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Abstract: Lecturers in higher education in Norway are encouraged to take a researcher’s
attitude to their own teaching methods to determine what works best. This study looked at what
environmental factors are successful criteria for further education courses. The research was
based on information from three pedagogic entrepreneurship courses for Norwegian teachers
run by the University of Agder in Lesvos, Greece. Questionnaires were sent to all participants.
Four additional questions were published in the respective Facebook groups. The
participants’ evaluation made after each course and the use of their Facebook groups were
also studied. The participants emphasized that environment, sharing of experiences, ample and
dedicated time to work with the subject, engaged lecturers, and creative tasks were positive
factors. The results indicate that the participants had received inspiration, knowledge, and
tools to continue using entrepreneurship in their schools. They have created networks that have
been very useful.
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Introduction

According to a white paper from the
Ministry of Education and Research in
Norway (2017), Quality Culture in Higher
Education, the key to high quality
education is one that activates and engages
the students as equal members of the
academic community. The Norwegian
government expects that the academic
environment, to a much larger extent, uses
teaching methods where the students play
an active role. The paper further stated that
the quality in higher education does not
come about through resolutions passed by
the Norwegian parliament or by the
government. Higher education institutions
must take the largest share of the
responsibility. In the white paper, lecturers
in higher education were also encouraged to
have a researcher’s attitude to their own
teaching methods to determine what works
best. In this article, we will describe three
courses in pedagogical entrepreneurship for
teachers and the research done on the
environmental factors influencing learning.

The official Norwegian report, The School
of the Future—Renewing Subjects and
Competences, highlighted four areas of
skills which will be important in the school
for the future: subject-specific skills,
competence to learn, communication and
interaction skills, and participation in
exploring and creating (Ministry of
Education & Research, 2015). The plan of
action  paper  Entrepreneurship  in
Education — From Primary School to
Higher Education 2009-2014 (Ministry of
Education & Research, 2009) submitted
different measures to strengthen efforts in
entrepreneurship in education. Universities
and university colleges should have, by
2012, shown the learning outcomes with
respect to innovation and creativity. The
ministry made funds available for further
education in entrepreneurship for teachers,
and the University of Agder was granted
funds for three successive years (2012-
2014).

The course, Entrepreneurship in Schools,
was developed and implemented by the



university (University of Agder, 2012).
Entrepreneurship is defined in the
Norwegian Strategic Plan as being “a
dynamic and social process where
individuals, alone or in collaboration,
identify opportunities for innovation and
act upon these by transforming ideas into
practical and targeted activities, whether in
social, cultural or economic context”
(Ministry of Education & Research,
Ministry of Trade & Industry, & Ministry
of Local Government & Regional
Development, 2006, p. 4).
Entrepreneurship can be used as a tool and
method to stimulate learning in different
ways (Ministry of Education & Research,
2009). The course, offered three
consecutive years, gathered teachers from
the whole country in a secluded place
(Lesvos, Greece) for seven days, followed
by a one-day gathering on campus in
Norway. The participants did not have to
pay course fees, but they had to pay for
travel, food, and accommodation. The
courses were run at a small and quite simple
hotel with lots of Greek hospitality. During
the course, the participants lived, ate,
attended lectures, worked in groups, and
discussed entrepreneurship even when
swimming and walking together. They
spent the whole week together away from
their everyday life. The total cost was
approximately the same as a comparative
course would cost in Norway.

The main content of the course was how to
use entrepreneurship as a learning strategy
according to the Knowledge Promotion
Reform (Ministry of Education & Research,
2006). The course also comprised the
teacher’s role in enterprises in schools,
models for integrating entrepreneurship,
production  of action plans for
entrepreneurship in the schools, and
cooperation with business and industry.
Teaching methods were group activities
with  presentations,  entrepreneurship
exercises, lectures, and excursions. The
students wrote a home exam and received
guidance over the Internet. The learning
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outcomes of the course were that the
students would know what the terms
entrepreneurship and innovation mean and
imply, produce an action plan for the
introduction of entrepreneurship in their
school, and be able to use entrepreneurship
as a method in education and learning
(University of Agder, 2012).

