
This contribution assesses the entrepreneurship competence that students cultivated during an interfaculty 
and innovative initiative grounded on Google Design Sprint methodology. It adopts a combined set of tools 
to gather data, including an online questionnaire leaning on the EntreComp framework, with both Likert 
scales and open-ended questions, as well as focus groups asking the participants what they learnt during 
the initiative. The analyses triangulate both descriptive statistics and thematic analysis. Results contend that 
the most important competence cultivated is groupwork in heterogenous groups, while a notable offshoot 
is the nurturing of diverse EntreComp related competences. The conclusions argue that EntreComp is suit-
able to assess competences from a prescriptive approach, i.e., as standard, especially when it is combined 
with a contextual approach such as the theory of constructive alignment, focusing on performance and on 
the learning outcomes students achieved. 
 
Questo contributo valuta la competenza imprenditoriale sviluppata dagli studenti durante un programma 
innovativo e interfacoltà basato sulla metodologia Google Design Sprint. Adotta un set combinato di stru-
menti per raccogliere dati, incluso un questionario online basato sul framework Entrecomp, e dotato sia di 
scale Likert che di domande aperte, come pure focus group su quello che i partecipanti hanno appreso du-
rante l’iniziativa. Le analisi triangolano sia le statistiche descrittive che le analisi tematiche. I risultati sugge-
riscono che la competenza più importante sviluppata durante questa esperienza è il lavoro di gruppo in 
team eterogenei, anche se i partecipanti hanno sviluppato diverse altre competenze connesse a EntreComp. 
Nelle conclusioni si argomenta come questo framework sia indicato per valutare le competenze da un punto 
di vista prescrittivo, cioè come standard, specialmente quando combinato a un approccio più contestuale 
come la teoria dell’apprendimento costruttivo, che si focalizza sulla performance e sui risultati di apprendi-
mento acquisiti dagli studenti. 
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1. Introduction 
 

In recent years, educators have experimented with 
constructive pedagogies for competence develop-
ment based on authentic problem-solving situations, 
working in groups, and purposeful learning (Hattie, 
2008; Koenen et al., 2015; Panigua & Istance, 2018). At 
the same time, frameworks such as EntreComp have 
been developed to define what an entrepreneurship 
competence is (Bacigalupo et al., 2016; Bacigalupo, 
2022). This paper sets out to evaluate an innovative en-
trepreneurship and interfaculty program called Stu-
dent & Company Sprint delivered through Google 
Design Sprint methodology. This initiative was jointly 
organised by an organization providing innovation 
services and a university. To evaluate this initiative, the 
paper makes use of an online survey based on Likert 
scales and open-ended questions based on the Entre-
Comp competences, as Morselli and Gorenc (2022) 
did. To take evaluation of entrepreneurship programs 
to the next level, it also makes use of focus-groups to 
investigate the learning outcomes that the partici-
pants developed during the program. It makes so 
through the constructive alignment theory (Biggs & 
Tang, 2011; Biggs, 2014).  

The paper starts by reviewing the EntreComp 
framework and the theory of constructive alignment 
for course design. Next, it explores the literature on 
problem-based learning, the pedagogy entailing the 
pedagogical principles Google Design Sprint is based 
on. Subsequently, it presents the research methodol-
ogy, that is qualitative evaluation and case studies. It 
continues by presenting the Student & Company 
Sprint event and the results from the online surveys 
and the focus groups. Subsequently it discusses the 
results and provides conclusions. Thus, although this 
paper is designed to understand what the students 
learned in terms of an entrepreneurship competence, 
it also ponders the effectiveness of EntreComp to 
evaluate innovative entrepreneurship programs. 

