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Abstract: The entrepreneurial ecosystem is quite complicated because of the presence of numerous
stakeholders and the inclusion of multicultural and social elements in diverse communities. The
role of entrepreneurship education in developing entrepreneurial skills and aptitude has evolved.
The collaboration between universities, companies, and organizations in the collaborative online
international learning (COIL) approach plays an important role in the entrepreneurial ecosystem to
enhance value co-creation. To extend the limited literature on value creation through entrepreneurship
education among stakeholders and analyze the entrepreneurial ecosystem from a micro perspective,
this study investigated why companies and organizations support universities at the individual,
organizational, and institutional levels to foster entrepreneurial ecosystems. Following a global career
course using the COIL approach, semi-structured interviews were conducted in person or via Zoom
with four representatives of the Embassy of Canada to Japan, Ernst & Young, and Manulife from April
to May 2022. The modified grounded theory approach was used to analyze the responses from three
institutions. The results showed that students were provided with the opportunity to solve actual
issues that the three institutions faced and the students’ perspectives were considered to identify
and develop high-quality proposals at the individual, organizational, and institutional levels. The
institutional philosophy, organizational engagement and development, and personal development of
the representatives of these institutions effectively create values within universities while also forming
entrepreneurial ecosystems at Japanese and Canadian companies, organizations, and universities
to help build the next generation of leaders. This study has important implications through its
contribution to society and the development of an entrepreneurial ecosystem in collaboration with
the academic, industrial, and public sectors.

Keywords: entrepreneurial ecosystem; entrepreneurship education; value co-creation; collaboration
online international learning (COIL); higher education

1. Introduction

Entrepreneurship education has progressed remarkably over the last 30 years (Kuratko
2005). The definition of entrepreneurship includes personal development, creativity, self-
reliance, resourcefulness, and dynamism (Lackéus 2015). It also applies to recognizing
opportunities, business development, self-employment, creative ventures, and growth as an
entrepreneur (Mahieu 2006; Fayolle and Gailly 2008; Quality Assurance Agency for Higher
Education 2012). Entrepreneurship aims to foster entrepreneurial mindsets, attitudes, and
skills (Fayolle and Gailly 2008) and involves the practices of creation, experimentation, play,
empathy, and reflection (Neck et al. 2015).

Kourilsky (1995) stated that entrepreneurship education requires the development of
entrepreneurs, their supporters, and those who understand entrepreneurial activities. Gibb
(1993) explained that collaborative learning is important in entrepreneurship education
because students’ interactions, discussions, debates, and hands-on problem-solving experi-
ences facilitate self-exploration and learning from failures and uncertainty. Scholars such
as Schön (1983) and Murata (2018) stated that continuous reflection-in-action is important
for improving the effectiveness of students’ learning.
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The research on entrepreneurship education has been conducted in North America
and Europe (Bruton et al. 2008; Hägg and Kurczewska 2022). According to Katz (2003),
entrepreneurship education was introduced in 1947 at Harvard Business School. In 1958,
an entrepreneurship course was offered for the first time at the Massachusetts Institute
of Technology. Business schools across the United States began to teach it in the early
1970s; the number of business schools that offered entrepreneurship courses increased
from 210 in 1985 to 351 in 2011, an increase of 67% (Zhang 2011, p. 186). The popularity
of entrepreneurship education was driven by economic growth and job creation (Wong
et al. 2005). In an increasingly globalized, uncertain, and complex society, businesses and
organizations need entrepreneurial aptitude (knowledge, abilities, and attitudes), which is
imparted by entrepreneurship education (Gibb 2002).

Sreenivasan and Suresh (2023) showed the trend of entrepreneurship education from
2002 to 2022 using a bibliometric analysis. Since 2002, the number of research papers
on entrepreneurship education has steadily increased to 800 by 2022. In 2017 and 2018,
researchers mainly from the United States, the United Kingdom, Malaysia, and other
Western countries were publishing, but starting from 2019, China was at the top of the list,
followed by researchers from Indonesia. Southeast Asian countries such as Bangladesh,
India, and Indonesia are also expected to come out on top in terms of publications in the
future. Inter-country collaborations are active in China and the United Kingdom, China
and the United States, the United Kingdom and Spain, the United States and the United
Kingdom, and Finland and Sweden. Furthermore, a topic of future research would be the
increased demand for online entrepreneurship education.

According to the European Private Equity and Venture Capital Association (2005),
Europe has the potential to compete globally in establishing an ecosystem, training ex-
cellent leaders, and promoting industry–academia collaborations, technology transfers,
and entrepreneurship development. Therefore, entrepreneurship education is being ac-
tively incorporated into the European education system. The European Commission
(2019, pp. 8–10) reports on higher education capture collaborations with students, faculty,
educational institutions, and external partners, and the aspects of internationalization
and diversity.

In Asia, the trend of entrepreneurship education was adapted from Western countries.
Japan began promoting entrepreneurship education much later than Europe and the United
States. Science-based industries, such as semiconductors, biotechnology, and information
technology (IT), have become core to the Japanese economy since the latter half of the 1980s.
Engineering that applies and embodies scientific knowledge and business administration
in methods to develop aptitude contributes to success in the market. Entrepreneurship
education has emerged as a social necessity (Ministry of Education, Culture, Sports, Science
and Technology 2017). In recent years, the Japanese government and universities have
actively promoted entrepreneurship education.

The policy of entrepreneurship education by Japan’s Ministry of Education, Culture,
Sports, Science and Technology (MEXT) (Ministry of Education, Culture, Sports, Science and
Technology 2021) proposed the concept of entrepreneurship education, which is essential for
recognizing diverse values and achieving a better society. Furthermore, according to Japan’s
Ministry of Economy, Trade and Industry (2016), action (autonomy, influencing abilities,
and execution abilities), critical thinking (problem-solving skills, planning, and creativity),
and teamwork (communication, attentive listening, flexibility, team building, discipline,
and resilience) are the requisite abilities needed to cope with diversified individuals in
organizations and society. MEXT believes that basic entrepreneurial competencies are
necessary for students to gain knowledge, skills, attitudes, and learning experiences, and
develop creative thinking skills. It expects students to adapt to rapid social changes and
create value. Specifically, students must identify the existing issues in society, empathize,
pursue opportunities beyond their resources even in a highly uncertain environment,
and execute problem-solving actions for value creation. The three stages of the policy
include EDGE (2014–2016), EDGE-NEXT (2017–2021), and start-up and ecosystem support
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(2021–2025). In the first stage, MEXT focused on a human resources program for young
researchers or graduate students who attempted an innovative start-up. In the second
stage, it supported practical programs for young researchers, graduate and undergraduate
students, and workers to initiate a small business and create a network. MEXT financially
supported universities and collaborative institutions for the courses, business contests, and
overseas workshops. A total of 135 start-ups were created through EDGE and EDGE-NEXT.
In the third stage, MEXT focused on start-ups and their associated ecosystems. University
start-ups collaborated with core cities, companies, other universities, and world ecosystems
to create a more practical entrepreneurship program with venture capital.