A common feature for these courses was
that they received very good evaluations
from the participants, and the groups
created functioning networks. After having
looked at the evaluations, one question
presented itself: have the location,
surroundings, and duration of the course
any influence on the success of the course?
In our research, we have examined what
environmental factors could be success
criteria for further education courses. What
happens when people are moved away from
their normal workplace for one week and
“dropped” in a totally different
environment? What happen to the learning
outcomes, sharing of experiences, and
networking under these conditions?

Theory

Bandura’s theories about reciprocal
determinism, observational learning, and
self-efficacy can illuminate some of the
mechanisms that take place when people
live and study together for a week in a
different environment (Kelder, Hoelscher,
& Perry, 2015). Reciprocal determinism
consists of three elements: personal
cognitive factors, behavior, and
environment, and they interact with each
other (Bandura, 1978, 2009). The change of
environment was one of the factors we looked
at in this study. There was additionally an
aspect of modeling and observational learning
in these courses (Bandura, 1971; Kelder et
al.,, 2015). Bandura (2009) stated,
“Modeling affects the adoption of new
social practices and behavior patterns in
several ways. It instructs people about new
ways of thinking and behaving by
informative demonstration or description”



(p. 285). Observational learning occurs
when a person learns new behavior and
information by observing others” behavior
and the consequences of this behavior
(Kelder et al., 2015). Streule and Craig
(2016) described that students developed a
clear professional identity during a week’s
field work in geoscience. The students
developed the professional language and
adequate working methods by working
with teachers and fellow students over a
longer period. They found that field trips
are a powerful tool for effective learning.

According to Bandura (1995), despite other
factors, the importance of how much people
believe that they can accomplish a task,
self-efficacy is the most important issue to
change behavior. Because people operate
individually and together with others, self-
efficacy can be an individual and a social
construct. Bandura has examined several
studies by other researchers. He observed in
their findings that the higher the perceived
collective efficacy, the higher the groups’
motivational investment  in  their
undertakings, the stronger their staying
power in the face of impediments and
setbacks, and the greater their performance
accomplishments (Bandura, 2000). Even in
2000, Bandura mentioned the revolutionary
advances in electronic technologies
creating new social opportunities.

Nissley (2011) examined what influence
location has on learning. He ascertained
that place matters, and his article discussed
several aspects of how place affects
learning: learning about a place, in a place,
from a place, and for a place. Grill (2003)
stated that if educators and administrators
understood the benefits of certain natural
settings, they could and would use them to
promote educational programs. Bersch and
Lund (2002) found that the environment
can act as a catalyst for learning and help
create an exciting and productive learning
experience. Education studies have shown
that time is often a limiting factor for school
development (Hargreaves, 1994).
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As Hargreaves (1994) said,
Scarcity of time makes it difficult to plan
more thoroughly, to commit oneself to
the effort of innovation, to get together
with colleagues, or to sit back and reflect
on one’s purpose and progress. How
much time teachers get away from
classroom duties, to work with
colleagues or just to reflect on their own,
is a vital issue for matters of change,
improvement and professional
development. (p. 15)
Another review focusing on writing retreats
presented five key benefits of being in a
place: (a) protected time and space, (b)
community of practice, (c) development of
academic  writing, (d) intrapersonal
benefits, and (e) organizational investment
(Kornhaber,  Cross, Betihavas, &
Bridgman, 2016).

Good ideas often emerge round a coffee
table or more relaxed settings than offices
and classrooms. Brown, lIsaacs and the
World Café Community (2005) developed
the concept World Café where people meet
informally to discuss a theme. A World
Café session is set up as a café area, and the
participants change discussion partners
during the session.

Method

The research was based on information
from three courses held in Lesvos, Greece,
for Norwegian teachers (2012, 2013, and
2014). Data were collected from three
different sources: mandatory evaluations
and final reports, a closed-form survey, and
the participants’ Facebook groups. The
evaluations gave us some very interesting
answers which led to development of a
closed-form survey. The participants
commented on the place and time and the
possibility to create networks. To get an
even better understanding of these answers,
we posted some questions in the Facebook
groups and looked at activity in the groups.
According to Creswell and Clark (2011),
this research is an example of mixed



methods where one set of data is used to
further explain another set of data. The
closed form survey and Facebook activities
helped to further explain the evaluation and
final reports.