 
 

2. Literature review  
 

2.1 EntreComp, a framework for entrepreneurship as 
key competence 

 
Societies around the world are undergoing rapid and 
deep changes. The economic, societal, as well as cli-
mate challenges humankind will have to deal with in 
the next decades are unrivalled and unparalleled in 
human history (OECD, 2018). Against this background, 
education should play an essential role in cultivating 
strategic key competences in individuals, thus helping 
them identify novel solutions for a sustainable and 
inclusive future. In this context, competence-based 
education becomes key. It was introduced at the ter-
tiary level to fill the gap between what was taught in 
the classes and what the labour market needed 
(Mudler & Winterton, 2017), hence promoting a switch 
from the transmission of disciplinary knowledge to 
its application in real-world situations (Koenen et al., 
2015). Competence-based education can be delivered 
by promoting students’ self-regulation and autonomy, 
by using realistic tasks that are meaningful for the 
learners, by coaching and mentoring learners, and by 

having them reflecting on their performance. In this 
context, the Learning Framework for 2030 (OECD, 2018, 
p. 5) puts forward three “transformative competences” 
that each young person should develop to be aware, 
innovative and responsible. Such key competences 
are: to reconcile dilemmas and tensions, to take re-
sponsibility, and to create value. Similarly, the Euro-
pean Commission (2019) launched eight key compe-
tences that are essential for lifelong learning, both in 
the workplace and in private life. A key competence 
consists of a context appropriate combination of 
knowledge, skills, and attitudes. Entrepreneurship is 
therefore one of these key competences for self-ful-
filment, citizenship, employability and inclusion.  

The EntreComp Framework put forward by Baci-
galupo et al. (2016) sought not only to reach an agree-
ment on a shared comprehension about this key 
competence, but also to become a benchmark for re-
search and practice. It identifies three areas (Ideas & 
Opportunities, Resources, and Into Action), and, for 
each of these areas, five sub-competences with three 
descriptors, eight proficiency levels, for a total of com-
prehensive 442 learning outcomes. The European 
Commission has injected efforts to foster its applica-
tion, one example being the EntreComp Play Book 
(Bacigalupo et al., 2020), a guide entailing educational 
principles, tools and signature pedagogies to nurture 
entrepreneurship as key competence. Results, how-
ever, have not been so promising (Baena-Luna et al., 
2020), given that the framework has caused little im-
pact on literature and practice. In the meanwhile, 
however, some research has been carried out. López-
Núñez et al. (2022), for example, designed a quantita-
tive tool for self-assessment, making a confirmatory 
analysis of the framework, while Morselli and Gorenc 
(2022) developed a qualitative questionnaire based on 
this framework and tested it to compare two courses 
based on the Korda method. 

Furthermore, beyond the EntreComp framework, 
a theory for curriculum design is also necessary to de-
sign an entrepreneurship course triggering deep 
learning in students (Morselli, 2018; Morselli & 
Gorenc, 2022). Biggs’ (2014) constructive alignment, 
for example, is a theory of course design, and pre-
scribes a coherence between the envisioned learning 
outcomes, the learning and teaching activities, as well 
as the assessment practices. According to Biggs, the 
focus of good teaching is neither on the student nor 
on the topics to cover, rather on what the students 
must perform to reach the established learning out-
comes. Teacher centred pedagogies such as lectures 
do not necessarily foster students’ engagement, stu-
dents may become passive and therefore activate sur-
face learning approaches. Conversely, by switching 
the focus on the students’ intended learning out-
comes, learners are put at the centre of the learning 
process, and, through engaging in activities, they ac-
tively construct their knowledge (Biggs & Tang, 2011). 