Findings from a recent survey (2021) by Japan’s MEXT indicated that approximately
27% of the 598 Japanese private and public universities (that responded) offered en-
trepreneurship courses. From January to March 2021, MEXT sent the survey to 1007 private
and public universities, including junior colleges. Overall, 598 institutions responded
(response rate of 59.4%). The responses illustrated that most courses focus on acquiring
knowledge about management strategy, marketing, idea generation, managing growth,
organization, design thinking, and business plan creation. The teaching method is mainly
lecture-based. Only 7% of all entrepreneurship programs have practical courses, targeting
the skills development of students and include hypothesis verification and the interview
process during business plan creation. Overall, these findings highlight the lack of empirical
research in entrepreneurship education.

As entrepreneurship has a relatively limited academic history and covers multiple
disciplines, there is a shortage of educational programs, educators, and researchers in this
field in Japan (Harada 2010). Hill and O’Cinne’ide (1998) highlighted that very few studies
have investigated the effects of entrepreneurship education. Hägg and Kurczewska (2022)
mentioned that the challenge of entrepreneurship education is to foster entrepreneurial
citizens, especially entrepreneurial thinking for both educators and learners and lead to
business opportunities and venture creation and personal development for learners through
practical and collaborative work.

Kolb (1984) demonstrated an experiential learning cycle based on concrete experience;
reflective observations in reviewing experiences; active experimentation; and abstract
conceptualization in learning from experience. Deardorff (2015) stated that education
requires long-term learning support not only in school but also throughout students’ ca-
reers. Entrepreneurship also affects students’ and employers’ education (Surlemont 2007)
and their work lives (Amabile and Kramer 2011). Furthermore, such learning improves
creativity, motivation, and well-being (Diener and Suh 2003; Goss 2005; Amabile and
Khaire 2008; Amabile and Kramer 2011). Additionally, it is useful in resolving important
social issues (Rae 2010). Entrepreneurship education can thus empower employers, busi-
nesses, and organizations to create social value for the public good (Austin et al. 2006;
Wilson et al. 2009).

Hägg and Kurczewska (2022) mentioned that an entrepreneurial ecosystem of
universities–industry–government emerged in the 1990s. Theodoraki et al. (2018) showed
that universities are key participants in the knowledge ecosystem. Rideout and Gray (2013)
suggested that the key components of a university-based entrepreneurial ecosystem (UBEE)
include entrepreneurial education, engagement with alumni entrepreneurs, incubators,
seed funding, academic research, and other support services. Brush (2014) proposed that
the concept of an “entrepreneurship education ecosystem” is a central component of a
UBEE, outlining the dynamic network–actor interactions that support entrepreneurial
education. Although recent studies have positively linked the development of student
entrepreneurial intention and entrepreneurial behavior to UBEEs and entrepreneurship
education ecosystems, they advise that elements within the ecosystem be tailored to meet
students’ learning needs (Morris et al. 2017; Ferrandiz et al. 2018). Theodoraki et al. (2018)
showed the importance of social capital dimensions to UBEEs. Network ties, configurations,
stability in structure, shared goals and language, shared narratives in terms of cognition,
trust, norms, obligations, and identification in relationships are quite important factors.
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According to Skute et al. (2019), the individual, organizational, and institutional
levels of university and industry collaborations constitute an entrepreneurial ecosystem.
The university and industry collaborators recognize the importance of the relationship
between individuals who are involved in collaborative projects and their activities at the
individual level. Industrial partners focus on collaborating with academic partners at the
organizational level, as well as the regional economic and social development from the
perspective of the ecosystem at the institutional level.

The entrepreneurial ecosystem is very complex because of the multilevel collabora-
tions between stakeholders such as universities, businesses, and local governments, which
promote knowledge transfer and commercialization (Wright et al. 2006). Research on
entrepreneurial ecosystems has revealed the overall concepts as well as stakeholders and
their activities in entrepreneurial ecosystems (Robertson et al. 2020; Velt et al. 2020; De
Brito and Leitão 2021; Fernandes and Ferreira 2022; Theodoraki et al. 2022; Mohammadi
and Karimi 2022; Thai et al. 2023; Trabskaia et al. 2023). However, Hemmert and Kim
(2021) emphasized the importance of the analysis of micro and macro perspectives in
entrepreneurial ecosystems. The research is still limited to the topics of what individual
participants acquire in the collaborative projects (Filippetti and Savona 2017), why orga-
nizations in institutions join university and industry collaborations, and the benefits of
participating in an ecosystem at the individual, organizational, and institutional levels
(Skute et al. 2019). This study examined how university partners contribute to the creation
of an entrepreneurial ecosystem at the individual, organizational, and institutional levels.

The remainder of this paper is structured as follows: Section 2 provides a literature
review of the main concepts of the entrepreneurial ecosystem. Section 3 provides a brief
explanation of the analytical methodology used. Sections 4 and 5 describe the results and
discussion, while Section 6 provides the conclusion.

2. Theoretical Background and Literature Review
2.1. The Overview of Entrepreneurial Ecosystems

Bibliometric analyses of entrepreneurial ecosystems have been published (Robert-
son et al. 2020; Velt et al. 2020; De Brito and Leitão 2021; Fernandes and Ferreira 2022;
Theodoraki et al. 2022; Mohammadi and Karimi 2022; Thai et al. 2023; Trabskaia et al. 2023).
They mainly defined entrepreneurial ecosystems, and showed the trends in publications,
countries, and institutions, distribution of research disciplines, publishing journals, authors,
thematic clusters relevant to entrepreneurial ecosystem research, and so on. Cohen (2006)
highlighted the entrepreneurial ecosystem as an interconnected group of actors; elements
of interaction (Daniel Isenberg 2011); economic, social, institutional, and other important
factors (Qian et al. 2013); and a set of interconnected entrepreneurial actors (Mason and
Brown 2013). Mack and Mayer (2016) mentioned the components of entrepreneurial sys-
tems, and Audretsch and Belitski (2017) defined institutional, organizational, and other
systematic factors. Stam and Spigel (2016) integrated the entrepreneurial actors and factors,
and physical and non-physical elements of Theodoraki and Messeghem (2017), efforts to
create environments of Kuratko et al. (2017), the multidimensional set of interactions of
Bruns et al. (2017), and the complex and regional integration of entrepreneurial practices of
Kuckertz (2019).

In detail, Mason and Brown (2014, p. 5) defined an entrepreneurial ecosystem as “a
set of interconnected entrepreneurial actors (both potential and existing), entrepreneurial
organizations (e.g., firms, venture capitalists, business angels, and banks), institutions (uni-
versities, public sector agencies, and financial bodies), and entrepreneurial processes (e.g.,
the business birth rate, numbers of high growth firms, levels of “blockbuster entrepreneur-
ship”, number of serial entrepreneurs, degree of sell-out mentality within firms, and levels
of entrepreneurial ambition), which formally and informally coalesce to connect, mediate,
and govern the performance within the local entrepreneurial environment”. Spigel and
Stam (2017) defined an entrepreneurial ecosystem as “a set of interdependent actors and
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factors coordinated in such a way that they enable productive entrepreneurship within a
particular territory”.