Participants

Applications were received from about 50
teachers for each course. In the application,
each teacher had to explain why he/she
should be chosen to participate in the
course. From these, about 20 teachers were
handpicked according to certain criteria to
make a nonhomogeneous group. The
criteria were as follows: teachers from
different parts of the country, from different
levels in schools, different sex, motivation,
and if possible, two from each school.
Some had a lot of experience and
engagement in pedagogic entrepreneurship,
others had just started, and some needed a
boost to continue.

Evaluations and Final Reports

The courses were funded by the Directorate
for Education and Training, and final
reports were filed to the Directorate. The
final reports included both students’ and
lecturers’ reflections on the course. It was
mandatory to conduct mid-term or final
evaluation of all topics at the university. On
the last day in Lesvos, the students were
asked to answer anonymously in writing
four open-ended questions:

1. What did you especially like about the
course?

2. What can be done to improve the
course?

3. How many points on a scale from 1 to
10 (10 is best) would you give for (a)
learning outcomes and (b) the course in
total? and

4. Other comments?

Asking the students to evaluate the course

on the last day in Lesvos, we ensured 100%

response rate. The students were not given

the possibility to discuss their answers. We
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summarized the answers from all
evaluations to get the main opinion of the
students.

Closed-form survey. In the autumn 2015,
questionnaires were sent to all participants
of the courses, about 70 persons, a majority
of whom were women. In the introduction
to the questionnaire, it was stated that the
results of the survey would be used for
research. We received answers from 36
persons (51. 4%)—11 men and 25 women.
The participants’ mean age was 49.2 years,
and the std. deviation was 10.3. The
questionnaire included background
questions about age, sex, work, year of
attending the course, and how many years
they had used entrepreneurial methods in
their work. The questionnaire also included
some open-ended questions about the
location, the quality of the course, and the
participants’ learning outcomes. The
participants were asked how useful they
found the course. The participants were
asked how useful they found the one-week
course in Lesvos. They were also asked
about other ways the course could have
been arranged to achieve the best learning
outcomes: one week on campus, two three-
day gatherings on campus, one three-day
gathering on campus combined with
internet lectures, weekly internet lectures,
and traditional lectures on campus. For
these questions, the respondents could mark
to what level they agree or disagree with the
given statements (Befring, 2007). A 7-point
Likert scale was used, where 1 is strongly
disagree, and 7 is strongly agree. The
results were made anonymous.

Facebook groups. In every course, the
participants have taken the initiative to
establish a closed Facebook group and
invited the lecturers to be members of the
group. We have looked at how the members
have used their respective Facebook group
during and after the course. To gain a
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deeper understanding of the reasons for the external conditions include location,
success of the courses in entrepreneurship, surroundings, and duration of the course.
we posted questions in the different The internal conditions include lectures,
Facebook groups. Answers could be sent as workshops,  innovation camp, and
a personal message or an e-mail. The networking. Finally, we will mention some
questions were about the location, the strengths and limitations of our study.
length of the course, the lectures,
workshops, innovation camps, creating External Conditions
networks, and the effect of the course on
colleagues. This data collection was carried The participants were asked to range how
out in March 2017, and we got four they thought the learning outcomes would
answers, one on Facebook and three on e- be with different organizational forms of
mail. We have compared and extracted the the course (Table 1). The data from the
essence of the answers. questionnaires showed that most of the
students thought the learning outcomes
Result and Discussion would be best with one week in Lesvos,
with a median of 7 (74 % marked this
From the different sets of data, we see that alternative). At the other end of the scale,
the answers often coincide. Therefore, we online lectures only, were the least
have chosen to present and discuss our preferred organization form with a median
results under two themes: external of 2.

conditions and internal conditions. The

Table 1
Organization Forms and Learning Outcomes

One week in One week on 2 gatherings of  One gathering Online Traditional

Lesvos campus 3 days on (3 days) and lectures only weekly
campus online lectures lectures
Median 7 4 4 3 2 3