Such activities can be based on the SOLO (Struc-
ture of the Observed Learning Outcome, Biggs & Col-
lis, 1989), a taxonomy suggesting a set of cognitive 
activities reflected by verbs such as to “apply”, “re-
flect”, “evaluate” and “explain” useful to promote en-
gagement and deep learning processes in learners. 
These verbs are useful to design intended learning 
outcomes, that the teaching and learning activities as 
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well as the assessment will mirror (Biggs, 2014). In so 
doing, the students will be likely to engage in the ap-
propriate teaching and learning activities and, conse-
quently, develop the learning outcomes envisioned 
by the educator, provided that “unintended” learning 
outcomes may also arise. It is crucial that, for con-
structivist pedagogies to have their optimal impact, 
the student (and not the teacher) must perform the 
teaching and learning activities: As a result, the main 
role of the teacher becomes to design learning envi-
ronments (Paniagua & Istance, 2018). This point is 
elaborated upon in the next section, which introduces 
problem-based learning, a student-centred pedagogy 
promoting competence development (Koenen et al., 
2015) as well as deep learning, as intrinsically aligned 
(Biggs & Tang, 2011). This pedagogy provides the edu-
cational principles that ground Google Design Sprint.  

 
 

2.2 Problem Based Learning and Google Design Sprint 
 

Problem based learning “is perhaps the most innova-
tive instructional method conceived and imple-
mented in education” (Hung, 2009, p. 118). Similarly, 
Savery (2015, p. 9) maintains problem-based learning 
is an “instructional learner-centred approach that em-
powers learners to conduct research, integrate theory 
and practice, and apply knowledge and skills to de-
velop a viable solution to a defined problem”. For Bar-
rows (1986), considered by most the father of this 
pedagogy (Hung, 2009), problem-based learning has 
six characteristics: 

 
Learning is centred on students, •
Learning happens in small groups, •
Instructors become guides or facilitators, •
Problems form backbone and stimuli to learn, •
Problems become the middle through which •
problem-solving skills are nurtured, 
Self-directed learning allows the acquisition of •
new information.  
 
Gijbels et al. (2005), however, point out how diffi-

cult it is to clearly define problem-based learning, 
since it can be adapted according to the domain 
where it is applied and the goal of the program. In a 
metanalysis, Dochy et al. (2003) find that problem-
based learning has a robust effect on the students’ 
competence rather than on their knowledge, and that 
possible moderators for learning are: type of assess-
ment, students’ level of knowledge, and retention pe-
riod. In their review, Gijbels et al. (2005) focus on 
assessment, and recommend that it is carried out with 
realistic tasks that are novel to the learners, and that, 
at the same time, require them to integrate and apply 
knowledge. 

Moving to Google Design Sprint, this is a time-
constrained innovation method developed at Google 
by Knapp et al. (2016) that sets Barrow’s (1986) princi-
ples of problem-based learning into motion. Knapp et 
al. (2016) designed this method by observing internal 
projects and making use of the Design Thinking prin-
ciples, and by involving the customer in the process, 
as Stanford University or IDEO do (Richter et al., 2018). 
The objective is to solve problems related to the de-
velopment of new products and services, by cyclically 

prototyping and interacting with possible customers 
and users. Google Design Sprint consists of five 
phases that can be divergent or convergent, and ide-
ally take place over five intensive and consecutive 
days (Knapp et al., 2016): 

 
1. Understand the problem. Share information, dis-

cuss and ask the experts aiming to circumscribe 
the problem, mapping its space and creating a 
shared base of knowledge.  

2. Sketch solutions, to generate a broad range of 
ideas and narrow them down.  

3. Decide the idea that will be prototyped.  
4. Prototype and create a realistic Minimum Viable 

Product.  
5. Validate, to test the product with key users and so-

licit their feedback. 
 
These stages are supported by a set of tools and 

frameworks, such as the Osterwalder’s (2015) value 
proposition canvas for the understanding phase; the 
Crazy 8s, the dot-voting, the storyboard for the 
sketching phase; and eventually the Javelin Experi-
ment Board for the validation phase. While at present 
there is systematic review on Google Design Sprint, 
Wangsa et al. (2022) compared Design Thinking, Agile 
and Design Sprint; the authors find that these meth-
ods share many communalities, since they put the pri-
macy on collaboration, searching for information, 
solving problems, and involving final users in the de-
sign process, which is coherent with problem-based 
learning. Concerning the use of Google Design Sprint 
for entrepreneurship, Magistretti et al. (2023) com-
pared 41 Sprint events to inspect how process en-
trepreneurial opportunities emerged and developed 
during the design process. 