Additionally, Mohammadi and Karimi (2022) showed the publication trends for
entrepreneurial ecosystem research between 1993 and 2019. It started in 1993 and has
grown rapidly since 2015 and reached the highest level in 2019. The highest number of
research papers originated from the USA, UK, and Germany. Entrepreneurship ecosys-
tems fall under the business and economics disciplines. The thematic clusters were the
entrepreneurial ecosystem, academic entrepreneurship, innovation ecosystem, and in-
stitutional entrepreneurship. Entrepreneurship ecosystems are used as a platform for
entrepreneurial activities in a specific region or industry (Cantner et al. 2021) and covers
the importance of digital technology (Elia et al. 2020), the assisting role of facilitating orga-
nizations (Clayton et al. 2018; van Rijnsoever 2020), and their associations with economic
development (Martínez-Fierro et al. 2019).

2.2. Role of Universities, Firms, and Policymakers in the Ecosystem

The challenges and obstacles of entrepreneurial ecosystems include a lack of financing,
bureaucracy, talent shortage, and access to global markets for entrepreneurial activities
(Hemmert and Kim 2021). Entrepreneurial ecosystems include multiple stakeholders
in a start-up community (Mason and Brown 2013) and the activities of these multilevel
stakeholders are complex (Wright et al. 2006) because they include micro, meso, macro
level processes among them and there are many stakeholders’ interactions involved in
developing ecosystems (Spilling 1996; Motoyama and Knowlton 2017; Roundy et al. 2018).

An entrepreneurial ecosystem’s success is determined by its access to capital, technical
support, business culture, favorable government policies, and an innovation infrastructure.
Daniel Isenberg (2010) emphasized six ecosystem components—finance, culture, policy,
human capital, support, and markets. Human capital includes labor and educational
institutions. The impacts of the entrepreneurial ecosystem on economic growth, job cre-
ation, technological innovation, and social development in the communities in which it
operates are remarkable. Moore (1993) mentioned the existence of a business ecosystem
in which firms create cooperative networks with business partners, suppliers, financiers,
and customers. Firms collaborate and compete to create products that satisfy customers.
Hemmert and Kim (2021) showed that well-developed co-creation in entrepreneurial
ecosystems, which includes the collaboration of start-ups, SMEs, large companies, public
sectors (local and central government), and educational institutions, leads to strong eco-
nomic and technological progress and advances business culture and policies. Wright et al.
(2006) emphasized that multilevel stakeholders such as universities, businesses, and local
governments should exchange knowledge to boost economic growth. Thai et al. (2023)
mentioned that stakeholders in entrepreneurial ecosystems should be identified for an
effective entrepreneurial ecosystem because they are key drivers of performance at the
individual, organizational, and regional levels. An entrepreneurial ecosystem’s outcomes
at the individual level include an increase in technology, culture, and business based on the
entrepreneurial orientation and intention (Olutuase et al. 2018), while organizational-level
outcomes are reflected in business performance.

Entrepreneurial ecosystems positively affect regional entrepreneurial activity (Levie
and Autio 2008) and venture creation due to competition and cooperation (Romeo-Matinez
and Montoro-Sanchez 2008). Belitski and Heron (2017) stated that entrepreneurial ecosys-
tems have become efficient at engaging with business communities and transferring knowl-
edge among universities, firms, and policymakers to create value in society.

Entrepreneurship education, which is at the center of entrepreneurial ecosystems, is
a mix of education, coaching, consulting, and research, and guides local governments,
existing entrepreneurs, potential entrepreneurs, students, scientists, and businesses. For
start-ups, networks are essential for exchanging ideas, knowledge, and finances. Although
most universities have alumni clubs and networks, many of them do not use these hu-
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man resources efficiently to validate new products or experimental services, raise funds,
exchange knowledge, and promote job placements.

Stam (2015), Spigel (2017), and Shwetzer et al. (2019) indicated that entrepreneurial
ecosystem elements such as social, cultural, and material attitudes, along with relational in-
teractions and institutional environments, bring about entrepreneurial activity and promote
value creation (Figure 1).
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2.3. COIL

Knight (2003) stated that international education includes transnational education,
borderless education, and cross-border education in the 21st century. The term “collab-
orative online international learning” (COIL) was coined in 2006 for broader university
engagement (Rubin 2017). In this approach, geographically distant instructors and students
from diverse backgrounds can communicate and collaborate via online communication
tools. It supports cross-cultural communication and students’ academic and personal
engagement with a global network of classmates (Guth 2013). The COIL projects were
cooperations between universities in different educational mandates, with different course
designs, teaching styles, assessments, academic calendars, and time zones. COIL intro-
duced the idea of studying abroad without great financial cost or investment of time while
helping students prepare for their global careers (Rubin 2017). During the COVID-19
pandemic, the COIL approach had a big influence on universities, firms, and policymakers
in the ecosystem. The Sunny COIL Center1 provided a faculty guide for COIL to ensure
smooth course progress and ending. It described how to check the content and institutional
resources, obtain and develop a university’s partnerships, exchange contact information,
determine course settings (including language and schedule and technology), content, and
assessments, as well as providing administrative and international program support. Some
researchers emphasized the significant effectiveness of the COIL course (Appiah-Kubi and
Annan 2020; Inada 2022, 2023). Asojo et al. (2019) mentioned that the COIL experience
enriched students and faculty members for collaboration. However, they emphasized the
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challenges of using the technology and helping people overcome the frustration when it
does not work. Furthermore, it is important to plan the details of the collaborative teaching
structure, assignments, and methods. Meanwhile, Ramírez (2020) reported the difficulty of
schedule conflicts, unfamiliar topics, and different teaching methods in US and Mexican
COIL courses. Rubin (2016) posited that the challenge of COIL could be the adminis-
trative and institutional support. Professors have to exert too much effort in connecting
universities and designing the courses. Therefore, professors and their students should be
supported during university collaborations and other activities. Gray et al. (2021) added
the importance of pedagogy, technology, and cross-cultural training in COIL. Baildon (2022)
insisted on the importance of professors meeting to design courses and in-class activities.
The COIL course has benefits and challenges and it is still in progress.