Note. Median is based on a 7 pt. Likert scale.
The respondents emphasized that sharing of In the answers on Facebook to the question
experiences, ample and dedicated time to about the place, the participants say that the
work with the subject, engaged lecturers, hotel was perfect. Everybody was gathered
and creative tasks were positive sides of the under one roof for one week 24 hours a day
course. In the evaluation, several of the away from everyday worries. We do not
participants wrote that it was a very suitable know what the main reason for applying to
location for a course. Nobody went home the course was —  Greece or
after  dinner, they talked about entrepreneurship. As Nissley (2011) said,
entrepreneurship at every meal and even we were learning in a place; however, very
when swimming. The hotel, with the staff soon, entrepreneurship became the main
included, was a perfect place to run the reason. In one open question in the survey
course. It made the participants relax and be most participants highlighted the content of
open for learning. Several participants the course, networking, and sharing
commented on the location, and although experiences. They commented that the
the program was busy, they got energy from location was a bonus. Cold Norwegians
the  beautiful surroundings. The really appreciate the sun and warm weather.
environment worked as a catalyst for One of them said, “It makes us more
learning (Bersch & Lund, 2002) positive.” This way of organizing a course

is in line with the findings by Kornhaber et
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al. (2016) on protected time and space. As

one of the participants expressed,
For me this course has been of
immense importance. | sat in Lesvos
and thought: What a wonderful place
to build networks and to have so many
clever people around me who will
share their experiences, help me and
my school to improve. Here we have a
group of motivated, eager to learn,
creative, exciting and clever people
gathered in one hotel for a whole week,
to make one another better.

The participants expressed that one week
was an optimal duration for the course and
for being away from school and family.
One of them said, “The course could not
be one day shorter; every day was
essential for everything to be digested and
absorbed.” Another participant expressed,
“I learned more in one week than I think I
would have learned in one year with
lectures.”

The environment made the participants talk
to new people; they listened to new theory;
and they took part in actions they normally
would not do. All these items had an
impact on how they think and react
personally. The participants did not know
one another, but the environment was
conductive to making new friends, and
forming new partnerships and support
networks (Sgroi & Saltiel, 1998). The
participants experienced a community of
practice: sharing vision, collegial support,
mentorship, and  social interaction
(Kornhaber et al., 2016).

When the participants returned to their
home environment, the environment was
the same, but their behavior and personal
cognitive factors changed, and these factors
have the potential to influence the home
environment (Bandura, 1978). After
returning home one of the participants
expressed, “The teaching became more
varied, active, and creative. The pupils
enjoyed this. They also experienced more

11
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pupil participation.... The school I worked
at was positive. Many colleagues showed
great interest and wanted me to share my
knowledge.”

One important thing we do in the courses in
entrepreneurship is to change the
environment. Twenty-five  different
teachers and lecturers were “dropped” for a
week in an unknown location. From the
answers, we can see that both the location
and duration was important for the
participants’ learning outcomes. In a
shorter course the location would not have
had the same impact. Nissley (2011)
assumed that place matters. The answers
we got confirm that for these courses: place
matters.

Internal Conditions

The participants were satisfied with the
contents of the course: with theory and play
in an exciting mix. In the evaluations the
participants gave each course a mean score
of more than 9 out of 10, for both learning
outcomes and the course in total. The
course started with an innovation camp to
make the participants get to know one
another; they got the same experience as
their own students do when they participate
in an innovation camp. Activities and
concepts were not just talked about, the
participants had to be active. In the
evaluation of the courses, the participants
expressed  satisfaction  with  having
experienced an innovation camp. They built
up confidence to guide their own students
through a similar experience. Kornhaber et
al. (2016) mentioned confidence and
motivation as part of the intrapersonal
benefits.

The participants saw models that were
interesting for them because the models, the
other teachers, and the lecturers, had
accomplished tasks in the field they were
interested in (Bandura, 1971; Kelder et al.,
2015). According to Heaney and Viswanath
(2015), models that have the strongest



impact are those that have similar
characteristics to themselves. During the
week at Lesvos the participants also got to
know the models personally, and their
identity as entrepreneurship teachers was
consolidated in the same way as Streule and
Craig (2016) experienced identity
development during field trips.

As a part of the course, the participants got
time to develop an action plan for
entrepreneurship for their own school. This
activity was thought to be very valuable and
useful. At work, there is limited time for
creative thinking. Every day has enough
challenges. These limitations coincided
with the findings of Bersch and Lund
(2002) and Hargreaves (1994). The
participants were satisfied that they could
try out their action plan and write about
their results as the exam answer. In this
way, they felt that they did something
useful instead of just having their
knowledge tested.

The participants also mentioned interesting
and complementing lectures. They got
inspiration, knowledge, and tools to
continue using entrepreneurship in their
schools, and the course gave them new
perspectives of teaching and
entrepreneurship.