 
 

3. Case studies for program evaluation 
 

3.1 Methodology 
 

In many countries, the evaluation of courses and ped-
agogies is a widespread practice at the tertiary level. 
The tool to gather data are often surveys; the data ob-
tained are subsequently elaborated quantitatively (Vi-
ganò, 2020). This form of evaluation, however, proves 
problematic, since it is not uncommon for students to 
consider surveys as routines: as learners do not pay 
attention when filling them in, the impact on improve-
ment turns to be limited (Bassett et al., 2017). Further-
more, beyond quantitative surveys, tertiary education 
needs qualitative approaches to course evaluation 
(Mortari and Silva, 2020; Viganò, 2020). Beyond quan-
titative approaches, students could be, hence, trained 
to provide meaningful feedback, and be involved in 
the assessment process, for example, by sharing tasks 
and responsibilities (Castoldi, 2012; Golding & Adam, 
2016). In this way, meaningful qualitative feedback can 
be sought: Hattie (2009), for instance, maintains that 
the feedback going from the student to the teacher 
(rather than the opposite) is the most meaningful, as 
it is the only means of making good teaching “visible”.  

Moreover, Dahler-Larsen (2018) considers evalua-
tion an example of socially embedded, interactive and 
contested practice that calls for the methods of qual-
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itative research. The author suggests considering the 
following issues in qualitative evaluation research: a) 
the object of evaluation also called evaluand; b) the 
values to be considered, i.e., where the important 
standards come from; c) the way evaluation will be de-
ployed; d) the methodology used to generate knowl-
edge. In this regard, the methods to gather data are 
the same of inquiry, the most frequent being inter-
views, observations, focus groups, and analysis of 
documents. The evaluative research presented in this 
contribution makes use of the case study methodol-
ogy, which entails studying a contemporary and real-
life case that is limited in time and space (Yin, 2014). 
The author sees case studies as meaningful in evalua-
tion research, as researchers through them can ex-
plain cause and effect of interventions in authentic 
contexts, which would prove impossible to study 
through experiments. Evaluative case studies are also 
advisable when a program or an intervention presents 
a wide and fuzzy set of possible outcomes, which is 
the case of this explorative study. Eventually, the case 
study methodology suits well entrepreneurship 
(Blenker et. al, 2014), since by inspecting both process 
and outcome, it fosters robustness, depth and rich-
ness of the study.  

 
 

3.2 The case study 
 

The Student & Company Sprint event was organised 
thanks to a cooperation between a university located 
in a mountainous zone in northern Italy and an orga-
nization owned by the municipality and providing in-
novation and start-up services, including a business 
incubator. The initiative lasted five intensive days at 
the end of February 2022, and involved 25 students 
from 5 faculties and 13 study courses. The students 
were first split into three groups and assigned to a dif-
ferent challenge based on the preferences expressed 
in the enrolment phase. The first day in the morning 
they visited their company and were given the chal-
lenge. Subsequently, each group was split into two 
groups of 4-5 students each, so that eventually there 
were six groups, two working on each challenge. The 
groups were made by the organisers, with the inten-
tion of maximizing heterogeneity in terms of faculty, 
Bachelor vs. Master course, as well as gender. Facili-
tated by external experts (one for each challenge, plus 
one coordinator) specialising in Google Design 
Sprint, the students worked for five full days on the 
challenge, and eventually pitched their solutions the 
last day. These are the challenges: 

 
Case A: Make a plan starting from offer and design •
to the business model, thus reshaping the cos-
tumer experience of the university’s canteen from 
a circular perspective.  
Case B: Generate a solution to back buyers and •
contractors to build structures according to the 
circular economy, by taking into consideration: 
materials, supply chain, and environmental foot-
print. 
Case C: In the context of apple cooperatives, their •
partners and consumers, generate solutions to re-
duce the environmental impact caused by logis-
tics. 