2.4. Value Creation

Value creation is enhanced by inter-organizational collaborations, in which, stakehold-
ers cooperate to improve strategic efficacy and meet their mutually beneficial multifarious
goals through co-created value (Gummesson and Mele 2010; Nenonen and Storbacka 2010;
Gide and Shams 2011; Gronroos 2012; Aarikka-Stenroos and Jaakkola 2012; Jaakkola and
Hakanen 2013; Hsiao et al. 2015; Iyanna et al. 2015; Shams 2015, 2016). Co-creation can be
defined as “[. . .] an interactive, creative and social process. [...], co-creation activities are a
form of collaborative innovation and facilitated social interaction” (Roser et al. 2013, p. 23).
Fyrberg and Rein (2009), Håkansson et al. (2009), Jaakkola and Hakanen (2013), Vargo
and Lusch (2008), and Petrescu (2019) showed the value of co-creation on the individual,
the relationship, and network levels in the collaborative process. At the individual level,
it revives resources, participants interact and collaborate at the relationship level, and
connections between participants create a network. Petrescu (2019) showed the micro,
meso, and macro levels of value creation. The micro level includes the private value in the
ecosystem. The meso level has collective value for organizations and the macro level shows
collective social value. Furthermore, Petrescu (2019) introduced value co-creation in the
service ecosystem of higher education. The seven stakeholders were students, the univer-
sity administration, faculty, public, public administration, policymakers, and employers.
Each stakeholder provides knowledge, feedback, resources, skills, arrangements, demands,
or supplies.

Nielsen and Stovang (2015) suggested that students develop creativity, analytical skills,
and synergies in divergent, convergent, and co-creation processes, respectively. Through
co-creation processes, students develop their creative capabilities in divergent processes
and analytical skills in convergent processes. Gabora (2010, pp. 2, 4) explained diver-
gent processes as associative thoughts to defocus attention to identify insights or unusual
connections, and convergent processes as analytic thoughts to focus attention to analyze
relationships of cause and effect in a creative way. Nielsen and Stovang (2015) also com-
bined divergent and convergent thinking and the synergies between them. Consequently,
stakeholder relationships and interactions in a network, and flourishing opportunities from
such stakeholder networks, become crucial for entrepreneurs to co-create value to survive
and prosper (Shams and Kaufmann 2016). Cohen (2006) identified formal and informal
networks, highlighting the importance of physical infrastructure and culture for successful
entrepreneurial ecosystems.

O’Brien et al. (2019) highlighted three fields of study—entrepreneurial education,
university–community engagement, and inclusive entrepreneurship—for communities
in entrepreneurial ecosystems. Entrepreneurial ecosystems also require six concepts—
teaching and learning, multidisciplinary approaches, culture, resources, stakeholders, and
infrastructure—and includes three outcomes—personal development, economic develop-
ment, and social inclusion. Quillinan et al. (2018) advocated the importance of co-creation
between universities and communities, emphasizing that the interaction between universi-
ties and community members creates value for society. Universities are one of the key stake-
holders within entrepreneurial ecosystems. O’Brien et al. (2019) indicated that stakeholders
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in entrepreneurial ecosystems are willing to engage in entrepreneurial activity. Hechavarria
et al. (2016) insisted that human capital is essential for the sustainable development of
entrepreneurial ecosystems. Universities play an important role (Van de Ven 1993; Hsu et al.
2007; Feld 2012; McKeon 2013; Siegel 2013; Hechavarria et al. 2016; O’Brien et al. 2019) in
connecting creative individuals and facilitators for network building, providing intellectual
knowledge to develop empathy and support for entrepreneurship (Feld 2012; Siegel 2013),
creating value for an entrepreneurial society (Peterman and Kennedy 2003; Honig 2004),
and developing positive feedback loops (Isenberg 2013) in entrepreneurial ecosystems.
Additionally, the existence of alumni entrepreneurs is a considerably important factor in
entrepreneurial ecosystems (Åsterbro and Bazzazian 2011; Roberts and Eesley 2011).

Many researchers recognize the need for learning the effects of entrepreneurship ed-
ucation (Gibb 1987; Curran and Stanworth 1989; Block and Stumpf 1992; Storey 2000).
Jones et al. (2017) found that entrepreneurship education enables students to acquire en-
trepreneurial knowledge through specialized research and helps their career development.
Despite the importance of entrepreneurial ecosystems in education, there is little discourse
regarding their role; the partnerships between universities, industries, and governments
(Clarysse and Moray 2004; Azagra-Caro et al. 2006; Caiazza et al. 2015); how universities
support entrepreneurial activity within entrepreneurship education (Pirnay et al. 2003;
Algieri et al. 2013; O’Brien et al. 2019); and value co-creation (Madichie and Gbadamosi
2017). The relationship between entrepreneurship in universities and co-creation is unclear
in the literature (Madichie and Gbadamosi 2017). Sheriff and Muffatto (2015) emphasized
the importance of country-specific empirical research on entrepreneurial ecosystems. The
current study aimed to discover the reasons why companies and organizations are willing
to provide support to universities in entrepreneurial ecosystems and clarified the bene-
fits of participating in entrepreneurial ecosystems at the individual, organizational, and
institutional levels.

3. Materials and Methods
3.1. History of Collaborative Education among Companies, Organizations, and Universities

In 2020, Kwansei Gakuin University (KGU) in Japan celebrated the 110th anniversary
of its historical relationship with Canada and the 10th anniversary of its collaborative cross-
cultural exchange program with Canadian universities2. The global career seminar in the
program is a collaborative educational project jointly run by KGU, Canadian universities
(King’s University College at Western University, Mount Allison University, Queen’s
University, University of Toronto), and international partner companies and organizations.
During COVID-19, the course was provided by COIL. The course aimed to enable students
from Canada and Japan to identify and discuss global problems from various perspectives
and create business plans to address these problems. Students are world citizens and will
become leaders who can contribute to the growth and sustainability of the world through
a cross-cultural understanding and communication skills. Some partner institutions in
the 2021 course were institutions at the Embassy of Canada to Japan, Ernst & Young,
and Manulife3. The Embassy of Canada to Japan and Manulife participated in June 2021
and Ernst & Young joined in November 2021. A total of 34 participants (15 from the
Canadian universities and 19 from KGU) in June, and 45 (22 from the Canadian universities
and 23 from KGU) in November attended the course. In June and November, the course
participants were 74% and 71% women, respectively: 32% and 49% were in their sophomore
year, 47% and 29% were in their junior year, and 21% and 22% were in their senior year,
respectively. Approximately 30% in June and 27% in November belonged to business-
related disciplines (commerce, economics, and management). The remaining students were
from law, politics, international studies, human welfare studies, and policy studies.

The course is divided into two parts: an online individual lecture series and a collabo-
rative series. In the first part, students gain basic knowledge of the business framework
via online lectures. This course introduces some contemporary business frameworks and
topics and provides students with an opportunity to analyze and find practical solutions
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for actual business issues, which were provided by representatives from companies and
organizations. In the second part, students from different backgrounds spend a week
together with their peers, meet representatives, pose questions, and receive feedback. After
their final presentation, students receive feedback from the representatives for a better
solution. All the discussions were conducted in English. The individual assignments in
the first part were an SWOT analysis, business model canvas, and business plan. The
collaborative series included an SWOT analysis, business model canvas, business plan
presentation as a group, and an individual reflection report. All students attended the in-
tensive online synchronous and asynchronous seminar sessions, worked on a group project
with students from other participating universities, and presented their final group findings
to the representatives of the companies or organizations via Zoom. In the collaboration
part, the students and instructors in the Japanese universities had early morning courses,
and the Canadian students had an evening course in synchrony. Inada (2022, 2023) showed
that students using the COIL approach significantly improved in the five main elements
of knowledge, problem-solving skills, communication skills, cross-cultural understanding
and teamwork skills, and confidence and motivation after the courses compared with
before. Although most students did not have any business background, they understood
the basic framework for a business plan in the asynchronous sessions in the first part and
conducted research on a company or organization and considered the tasks and solutions
through self-study in preparation for the collaboration part. The collaboration between a
diverse group of students with different ways of thinking and communication styles was
challenging at first, but their instructor and the representatives of the host companies and
organizations helped them adapt to their differences and produce a stronger collaboration
in business development. Considering the budget and accessibility, the students’ learning
outcomes in COIL had a positive effect on global career education.

