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ABSTRACT  

This conceptual paper argues that entrepreneurial venture creation undertaken during university years generates 

learning outcomes that are deeper, more durable, and more labour-market relevant than traditional classroom 

education alone, even when ventures fail commercially. Drawing on experiential learning theory, constructivist 

pedagogy, entrepreneurial learning research, and labour-market signalling theory, the paper develops a bounded 

conceptual framework—the Golden Window—to explain why the university period constitutes a uniquely 

effective context for high-intensity experiential learning through venture creation. The framework identifies 

specific learning mechanisms (integrated problem-solving, rapid feedback, emotional engagement, 

metacognitive development, and judgement under uncertainty) and articulates testable propositions linking these 

mechanisms to employability and career outcomes. The paper contributes to entrepreneurship education and 

higher-education research by reframing student entrepreneurship as an educational investment rather than a career 

gamble, and by clarifying why learning benefits accrue independently of venture success.  

Keywords: experiential learning, entrepreneurial learning, entrepreneurship, employability, higher education  

INTRODUCTION  

Universities are increasingly criticised for producing graduates who possess formal credentials but lack practical 

judgement, adaptability, and work-ready skills. Empirical research documents limited learning gains during 

university, weak transfer of classroom knowledge to practice, and persistent employer dissatisfaction with 

graduate preparedness (Arum & Roksa, 2011; Hart Research Associates, 2015). These critiques raise a 

fundamental question: what forms of learning generate durable human capital under contemporary labourmarket 

conditions?  

Positioning explicitly as a theory-building and conceptual contribution, this paper advances the claim that 

entrepreneurial venture creation during university years constitutes a superior mode of learning compared to 

traditional classroom instruction alone. Drawing on and integrating multiple established theoretical traditions, 

the paper develops a bounded conceptual framework—the Golden Window—intended to clarify mechanisms, 

boundary conditions, and testable propositions rather than to offer prescriptive advocacy.  

Crucially, the learning benefits of venture creation are argued to accrue even when ventures fail commercially. 

Students who attempt to build real products, engage real users, and operate under real constraints develop forms 

of understanding, judgement, and adaptability that classroom environments struggle to replicate.  

The paper reframes student entrepreneurship as a complementary educational modality embedded within a 

protected institutional context, rather than as a substitute for formal education. Figure 1 (conceptual framework) 

schematically summarises the Golden Window framework, linking institutional conditions, learning mechanisms, 

and downstream educational and employability outcomes.  

The paper addresses three research questions:  

Through what learning mechanisms does entrepreneurial venture creation generate superior educational 

outcomes?  
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Why do these learning benefits persist independent of venture success or failure?  

Why are university years a uniquely effective temporal window for entrepreneurial experiential learning?  

Theoretical Foundations  

Experiential and Constructivist Learning  

Experiential learning theory posits that durable learning emerges through iterative cycles of concrete experience, 

reflection, abstraction, and experimentation (Kolb, 1984). Classroom education typically privileges abstraction 

while attenuating experience, resulting in knowledge that is inert and weakly transferable  

(Whitehead, 1929; Sawyer, 2006). Constructivist theories similarly emphasise that knowledge is actively built 

through engagement with authentic problems rather than passively received (Piaget, 1954).  

Entrepreneurial venture creation operationalises these principles by placing students in environments where 

action precedes explanation. Students must formulate hypotheses about markets, test them through action, and 

revise mental models based on feedback, thereby completing full experiential learning cycles (Dewey, 1938; 

Cope, 2005).  

Entrepreneurial Learning and Learning-by-Doing  

Research on entrepreneurial learning demonstrates that venture creation produces distinctive forms of learning 

unavailable through vicarious instruction (Politis, 2005; Cope, 2011). Learning-by-doing theory further suggests 

that early iterations generate disproportionately steep learning curves (Arrow, 1962; Argote, 2011). University 

students, by virtue of time availability and institutional support, are positioned to exploit these early high-return 

learning phases.  

Labour-Market Signalling  

Labour-market signalling theory explains how observable experiences communicate latent qualities to employers 

(Spence, 1973). Entrepreneurial attempts signal initiative, tolerance for ambiguity, learning agility, and problem-

solving capacity—attributes increasingly valued across occupations (Sullivan & Meek, 2012; World Economic 

Forum, 2020). Importantly, these signals persist even when ventures fail, provided learning can be articulated 

and demonstrated (Levie & Gimmon, 2008).  

Core Learning Mechanisms of Entrepreneurial Venture Creation  

Integrated Problem-Solving  

Venture creation requires simultaneous engagement with marketing, finance, operations, strategy, and team 

leadership. Unlike coursework organised into disciplinary silos, ventures force integration under constraint. This 

integration deepens understanding and enhances transferability (Brown, Collins, & Duguid, 1989; Lave & 

Wenger, 1991).  

Proposition 1: Entrepreneurial venture creation during university produces deeper integrative understanding than 

equivalent time spent in discipline-segmented coursework.  

Rapid Feedback Loops  

Markets provide immediate feedback on value propositions, pricing, usability, and coordination. Such high-

frequency feedback accelerates experimentation and learning velocity relative to semester-length academic 

feedback cycles (Kolb, 1984).  