While company A specialises in food services, 
company B specialises in the building and construc-
tion sector, company C is a cooperative of apple farm-
ers.  

 
 

3.3 The evaluation research 
 

Following the issues to be considered in qualitative 
evaluation research (Dahler-Larsen, 2018), we chose 
to focus on the students’ learning as evaluand. The 
value was a broad and progressive view of en-
trepreneurship to be cultivated as key competence for 
lifelong learning, therefore useful in many life and 
work contexts (European Commission, 2018). Regard-
ing the scope, since the Student and Company Sprint 
initiative was extracurricular and could only be men-
tioned in the diploma supplement, evaluation was 
only formative and used as feedback to make learning 
“visible” (Hattie, 2009) and use it to improve the fol-
lowing edition of the program. The last aspect are the 
instruments for the evaluation were online surveys 
and focus groups at the end of the initiative, the data 
being used according to a qualitative perspective as 
Viganò (2020), Mortari and Silvia (2020) maintain.  

Concerning the online survey, it was made of 15 
questions based on the EntreComp competences. For 
each question, the students through Likert scales 
rated how much they thought they had learned that 
competence (1 = not at all, 2 = a little bit; 3 = some-
what; 4 = considerably; 5 = very much). These ques-
tions were almost identical to the descriptors of 
EntreComp. In the case of spotting opportunities, for 
instance, the question was: “Please specify how much 
this experience has helped you in using your imagina-
tion and identifying opportunities to create value for 
others”. In a subsequent open-ended question, the 
survey asked when and where the students had culti-
vated such competence. In the focus groups we con-
ducted we asked students what they thought they had 
learned during the week, and what they thought they 
would be able to do alone.  

 
 

3.4 Data analysis 
 

The online surveys were scrutinised as follows: 
 

a) Likert scales, with descriptive statistics and radar 
charts to detect possible trends; for the use of 
quantities in inquiry see Yanchar (2011). 

b) Open-ended answers, by searching the number of 
occurrences of key words at the level of the overall 
text. 

c) Open-ended answers: with a thematic analysis at 
the level of each answer. 
 
In (b), we searched for key terms in the open-

ended answers considered as a whole text. Key terms 
were related to the challenge or EntreComp, the 
threshold was 5 occurrences for a term to be included 
into the cloud.  

Concerning thematic analysis of (c), first each au-
thor independently read the answers multiple times 
to search for common themes. Subsequently we met 
to find agreement about common themes, and only 
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the categories with at least 4 occurrences were con-
sidered. In this way we sought to assure data validity 
of data in terms of rigour and intersubjectivity (Ravitch 
& Carl, 2019). As far as focus groups, the scrutiny was 
based on constructive alignment and Biggs and Tang’s 
(2011) suggested approach to write intended learning 
outcomes, that is, verb plus context plus content. In-
stead of aiming for long and often useless lists, we 
centred the analysis on the most relevant three learn-
ing outcomes achieved by students, as constructive 
alignment contends.  

4. Results 
 

4.1 Descriptive statistics 
 

The following paragraphs present first results of the 
online surveys, then the focus-groups. Concerning 
the Lickert scales from the online surveys, Figure 1 
shows the medians describing the 15 competences, 
which are split into the three area of EntreComp. 
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Figure 1. Competence development according to EntreComp (from 1 “not at all” to 5 “very much”) 

The average level for all three areas was “consider-
ably” (4), however, the participants state they learnt 
group work “very much” (5), and only “moderately” 
(3) “economic and financial literacy”, “take the initia-

tive”, and consider the “consequences of idea”. Pic-
ture 2 differentiate students perceived competence 
development across the diverse challenges.  

 

 
Figure 2. Students’ perceived competence by challenge 
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A possible overall trend could be that the students 
of company A felt they developed their entrepreneur-
ship related competences the most, followed by com-
pany B, and finally company C. The subsequent radar 

chart (Figure 3) compares students perceived compe-
tence development by faculty (faculties with less than 
5 answers were aggregated into the category 
“Other”). 