3.2. Participants

Semi-structured interviews were conducted with four representatives from the Em-
bassy of Canada to Japan, Ernst & Young, and Manulife. The representatives were chosen
because they were all involved in the projects as presenters, commentators, or evaluators.
The project was led by a representative of the Canadian embassy in Japan and Manulife.
The Ernst & Young representatives were the leader and a team member, who explained the
industry, company, or organization, answered questions, and gave feedback and evalua-
tions of the proposal in the course. The interview period was from April to May 2022. The
semi-structured interviews were conducted for three hours. All the participants provided
informed consent. They were requested to provide information regarding their reasons
for taking the course, and their opinions on the Q&A session, business proposal, course
experience, and the online approach compared with physical classrooms.

3.3. Analytical Method

Gartner and Birley (2002) suggested a qualitative methodology for a deeper under-
standing of entrepreneurship research encompassing a wider variety of cases. The interview
transcripts were analyzed using the modified grounded theory approach (M-GTA) pro-
posed by Kinoshita (1999, 2003, 2007). The representative analytical worksheet includes the
concept of findings including its definition, a variation as a concrete example, and a theo-
retical memo. It categorizes the concepts, uses diagrams to interpret the phenomenon, and
focuses on the contents of the participants’ viewpoints instead of coding each word. The
analytical process in the present study involved transcribing the interview data, collecting
similar examples in a variation of the analysis worksheet, and using theoretical notes to
remember and collect questions and ideas. After generating and defining the concept from
the results, a category presenting the entire picture was derived.

Table 1 shows an example of an analytical worksheet. The concrete examples from the
survey presents concepts and definitions with a theoretical memo. Consider the following
example, the concept, “Satisfied with the quality of the solutions to their assignments”,
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and the definition, “The companies and organizations were very satisfied with the ideas,
analysis, and presentation of solutions to their issues from the students”.

Table 1. Analytical worksheet.

Concept Satisfied with the Quality of the Solutions to Their Assignments

Definition The companies and organizations were very satisfied with the ideas, analysis, and presentation of
solutions to their issues from the students.

Variation

■ A: We got a good result.
■ A: Both answers are strong and there was a lot of interesting information. We are super happy to do

it.
■ A: The content was interesting. Both teams came up with interesting aspects. Therefore, we were

impressed.
■ A: Both teams put a lot of thought and did a lot of analysis. Therefore, we are very pleased.
■ B: The output of the group was excellent.
■ B: I see how great their output is. I was amazed at how insightful the students were.
■ B: I am honest that I am always impressed with the quality of presentation and participation. They

do a great job.
■ B: It is always of high quality.
■ B: In terms of quality, it is always ready and high quality. They all produce high quality.
■ C: The level of Q&A and presentation was very high.

Theoretical memo

■ Companies/organizations are surprised by the content of student solution proposals.
■ Companies/organizations are positive about student outcomes from presentations, analysis, and

class participation.
■ Companies/organizations are satisfied with the results from the students.

Note. Embassy of Canada to Japan (A), Ernst & Young (B), and Manulife (C).

In terms of variation, A mentioned a good result, a lot of interesting information
and aspects, and concluded that they were happy, impressed, and pleased. B mentioned
a lot of thoughts and analysis, excellent output, participation and insights, and a high
quality of the presentations, and was amazed and impressed. C recognized the level of the
Q&A and presentations was very high. In terms of theoretical memos, the companies and
organizations showed positive comments toward the process of the students tackling the
theme and outcomes of the proposal.

The categories, concepts, and definitions derived from the M-GTA analysis are shown
in Table 2. Six categories were extracted. The first category—creating value with the
corporate and organizational support of universities in a society—comprised four concepts:
importance of collaboration between Japan and Canada, significance of educational sup-
port in a society, importance of involvement of students, and positive participation. The
second category—assigning the students a company/organization and the issues that they
face—was derived from three concepts: course assignment as an internal theme, intent of
the assignment, and consideration of the way the assignment is presented, and the students’
responses to questions from other students. The third category—evaluate the students’
attitudes when tackling challenges and solutions—was derived from three concepts: evalu-
ating students’ positive attitudes, new ideas and views of diversity, and satisfaction with
the quality of solutions to their assignments. The fourth category—considering students’
ability to notice and learn issues—was extracted from “success in online class approach”,
“awareness and learning”, “utilize student perspectives to solve problems”, and “share
student suggestions with supervisors and teams”. The fifth category—interacting with
students for personal growth and enjoyment—was extracted from “personal growth” and
“feel joyful and blessed with student interaction”. The sixth category—global engagement
to form strong ties between companies/organizations, universities, and students after
graduation—was extracted from the following concepts: “considering students’ develop-
ment in the future”, “encouraging deeper students’ learning”, “verifying the effectiveness
of students’ learning”, and “global engagement mechanisms”.
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Table 2. Categories, concepts, and definitions.

Category Concept Definition

Create value with the corporate
and organizational support of
universities for society

Importance of collaboration
between Japan and Canada

Companies and organizations believe that cultural
collaboration between Canada and Japan is important.

Significance of educational
support in a society

Companies/organizations consider educational support
as valuable to society.

Importance of involvement of
students

Companies/organizations do not have many contacts
with students; thus, it is important for them to actively
interact with students.

Positive participation Companies/organizations have been positively
participating in this course for many years.

Assigning the students a
company/organization and the
issues that they face

Course assignment as an
internal theme

The company/organization has set the issues facing the
company/organization as the course assignment.

Intent of the assignment The company/organization is clear about the intent of the
assignment.

Consideration of the way the
assignment is presented and the
students’ responses to questions
from other students

The company/organization is careful in the way it
presents the assignment to the students and explains the
assignment to the students in response to their questions.

Evaluate the students’ attitudes
when tackling challenges and
solutions

Evaluating students’ positive
attitude

The companies/organizations appreciate the students’
proactive approach.

New ideas and views of
diversity

The company/organization recognizes that they gained
new ideas and views on diversity in Canada and Japan
from students in the course.

Satisfaction with the quality of
solutions to their assignments

The companies and organizations were very satisfied with
the ideas, analysis, and presentation of solutions to their
issues from the students.

Consider the students’ ability to
notice and learn the issues

Success in online class approach

The companies/organizations perceive that the final
presentation describing the presentation of the
assignment, Q&A, and problem solving was
accomplished although it was online.