The survey was distributed 1-3 years after
completion of the course. One of the
questions asked the participants to decide
on the statement: “Today I have a great
advantage of having completed the course
in entrepreneurship”. The 7-point Likert
scale, ranged from ‘“a small degree” to a
“large extent”, was used. The median was
seven, which means that the participants
continue to experience good benefits of the
course even after some years.

Using the networks they have created, they
have been able to share experiences and
support and help each other. This finding
indicates that building relations through
meeting and living closely over time,
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makes the threshold for using the network
after the course lower.

A result of the course has been that several
of the participants’ students have won
prices in pedagogical entrepreneurship in
county competitions, in the Norwegian
competitions, and European
championships. These awards were posted
in the Facebook groups. Some of the
participants had never won anything before
attending the course. The participants
shared plans, encouraged, supported, and
congratulated each other on Facebook. The
conditions made it possible for the students’
self-efficacy and the collective efficacy to
improve during the week (Bandura, 2002).
It seems that the Facebook groups work as
an extension of the week to enhance the
collective efficacy. The participants
continue to encourage each other and share
new accomplishments. As mentioned
earlier, Bandura (2000) talked in year 2000
about new technical social opportunities
that would expand the interaction despite
physical borders.

Strengths and Limitations

All the participants answered the evaluation
on the last day of the week in Lesvos. In
addition, we also collected data in different
ways and at different times. This diverse
data collection may be a potential strength
of the study as the participants have had a
chance to reflect on the course. The course
has been run three times in the same
location, with the same lecturers, but with
different participants. However, the
feedback was positive for all three courses.

The study also has some limitations. This
course has not been run in another location,
S0 we have no comparison. The participants
attended the course in different years, and
consequently, the time from attending the
course to answering the survey varied. This
different time spacing may have influenced
the answers.

The authors of this article were teachers at
the courses. We got to know the



participants, and we noticed what happened
during the week. Therefore, we may not be
objective observers. This connection can be
both a strength and a weakness.

Conclusion and Further Research

We believe that environmental factors can
have a positive influence in any subject
anywhere, not only in entrepreneurship.
Our research has shown that the location is
an important factor; however, the
organization of the courses and being
together for a whole week are additional
key factors. The participants have
developed further as teachers and use
pedagogical entrepreneurship as a teaching
strategy after the course. They have been
sharing their knowledge with one another
and with colleagues.

This study indicates that the participants in
the courses in entrepreneurship in Lesvos
received the inspiration, knowledge, and
tools to continue using entrepreneurship in
their schools. They emphasized that sharing
of experiences, ample and dedicated time to
work with the subject, engaged lecturers,
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creative tasks, and the location were
positive parts of the course. It is difficult to
say which factor was the most important for
success because we have not run a course
with exactly the same content on campus or
elsewhere. There is a need for further
research on the environmental factors and
how to organize further education courses
for best learning outcomes. One participant
summed up the experience of the course in
this way:
You have created more than 20
entrepreneurship teachers, who, full of
enthusiasm and engagement, will take
this back to 15 schools to spread the
happy message. It creates rings in the
water. The place is fantastic; the
beautiful warm surroundings draw
forth the best in us, and happy people
learn more. The learning environment
was fantastic. The pressure to learn has
been heavy, and even when there is no
lectures or assignments to do,
everybody has constantly been sharing
good and less good experiences.

References

Bandura, A. (1971). Social learning theory. New York City: General Learning Press.
Bandura, A. (1978). The self system in reciprocal determinism. American Psychologist, 33(4), 344—

358.

Bandura, A. (1995). Self-efficacy in changing societies. Cambridge, England: Cambridge University

Press.

Bandura, A. (2000). Exercise of human agency through collective efficacy. Current Directions in

Psychological Science, 9(3), 75-78.

Bandura, A. (2002). Social cognitive theory in cultural context. Applied Psychology: An International

Review, 51(2), 269-290.

Bandura, A. (2009). Social cognitive theory of mass communication. In J. Bryant, & M. B. Oliver
(Eds.), Media effects: Advances in Theory and Research (pp. 94-124). New York City:

Routledge.

Befring, E. (2007). Forskingsmetode med etikk og statistikk (Research methods with ethics and

statistics). (2. ed.). Oslo: Samlaget.