A possible overall trend could be that the learners 
from Economics and Management felt they developed 
their entrepreneurship competence the most, fol-
lowed by the students belonging to Science and Tech-

nology, which were then followed by the remaining 
faculties. The radar chart of Figure 4 displays the stu-
dents’ acquired competence by study level. 
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Figure 3. Students’ perceived competence by faculty 
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Figure 4. Students’ perceived competence by study level 
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A possible overall trend could be that master stu-
dents felt they nurtured their entrepreneurship com-
petence more than the bachelor students. Figure 5, 
eventually, presents an overall analysis of the online 
surveys as a whole text and shows the most meaning-

ful terms as related to the challenge or the EntreComp 
framework. Results are shown in form of word cloud, 
in which the bigger the key term is, the more occur-
rences we found in the text. 

 



The words recurring the most are: “idea” (61 
times), “day” (58), “team” (52), “time” (47), “group” (41). 
Overall, “time” related concepts (“day” + “time” = 105), 
“group work” (“group” + “team” = 93) and “idea” (61) 
are the three most recurring concepts. Eventually, 
Table 1 summarises the analysis of the focus groups 
and lists the most important learning outcomes devel-
oped by the groups.  

4.2 Thematic analyses 
 

Table 1 shows the analysis of the open-ended answers 
centred on the 15 EntreComp competences. The 
columns represent the competence areas, while the 
rows the competences. For each theme identified, the 
number into brackets corresponds to the occurrences 
we identified in the text. 
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Figure 5. Analysis of key terms 

 
Table 1. Qualitative analysis of the open-ended answers 

Area ideas & opportunities Area resources Area into action

Spot opportunities 
Crazy Eight, ideation, & brain-
storm, (9) 
Groupwork (6)

Self-efficacy & self-awareness 
Tanks to groupwork (13) 
In the entire experience (7) 

Take the initiative 
Through the entire process (5) 
Through engaging in groupwork (5) 
I did not learn this (4)

Creativity 
Talking with facilitators and ex-
perts (8) 
In the entire experience (4)

Perseverance & motivation 
Because of time urgency (8) I was already 
so & I did not learn this (5) We were often 
interrupted (4)

Manage & Plan 
We learn how to plan (13)

Vision of the future 
It was hard (5) 
Thanks to group members (4)

Mobilise resources 
We managed this as a group indepen-
dently (4)

Deal with uncertainty 
We found no real risk (5)

Value opportunities and ideas  
Only economic value (6) 
Seeking feed-back by the com-
pany (6) Through the entire pro-
cess (4)

Economic & financial know-how 
Not so much (6) 
Business modelling & market search (4)

Work with others 
It was key during this experience (6) 
Through the entire experience (5) 
We met nice fellows (4)

Consequences of ideas 
I did not learn this (6)

Mobilize other people 
Thanks to groupwork (9)  
The challenge was uninspiring (4) 
The stress for final presentations (4)

Learn through the experience 
Thanks to groupwork (5) 
In the entire experience (5)

In the analysis, groupwork appears in seven differ-
ent competences. There are also competences that 
the students felt they did not develop so much. Con-

versely, diverse competences were developed 
through the whole process. Table 2 displays the result 
of the focus groups. 



The students report learning outcomes in the con-
text of the Design Google Sprint experience mainly 
connected to group work in heterogenous groups; in-
teract with companies; and apply novel instruments.  

 
 

5. Discussion of the results 
 

This section seeks to make sense of the data (Ravitch 
& Carl, 2019) by combining the descriptive statistics 
and the qualitative analysis with a triangulation ap-
proach (Flick, 2018). In terms of learning, a key 
achievement is the students’ ability to work in inter-
faculty groups. This result is suggested by: (a) the Lik-
ert scales (Figure 1), where learners contended they 
cultivated “very much” to work in groups; (b) the text 
analysis of key terms (Figure 5), with words such as 
“group” and “team” as most important terms recur-
ring in the data set; (c) the qualitative analysis of the 
open ended answers (Table 1), in the competence 
“groupwork”, with themes like “throughout the whole 
experience” and “it was central”; (d) the focus groups 
(Table 2), since group working is the first learning out-
come in all groups. In this regard, the focus groups 
also testify for an increased ability to work in hetero-
geneous groups i.e., made by students coming from 
different faculties.  