Awareness and learning
The company/organization recognizes that there was
awareness and learning through participation in the
course.

Utilize student perspectives to
solve problems

The company/organization values and utilizes students’
perspectives on issues faced by the
company/organization.

Share student suggestions with
supervisors and teams

The companies/organizations shared the solutions to the
challenges presented by the students with their
supervisors and teams.

Interact with students for
personal growth and enjoyment

Personal growth

The person in charge of the company/organization has
personal growth through class participation, from the way
they communicate with the students, answer questions,
and listen to the students’ passionate and professional
presentations.

Feel joyful and blessed with
student interaction

Company/organization personnel enjoy interacting with
students.
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Table 2. Cont.

Category Concept Definition

Global engagement to form strong
ties between
companies/organizations,
universities, and students after
graduation

Considering students’
development in the future

The company/organization considers the students’
development in the future.

Encouraging deeper students’
learning

Companies/organizations encourage in-depth student
learning.

Verifying the effectiveness of
students’ learning

The company/organization indicates the importance of
verifying class effectiveness to measure the students’
learning.

Global engagement mechanisms
Companies/organizations are encouraged to create a
long-term university policy of global engagement with
students to support university activities after graduation.

4. Results

Figure 2 illustrates the course benefits from the companies’ and organizations’ per-
spectives. The companies and organizations developed an institutional philosophy, and
experienced organizational engagement and development; the representatives experienced
personal development during the course. At the institutional level, the companies and
organizations followed their institutional philosophy, which focuses on building a better
society for global citizens. They participated and contributed to the program in the course,
aligned with the institutional mission and values. They devoted their time to supporting
education and entrepreneurship as a social value. With this recognition, the companies and
organizations were willing to participate in this course and provide students with well-
prepared assignments to prepare them for future changes. All three institutions are Canada-
and Japan-based and served as a bridge between the two countries. They recognize the
importance of collaboration between two countries, especially for the young generation.
The course involved students from Canada and Japan.

At the organizational level, the company and organization experienced organizational
engagement and development during the course. They had positive interactions and
feedback from educators and students and created strong global ties—organizational en-
gagement in the form of industry–university–government collaborations. The institutions
considered the students’ perspectives and identified and share possible solutions to the
problems confronting the institutions. After the course, they shared the students’ propos-
als with their supervisors and team members, revealing the progress in organizational
development.

At the personal level, during the course, the representatives of the institutions enjoyed
interacting with the students and were impressed by their communication and presen-
tation skills, which motivated them to improve those skills. With these experiences, the
representatives recognized the students’ personal development. Although the course has
ended, the institutions hope to maintain their relationship in the future and make progress
for both countries.

After conducting Q&A sessions and listening to the students’ proposal, the representa-
tives reported liking the students’ perspectives and identified and shared possible solutions
to the problems. Furthermore, they shared the students’ insights in a proposal with their su-
pervisors and team members. This was a good learning cycle for the organizations and the
representatives also improved their personal growth through explanations, presentations,
and coaching, and enjoyed personally interacting with the students. Despite working at a
distance by using the COIL approach, the organizational engagement and development
and the representatives of these institutions developed positively and created value for
the universities while also forming entrepreneurial ecosystems at Japanese and Canadian
companies, organizations, and universities to help build the next generation of leaders.
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5. Discussion

UBEEs have become efficient in engaging with business communities. However,
the empirical research from outside of universities is scarce. This study examined why
companies and organizations are willing to offer education that fosters universities’ en-
trepreneurial ecosystems. After analyzing the results of the interviews of students from
three institutions, I found that there was organizational engagement and development,
as well as personal development through the academia, industry, and public collabora-
tion in the entrepreneurial ecosystem. This research supports Belitski and Heron’s (2017)
notion that it is important to engage with business communities and transfer knowledge
among universities, firms, and policymakers to create value for society. The contents and
specific learning processes of entrepreneurship education as observed in this study are
discussed below.

The Embassy of Canada to Japan strongly supports the collaborative cross-cultural
exchange program in the long term and believes that their support is valuable for students,
institutions, and society. From the interview of the representative of the Embassy of Canada
to Japan, a cross-cultural college is important for promoting student input and collaboration
as a symbol of Canada’s and Japan’s cooperation.

The intention of the assignment and questions were straightforward. They aimed
to propose valuable suggestions for the assignment to address challenges. As part of
the public sector, the Embassy of Canada to Japan considered a balance for the answers,
especially for students from Canada and Japan. Since it recognizes students as fresh and
optimistic, and having great ideas, the representative did not directly reject their proposal
to prevent them from becoming depressed and unhappy. They attempted to focus on the
positive aspects of the proposal and on their actions.

During the course, the representatives received the students’ fresh inputs from their
diverse perspectives and significant consideration and analyses were conducted. The rep-
resentatives enjoyed the students’ perspectives and how Japanese and Canadian students
worked together using different cultural aspects and study approaches. After hearing the
students’ voices, they admitted that the course was meaningful. All three members of the
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Embassy of Canada to Japan participated in this online course and were satisfied with
their results. Additionally, they were impressed by the involvement of all members, the
professional responses, the presentation quality, and the significant amount of interest-
ing information. Furthermore, this study demonstrated another way to perform SWOT
analyses and a more structural format to improve the course and create an alumni program.

Ernst & Young has a long history of as part of the program and strongly believes that
supporting universities as a global firm creates value for society. Ernst & Young repre-
sentatives mentioned that one of the company’s main goals is to promote education and
entrepreneurship. The program is aligned with the company’s goal to support education.
Furthermore, it shares the company’s goals and values. The company recognized that this
program cannot be run by itself and the program provided them with a good opportunity
to observe the younger generation and understand what is important and relevant for
them, as well as the essence of cross-country collaborations and cultural understanding
and insights.

The Ernst & Young representatives carefully provided an interesting assignment for
the students. They received a learning experience from the program and enjoyed observing
the dynamics and passion in the students’ performances, the exposure to the insights
and diverse perspectives, and the collaboration between Canada and Japan during the
course. They enjoyed connecting with the students, listening and responding to numerous
questions, and observing the excited students’ reactions while directly interacting with
them. The students were very curious about the business world and engaged with the
questions and feedback. In terms of outcomes, the representatives were amazed to see
what the students observed and listened to their high-quality presentations and insightful
output. They expressed enthusiastic participation and gave high-quality presentations.
Furthermore, the representatives shared the students’ practical proposals with their bosses
and considered how they could implement them. In the long term, they were satisfied
with the students’ performances because they noticed that all students worked hard and
contributed and had faith in the project consistently throughout the year.

Overall, the representatives were willing to participate in the program although it took
time to prepare for the course. They suggested more reflective feedback and global mindset
discussions and an invitation to an actual office. The students could have a panel interview
on how they perceive cross-cultural collaboration with workers. As such, students could
have an opportunity to hear from the organization and learn what a global mindset is, why
a global mindset and engagement are important for a company, and how to engage on a
global scale. This could be used as an actual reference for the presentation.

