integration of different phases and elements of the
process (ensuring they are complementary with each other). EE should not be limited only to dedicated
education at a selected level of education, and even more so to selected subjects. The teaching methods
and tools used in EE must be adapted to the educational needs of Generations Y and Z. The ease
with which the representatives of these generations can access information and the ease of using
modern technologies imply new tasks and roles for EE teachers. On the one hand, they must engage—
more than ever before—in self-improvement as regards content and methodology, and on the other
hand, they must reconstruct their perception of their role (from providing information to supporting
the selection, analysis, understanding and effective use of this information).
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6. Discussion and Conclusions

The research on IEO does not have a long tradition and the concept itself takes over a number
of shortcomings of the original idea (i.e., the EO). The main allegation made against EO (and IEO)
is that the studies are based on subjective assessment of respondents. Therefore, there are further
methodological proposals necessary; for example, Ferreira et al. [83] proposed the use of a metacognitive
decision making-based framework. One can also refer to psychological tests, especially in the area
of risk-taking. This type of research is certainly more faithful to reality, but its basic disadvantage is
the fact it is time-consuming and covers a small number of respondents. Conducting a simple test
made up of a few questions does not take up a lot of time, but helps teachers to emphasize aspects of
education that may be lacking.

However, if one looks at the IEO components, it appears that attention should be paid to the
questions asked in each of the dimensions. Those proposed in the literature relate to a period of almost
10 years ago (including the Bolton and Lane [4] studies). At present, Generation Z is entering the
period of university education, and a set of questions should be prepared based on its characteristics.
On the other hand, however, the question arises whether sociologists are really right to generalize
the descriptions of different generations. The cultural context within different countries or regions in
which research is conducted should also be taken into account, which is also postulated in literature,
both on an EO and IEO level [5]. Research demonstrates that some cultures in particular value certain
attitudes, such as energy, effectuation or bricolage [84], which could influence the attitudes of young
people. When research was conducted in Poland, the questions were adapted to a context matching
the reality of the Polish respondents, in a way that was clearer for them.

If we assume that IEO does influence the formation of an entrepreneurial intentions
(studies conducted, although few, have confirmed this to be the case), then it is worth paying attention
to the three components of IEO used in the education of potential entrepreneurs. Such education
needs to be relevant to each tier of teaching. Such an approach should be adopted preferably
from an early age and adapted to the relevant age of pupils/students. Classes do not necessarily
need to be called “entrepreneurship lessons”, as the dimensions of IEO are spread over numerous
functionality modes and areas, and manifest themselves independently of entrepreneurship as such.
Shaping entrepreneurial attitudes and behaviours does not necessarily lead to the establishment of a
business. Such a step might be delayed or possibly even never made. Nevertheless, entrepreneurial
attitudes are conducive to economic development. An “entrepreneurial” official will look for the best
solution without worrying about venturing into unchartered waters. An “entrepreneurial” teacher will
look for innovative methods to meet the needs of students. An “entrepreneurial” engineer or
salesperson will act in an entrepreneurial way within the organization in which they are employed
(i.e., they will be intrapreneurs). The latter is, moreover, an ideal solution for people who are proactive
and innovative, but not willing to take risks. It would also be worthwhile to introduce appropriate
content into education programs that would help forecast risk as described above.

Introducing a short test measuring IEO levels in students can help identify shortcomings in IEO
and later aid relevant education processes. Gender, age, previous educational experience and personal
interests of interviewees are all factors that can influence IEO levels.

It is therefore worth implementing guidelines for entrepreneurship education, regardless of
whether we want to educate entrepreneurs or future, valuable members of society. IEO will prove
useful in both cases.
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