Moreover, looking at the radar charts (Figure 1) 
and qualitative analysis of the open-ended answers 
(Table 1) it can be argued that through group work 
students developed other seven EntreComp related 
competences, i.e., spotting opportunities, vision of 
the future, self-awareness & self-efficacy, mobilising 
others mobilising others, learn through experience. 
This is because in these competences “group work” 
in Table 1 emerged as theme. By way of contrast, the 
radar charts (Figure 1) suggest that EntreComp com-
petences like “consequences of ideas”, “economic 
know-how” and “taking the initiative” where the com-
petences students develop only “moderately” (3). This 
is confirmed by the qualitative analysis of the open-
ended answers (Table 1), with themes such as “I did 
not learn much about this”, “not so much”, or “I did 
not learn such thing”.  

Another central issue of this experience is the role 
of time, as reported in the analysis of key words (Fig-
ure 5) with a total of 105 occurrences. The qualitative 
analysis of the open-ended answers (Table 1) also 
aligns with open ended answers of the students’ open 

answers shows time urgency, with themes such as 
“because of time pressure” (in “perseverance and mo-
tivation”) and “the pressure for the finals” (in “mo-
bilise others”). This time pressure is in line with the 
Google Design Sprint methodology timeframe and re-
cursiveness (see Knapp et al., 2016). The open-ended 
answers also suggest possible shortcomings of the ex-
perience such as “it was difficult” (in the competence 
vision of the future); “we were interrupted too often” 
(“perseverance and motivation”) and “the challenge 
was not inspiring” (“mobilise others”) that should be 
considered for future editions.  

Another interesting result is that of Figure 2, sug-
gesting that the challenge influences students’ learn-
ing. Coherently with Hung (2009), a challenge has to 
be straightforward and open enough (i.e., without too 
many constraints) to trigger learning. Moreover, there 
seems to be differences according to faculty (Fig-
ure 3), and Bachelor vs. Master level (Figure 3). In the 
case of students of Economics and Management, they 
had already participated in similar challenge-based 
experiences and had already applied similar tools, 
which allowed to nurture their competences more 
than the students coming from other faculties. Our 
hypothesis is that in general, the master students ben-
efitted more from the experience than the bachelor 
students since they had a deeper base of knowledge 
that could be turned into competence. On the one 
hand, this confirms the importance of previous 
knowledge to develop competence by applying it in 
practice (Koenen et al., 2015; Mudler & Winterton, 
2017); on the other hand, this also supports the claim 
that knowledge plays an important role in problem-
based learning as moderator of learning (Dochy et al. 
2003).  

Eventually, the students’ focus groups (Table 1) ev-
idenced verbs for learning outcomes such as “design”, 
“interact”, “apply”, which are described in the SOLO 
taxonomy (Biggs & Collis, 1989) as indicators of engag-
ing activities promoting deep learning. In addition, 
the students’ activities of answering open-ended 
questions and participating in focus groups was also 
a teaching and learning activity (to reflect on experi-
ence) that contributed to promote deep learning. 
These findings are in line with the meta-analysis car-
ried out by Hattie (2009) stating that PBL puts an em-
phasis on deep learning activities rather than on 
surface knowledge.  
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Table 2. Focus groups with learners on the learning outcomes developed during the initiative 

Case Learning outcomes achieved by students

A (first group)
Work with people from dif-
ferent backgrounds to con-
ceive ideas iteratively

Manage stress and time, 
and take responsibility

Apply novel tools learnt from 
groupmates (such as Model Can-
vas)

A (second group) Work together and assign 
tasks on our own

Relate to a real company 
as they were clients

Design something novel that has 
users

C (two groups together)
Work together and value 
our diversity and hetero-
geneity

Interact with companies 
and collect feedback on 
the ideas.