Manulife is a very well-known insurance company in Canada. The assignment fol-
lowed the same business theme, and its objective was to increase Manulife’s awareness
while using digital tools in the Japanese market. Since the Canadian students knew about
Manulife but the Japanese students did not, the representative of Manulife thought it would
be worthwhile to work together. He believed that communication is a very versatile skill
and ability. Branding collectively as a company and as an individual and attracting fans
by doing business based on people’s feelings and memories through communication with
customers is quite important. Customers need to get to know a company or an individual
and have trust to buy things, and being recognized by people is important in every way.
Business is about gaining recognition and trust.

Manulife recognized the importance of collaboration between Japan and Canada
and the involvement of students. Additionally, the course assignment was based on an
internal theme and intended to build trust through communication. Manulife evaluated the
students’ positive attitudes and new ideas and views of diversity and was satisfied with the
high level of the question-and-answer session and final solution. The representative enjoyed
the students’ positive responses during the course. He admitted that it was challenging to
apply his teaching process to college students, but he found the right direction and realized
the theory was there. Furthermore, he realized that he needed diversity because it was
not a good idea to interact with the same type of people. He believed that the students’
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proposals were trustworthy. These results provided us with an opportunity to expand the
branding strategies. He stated that “It made adults realize that they know what color the
sole of a shoe is, but by looking at it from the back, they can see that it is white”. He further
clarified the importance of awareness and learning from students’ perspectives.

Regarding the COIL approach, the representative also suggested that the company
and students needed to improve their online communication skills to present effectively.
He introduced a proposal and his conclusions from this project to his team. In terms of
personal growth and joy, he noticed that the program could be used for employee education.
For him, it was very important to present in English to brush up on his language skills and
it was quite fun to see the students’ progress and how they absorbed his recommendations.
He is very happy to be involved in the growth of a team or an individual. He added that he
would love to be in a mentoring and coaching role because he had a very good impression
of someone who taught him when he was young. He knew that a good attitude is beneficial
for students in a social community.

For global engagement and creating strong ties among stakeholders in entrepreneurial
ecosystems, he advocated that universities should focus on global engagement, networks,
and communities, for example, online tea parties and free talks because students often
listen to companies and organizations after they have presented their business plans.
Furthermore, he suggested that there needs to be support for the students after they
graduate. The little things add up. What he provided to the students was not just for going
through the classes and absorbing the information. As such, he believes it is necessary to
instill loyalty in our entrepreneurial communities to foster their love for the university.

Scholars have utilized the concept of an entrepreneurship ecosystem as a foundation
for entrepreneurial activities within specific regions and industries (Cantner et al. 2021).
By emphasizing the significance of digital technology (Elia et al. 2020), prior research
highlighted the supporting role of facilitating organizations (Clayton et al. 2018; van Rijnso-
ever 2020) and explored the connections between ecosystems and economic development
(Martínez-Fierro et al. 2019). Hemmert and Kim (2021) showed well-developed co-creation
in an entrepreneurial ecosystem involving the collaboration between universities, industry,
and the government, which can bring about strong economic and technological progress
and move the business culture and policies forward. This study focused on the voices of the
representatives of companies and organizations at the personal, organizational, and institu-
tional levels and investigated what they learned from the program and their contribution
to the entrepreneurial ecosystem. In this study, which utilizes the COIL approach, the
collaboration project between Canada and Japan represents an advanced usage of digital
technology. The economic impact of this project remains unclear because of the current
training in social and business knowledge, skills, and attitudes of the young generation;
however, it will positively impact the creative culture among all stakeholders and provide
economic benefits in the future.

Levie and Autio (2008) stated that entrepreneurial ecosystems positively affect re-
gional entrepreneurial activity. The importance of co-creation between universities and
communities should also be reiterated (Quillinan et al. 2018). Universities are key stake-
holder in entrepreneurial ecosystems (O’Brien et al. 2019). Universities should identify and
meet students’ needs and requirements by tailoring the elements within the ecosystem to
accelerate value co-creation with the industries and policymakers in the entrepreneurial
ecosystem, as advised by Morris et al. (2017) and Ferrandiz et al. (2018). Furthermore,
based on Rideout and Gray’s (2013) insights on UBEEs, Brush’s (2014) dynamic network–
actor interactions and Mason and Brown’s (2014) set of entrepreneurial stakeholders,
entrepreneurial organizations (such as firms), institutions (such as universities or the public
sector), and entrepreneurs should maintain entrepreneurial activities over the long-term
in entrepreneurial ecosystems. As social, cultural, and material attitudes as well as re-
lational interactions and the institutional environment in the entrepreneurial ecosystem
generate entrepreneurial activities and promote value creation (Stam 2015; Spigel 2017;
Shwetzer et al. 2019), firms and organizations collaborating with universities provide an
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entrepreneurial culture and network to students and contribute toward entrepreneurial
activity and value creation in society, which also benefits them. Petrescu (2019) mentioned
the value of private, organizational, and collective social values. Analyses of entrepreneur-
ship education as a determinant of socioeconomic development necessitate an in-depth
review of its dimensions and attributes.

Skute et al. (2019) mentioned the importance of individual-, organizational-, and
institutional-level university and industry collaborations in entrepreneurial ecosystems;
their study also showed the details of these levels. Figure 3 illustrates the course process
and benefits from the companies’ and organizations’ perspectives on three levels. In this
study, at the institutional level, the institutions participated in this project because their
institutional missions and social values aligned with their institutional philosophy. At the
organizational level, the actual problems faced by these organizations were provided as
details of the assignments. All the assignments were very professional, with well-structured
concepts and well-guided explanations for the students with data. In the Q&A sessions
and final presentations from the students, the representatives focused on the students and
cared about their voice, motivation, and reactions. The students utilized the lessons and
created a business plan to find business opportunities and learn theory and practice in
entrepreneurship education. Moreover, the representatives provided the students with
the skills to contribute to society by creating value, building human networks through
the classes, and experiencing engagement and development. They evaluated the students’
business proposals and provided valuable feedback and comments for improvement. The
output from the students was shared with the organizations. During this process, trusting
and collaborative university–industry–government partnerships were established and
maintained for the long term. At the individual level, the representatives were personally
impressed with students’ active participation, engagement, and contribution. They enjoyed
interacting with students they did not usually interact with in the workplace, even though
the sessions were conducted online. Overall, they were satisfied with the students and
their outputs, which provided diverse perspectives and insights, and engagement. The
value of the feedback was highlighted to the members of the company or organizational
network. The company and organization recognized the mission, benefit, and importance
of collaboration and co-creation among the universities, companies, and organizations.
High-quality inputs, active participation, contributions, and engagement during the process
as well as insightful outputs are key success factors for entrepreneurial ecosystems. They
build trust among stakeholders, which has accumulated over the years. Therefore, the
companies and organizations repeatedly participated in and contributed to the program by
engaging with stakeholders and enhancing value co-creation in entrepreneurial ecosystems.