Proposition 2: Rapid feedback inherent in venture creation accelerates learning cycles relative to traditional 

instructional environments.  

http://www.rsisinternational.org/


International Conference on Emerging Markets (ICEM) 2026 

INTERNATIONAL JOURNAL OF RESEARCH AND INNOVATION IN SOCIAL SCIENCE (IJRISS) 

ISSN No. 2454-6186 | DOI: 10.47772/IJRISS | Volume X Issue XIX February 2026 

Page 60 www.rsisinternational.org 

 

 

Emotional Engagement and Memory Consolidation  

Neuroscientific research demonstrates that emotional arousal enhances memory consolidation (McGaugh, 2004). 

Entrepreneurial action generates emotional intensity—excitement, anxiety, disappointment—that strengthens 

encoding and recall, producing learning that is more durable than affect-neutral classroom instruction.  

Proposition 3: Emotionally engaged learning experiences during venture creation yield more durable knowledge 

retention than affect-neutral instruction.  

Metacognitive Development  

Ill-structured entrepreneurial problems require students to identify knowledge gaps, seek resources, monitor 

understanding, and revise strategies. These processes cultivate learning-to-learn capabilities essential for long-

term career adaptability (Cope, 2005).  

Proposition 4: Entrepreneurial venture creation enhances metacognitive capability more effectively than well-

structured academic problem solving.  

Judgement Under Uncertainty  

Entrepreneurship entails repeated consequential decisions under incomplete information. Repeated exposure to 

such decisions builds practical judgement that cannot be taught abstractly (Schön, 1983; Schwartz & Sharpe, 

2010).  

Proposition 5: Sustained decision-making under uncertainty during venture creation develops practical 

judgement beyond that achievable through classroom simulation.  

Learning from Failure  

Contrary to traditional educational models that treat failure as evidence of learning deficit, entrepreneurial 

research demonstrates that failure often deepens learning (Sitkin, 1992; Shepherd, 2003). Failure compels 

reflection, exposes faulty assumptions, and strengthens causal reasoning (Ucbasaran et al., 2013).  

Failure as a Learning Accelerator  

Unsuccessful ventures force students to interrogate beliefs, analyse causation, and generate alternatives— 

processes that successful outcomes may short-circuit.  

Proposition 6: Venture failure under bounded conditions produces deeper reflective learning than comparable 

venture success.  

Psychological and Employability Effects  

Processing failure builds resilience, self-knowledge, and adaptability. Empirical studies indicate that individuals 

with entrepreneurial failure experience often achieve superior subsequent employment outcomes (Levie & 

Gimmon, 2008; Politis, 2008).  

Proposition 7: Learning derived from entrepreneurial failure positively moderates employability outcomes 

independent of venture performance.  

The Golden Window: University as an Optimal Learning Context  

The learning mechanisms described above operate most effectively within a specific institutional and temporal 

context. University years uniquely combine:  

• Protected failure space: Social and institutional tolerance for experimentation (Turner, 1969)  

• Temporal flexibility: Discretionary time unavailable in later life stages (Baker & Powell, 2019)  
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• Resource concentration: Access to peers, faculty, infrastructure, and legitimacy  

• Cognitive openness: Developmental readiness for exploration and identity formation (Obschonka et al., 

2013)  

These conditions jointly define the Golden Window—a bounded period during which entrepreneurial learning 

yields unusually high returns with limited downside risk.  

The Golden Window Framework  

The Table 1 presents the Golden Window framework, summarising the key components, mechanisms, and 

boundary conditions.  

  

Proposition 8: The educational returns to entrepreneurial venture creation are significantly higher during 

university years than in post-graduate contexts  

Implications  

Implications for Theory  

The framework extends experiential learning theory by specifying venture creation as a high-intensity 

instantiation, and refines entrepreneurial learning theory by decoupling learning value from commercial success.  

http://www.rsisinternational.org/


International Conference on Emerging Markets (ICEM) 2026 

INTERNATIONAL JOURNAL OF RESEARCH AND INNOVATION IN SOCIAL SCIENCE (IJRISS) 

ISSN No. 2454-6186 | DOI: 10.47772/IJRISS | Volume X Issue XIX February 2026 

Page 62 www.rsisinternational.org 

 

 

Implications for Higher Education Practice  

Universities should recognise documented entrepreneurial learning as legitimate educational output, integrate 

credit-bearing experiential pathways, and normalise intelligent failure.  

Implications for Future Research  

The propositions advanced in this paper lend themselves to empirical examination through several established 

research designs. Longitudinal studies could track cohorts of students who engage in venture creation during 

university relative to matched peers who follow traditional educational pathways, examining learning outcomes, 

career trajectories, and employability over time. Quasi-experimental designs, including matched samples or 

programme-based comparisons, could help isolate the learning effects of venture creation from selfselection 

biases. Mixed-method approaches combining survey instruments with qualitative process tracing would be 

particularly well suited to examining metacognitive development and judgement formation.  

Such empirical efforts would allow future research to validate, refine, or boundary-condition the Golden Window 

framework, strengthening its contribution to entrepreneurship education and higher-education scholarship 

(Pittaway & Cope, 2007; Nabi et al., 2017)..  

CONCLUSION  

Entrepreneurial venture creation during university represents an educational investment with learning dividends 

that persist regardless of commercial outcomes. By exploiting the Golden Window, students can acquire 

integrative understanding, metacognitive capability, and practical judgement that traditional instruction alone 

rarely delivers. Reframing student entrepreneurship as learning rather than risk clarifies its central role in 

contemporary higher education.  
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