Apply novel instruments (Crazy 
8s, Business Canvas, etc.)

B (two groups together) Work together on an au-
thentic challenge 

Communicate ideas and 
convince others about 
their value.

Overcome obstacles and apply 
novel software and tools



6. Conclusions

This study sought to better evaluate an interfaculty 
entrepreneurship program based on Google Design 
Sprint. In our experience, having participants doing a 
pre-test and post-tests often leads to no statistical 
meaningfulness, or the students’ evaluations of the 
post-tests are lower than the pre-test, for method-
ological considerations see Boyas et al. (2012). Further-
more, a statistical meaningfulness does not indicate 
what the students learned: Hattie (2009), for example, 
advocated using the concept of effect size to find how 
strongly a pedagogy promotes learning, thus collect-
ing evidence on what works best in education. This 
paper made a qualitative evaluation of a program co-
herent with the literature (Viganò, 2020; Mortari and 
Silva, 2020). In line with Dahler-Larsen (2018) the pro-
gram was evaluated through a multidimensional ap-
proach with a final survey based on EntreComp and 
focus groups based on constructive alignment. The 
use of descriptive statistics and thematic analyses, and 
their triangulation (Flick, 2018) allowed to get a full 
picture of what the students learnt during the experi-
ence.  

This study proves the usefulness EntreComp to 
benchmark the entrepreneurship related compe-
tences that a program nurtures, as Morselli and 
Gorenc (2022) already found. Further, results obtained 
through the Likert scales and the open-ended an-
swers support each other. By using focus groups, 
however, this research brings program evaluation to 
the next level: the EntreComp Framework of Baci-
galupo et al. (2016) provides a useful predetermined 
number of competences that function as standard, 
that is with a “top-down” approach typical of policies. 
This, however, may not match the specific compe-
tences developed by students in a certain program. 
Hence, a contextual “bottom-up” approach based on 
performance is also necessary to evaluate the learning 
outcomes acquired by students. In this case study, for 
example, the focus groups revealed that the students 
developed communication competences to interact 
with companies as they were possible clients, and this 
competence is not included in EntreComp. Moreover, 
analysing the focus groups through the constructive 
alignment theory allows to connect the learning out-
comes with the context where they have been devel-
oped. From the methodological point of view, this 
paper, therefore, argues to combine a top-down ap-
proach with a bottom-up approach, which could be 
Biggs’ (2014) constructive alignment. While Entre-
Comp provides a benchmark “de facto” on what an 
entrepreneurship competence is (Bacigalupo et al., 
2016), constructive alignment focuses on the learning 
process, what the students performed during the 
learning activities, as well as their intended learning 
outcomes (Biggs and Tang, 2011). 

Eventually, the learning outcome developed the 
most in the context of the Student & Company Sprint 
event is the capability to work in heterogenous 
groups. This is in our view the most valuable learning, 
the fact the students appreciated working with stu-
dents from other faculties, and hence who brought 
different perspectives. This connects to educating for 
an entrepreneurship competence as a lifelong learn-
ing competence for citizenship and inclusion (Euro-

pean Commission, 2019). Moreover, this learning out-
come is also coherent with the Learning Framework 
for 2030 (OECD, 2018), where working in heteroge-
nous groups deals with learning how to reconcile ten-
sions and dilemmas. Overall, in line with Koenen et 
al. (2015), Biggs and Tang (2011) and the EntreComp 
framework (Bacigalupo et al., 2016; 2022) results sug-
gest that as progressive pedagogy, Google Design 
Sprint (as type of problem-based learning) promotes 
students’ engagement and deep learning, as well as 
the development of an entrepreneurship competence 
as key competence for lifelong learning. 
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