Theodoraki et al. (2018) showed the importance of social capital dimensions—network
ties, configurations, structural stability, shared goals and language, shared cognitive nar-
ratives, trust, norms, obligations, and relational identification—for UBEEs. Similarly, this
study showed the importance of strong network ties; trustful relationships; obligations
and identifications; norms among firms, organizations, and universities in the long term;
structural course design; common goals and language for a better society; and the develop-
ment of future leaders. Trust is important after university and industry collaboration can
gradually develop (Skute et al. 2019). This study highlighted that the university networks
utilized by students eventually personally benefit the representatives and socially benefit
the institutions, especially in Japan and Canada, thus reflecting the key role of the repre-
sentatives of firms and organizations in entrepreneurial development. All stakeholders
in the course effectively contributed to the project. Although the faculty members of the
university designed the course and prepared the space for collaboration, the companies
and organizations designed the assignment and undertook the coaching and evaluations.
Thus, this study resulted in value co-creation among the stakeholders. Moreover, this
research showed the importance of the contributions of companies and organizations and
how engagement and development can establish trust in the long term. Hägg and Kur-
czewska (2022) emphasized the importance of entrepreneurship education for fostering
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entrepreneurial citizens. Specifically, they focused on entrepreneurial thinking and outlined
that more practical and collaborative communities, which utilize a longitudinal approach
with international collaboration in entrepreneurship education within the entrepreneurial
ecosystem, are needed for a better society.
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6. Conclusions

This study aimed to conduct a detailed analysis of why companies and organiza-
tions support universities to foster entrepreneurial ecosystems. The macro level overview
of the entrepreneurial ecosystem was clear in terms of the definition of entrepreneurial
ecosystems and trends in publications, countries and institutions, distribution of research
disciplines, source journals, authors, and thematic clusters for entrepreneurial ecosystem
research. However, the details of the roles and contributions of institutions at the individual,
organizational, and institutional levels is unclear.

Support from companies and organizations is important for enhancing value co-
creation in higher education and to develop entrepreneurial ecosystems. The development
of an entrepreneurial ecosystem involves collaboration and co-creation among universities,
companies, and organizations. All stakeholders should recognize the importance of the
mission, benefits, and trust to actively participate, contribute, and engage in the collabora-
tive project. In the COIL approach, it is important to consider the institutional philosophy,
organizational engagement and development, and personal development when creating
value for the collaboration between universities, industry, and government.

At the institutional level, companies and organizations are aligned with the institu-
tional philosophy, working toward building a better society. The representatives actively
contributed to the program, considered the institutional mission and values, and recog-
nized the importance of collaboration between Canada and Japan, especially for the young
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generation. At the organizational level, the companies and organizations experienced
organizational engagement and development. The positive interactions with and feedback
from educators and students resulted in the creation of strong global ties, thus fostering
industry–university–government collaboration for the long term. The institutions valued
the students’ perspectives and proposals and shared possible solutions for the problems
the institutions faced in their organizations. At the individual level, the representatives of
the institutions enjoyed interacting with students and were impressed with their communi-
cation and presentation skills, which motivated the students to improve those skills. Based
on these experiences, the representatives recognized the students’ personal development.
With this process, trust was established, value co-creation flourished, and a supportive
culture took root in the entrepreneurial ecosystem.

As noted above, our study contributes to future education and research programs as
it provides a better conceptual understanding and practical entrepreneurship education
program based on the COIL approach for entrepreneurial ecosystems. Thus, the results
of our study have both theoretical and practical implications. The results confirm the
findings of previous research, which demonstrate the importance of value co-creation
between universities, industries, and policymakers in entrepreneurial ecosystems (Stam
2015; Spigel 2017; Morris et al. 2017; Quillinan et al. 2018; Ferrandiz et al. 2018; Shwetzer
et al. 2019), digital technology (Elia et al. 2020), and trust as a key factor for university and
industry collaborations (Skute et al. 2019). The roles and contributions of the institutions
at the individual, organizational, and institutional levels in the micro perspective of the
entrepreneurial ecosystem facilitate the creation of a win–win loop and trusting relationship
for all the ecosystem members in the COIL entrepreneurship program. Although the
institutions had to devote time to proposing a clear assignment, answering questions
regarding the assignment, and evaluating the students’ business plans, they can benefit
on those three levels (see Figure 3). This framework provides managerial implications for
institutions to understand the overall contributions of the course as one of the stakeholders
in entrepreneurial ecosystems. The students’ passion and motivation and a program design
by a university should be considered as a prerequisite for joining the program. Universities
can encourage stakeholders to explain the framework and engage in relationships with
ecosystem members to optimizes the resources for entrepreneurial support within a region.
In the future, regional economic development may be enhanced by those students within
the framework conditions.

The main limitations of this study are that it was based on the voices of firms and
organizations in the entrepreneurial ecosystem of higher education in Japan and Canada,
and the sample size was relatively small. Thus, the conclusions cannot be generalized to
other countries.

Future studies should be conducted on similar entrepreneurship programs with larger
sample sizes using the same methodology. Additionally, the current study focused on the
role of partners with a university. However, the ecosystems also consist of actors such
as incubators, policymakers, and business leaders outside of universities that contribute
toward value creation through business community engagement and knowledge transfer
among universities, firms, and policymakers. Considering these actors would facilitate a
better understanding of the mechanisms of entrepreneurial ecosystems and develop them
from a broader perspective.
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Notes
1 The Sunny COIL Center. Faculty Guide for Collaborative Online International Learning Course development. https://www.ufic.

ufl.edu/uap/forms/coil_guide.pdf, accessed on 3 March 2023.
2 Kwansei Gakuin University (KGU) has had a historical relationship with Canada since 1910 when the Canadian Methodist

Church operated in Kwansei Gakuin. C.J.L. Bates, a missionary from the Canadian Methodist Church, became the fourth
president of Kwansei Gakuin. KGU received funding from the Ministry of Education, Culture, Sports, Science, and Technology
in Japan (MEXT) under the Ministry’s ‘Top Global University Project (2014–2023)’, and exchanged students, faculty, and
staff to enable the cultivation of world citizens. By 2023, KGU planned to send more than 2700 students overseas while
accepting 1500 students a year to accelerate internationalization. (Cross-Cultural College, Kwansei Gakuin University; https:
//ciec.kwansei.ac.jp/study/shortprograms/ccc/pdf/KGU%20Cross-Cultural%20College%20Brochure-English.pdf, accessed
on 3 March 2023).

3 The Embassy of Canada to Japan works for the public sector. It connects and does business with the government and engages
with indigenous people in a variety of industries including education sectors (https://www.canada.ca/en.html, accessed on 3
March 2023). Ernst & Young (EY) provides consulting, assurance, tax, and transaction services that help solve clients’ challenges
and build a better working world for all (https://www.ey.com/en_ca, accessed on 3 March 2023). Manulife is a very well-known
insurance company in Canada. It cares about people’s life moments, especially in terms of education, healthcare, investment, or
planning for retirement (https://www.manulife.com, accessed on 3 March 2023).
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