Bersch, G. T., & Lund, C. L. (2002). Learning communities in remote retreat settings. New Directions
for Adult and Continuing Education, 2002(95), 73-82. doi: 10.1002/ace.70

Brown, J., Isaacs, D., & World Cafe Community. (2005). The world cafe: Shaping our futures
through conversations that matter. San Francisco: Berrett-Koehler.

Creswell, J. W., & Clark, V. L. P. (2011). Designing and conducting mixed methods research (2nd

ed.). Thousand Oaks, CA, USA: Sage.


https://doi.org/10.1002/ace.70

JISTE, Vol. 22, No. 2, 2018

Grill, J. C. (2003). Natural settings, restorative environments, and adult learning. Adult Learning,
14(3), 20-23. doi: 10.1177/104515950301400307

Hargreaves, A. (1994). Changing teachers, changing times: Teachers’ work and culture in the
postmodern age. New York City: Teachers College Press.

Heaney, C. A., & Viswanath, K. (2015). Introduction to models of interpersonal influences on health
behavior. In K. Glanz, B. K. Rimer, & K. Viswanath (Eds.), Health behavior: Theory, research,
and practice (pp. 151-158). San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Kelder, S. H., Hoelscher, D., & Perry, C. L. (2015). How individuals, environments, and health
behaviors interact. In K. Glanz, B. K. Rimer, & K. Viswanath (Eds.), Health behavior: Theory,
research, and practice (pp. 159-182). San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Kornhaber, R., Cross, M., Betihavas, V., & Bridgman, H. (2016). The benefits and challenges of
academic writing retreats: An integrative review. Higher Education Research & Development,
35(6), 1210-1227. doi:10.1080/07294360.2016.1144572

Ministry of Education and Research. (2006). Kunnskapslgftet [Knowledge promotion reform]. Oslo,
Norway: Ministry of Education and Research.

Ministry of Education and Research. (2009). Entrepreneurship in education and training — from
compulsory school to higher education 2009-2014. Oslo, Norway: Ministry of Education and
Research. Retrieved from https://www.regjeringen.no/globalassets/documents/action-plan-for-
entrepreneurship-in-education-and-training-2009.pdf.

Ministry of Education and Research. (2015). The school of the future — Renewal of subjects and
competences. Oslo, Norway: Ministry of Education and Research. Retrieved from:
https://www.regjeringen.no/en/dokumenter/nou-2015-8/id2417001/

Ministry of Education and Research. (2017). Quality culture in higher education (Meld.St.16 2016-
2017). (Meld.St.16 2016-2017). Oslo, Norway: Ministry of Education and Research. Retrieved
from https://www.regjeringen.no/en/dokumenter/meld.-st.-16-20162017/id2536007/

Ministry of Education and Research, Ministry of Trade and Industry, & Ministry of Local
Government and Regional Development. (2006). See the opportunities and make them work —
strategy for entrepreneurship in education and training 2004-2008. Oslo, Norway: Ministry of
Education and Research. Retrieved from
https://www.regjeringen.no/globalassets/upload/kd/vedlegg/grunnskole/strategiplaner/see_the_op
portunities_and_make_them_work 2204-2008.pdf.

Nissley, N. (2011). The power of place in human resource development: An invitation to explore the
link between learning and location. Human Resource Development Quarterly, 22(4), 545-555.
d0i:10.1002/hrdq.20090

Sgroi, A., & Saltiel, . M. (1998). Human connections. New Directions for Adult and Continuing
Education, 1998(79), 87-92.

Streule, M., & Craig, L. (2016). Social learning theories—An important design consideration for
geoscience fieldwork. Journal of Geoscience Education, 64(2), 101-107.

University of Agder. (2012). Entrepreneurship in the school. Retrieved from
http://www.uia.no/en/studieplaner/topic/ERN904-1

Authors
Anne Selvik Ask is a professor at the University of Agder. She is working with food and

health (home economics) and entrepreneurship in teacher education.

Margrethe Roed is an assistant professor and Ph.D. student. She is working with food and
health on the development of a digital dietary intervention.

Ingebjerg Aarek is an assistant professor emerita at the University of Agder. She is working
with food and health and entrepreneurship in teacher education.

14


https://doi.org/10.1177%2F104515950301400307

