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Abstract

:

The fast and unpredictable changes in the business environment lead to significant changes in the future job market. For current business students, the future will offer many new opportunities for their employment but, at the same time, it will also create many threats disguised in the disappearing jobs. Business education centered mainly on knowledge transmission is challenged to switch towards a competence-based approach which includes knowledge, skills, and attitudes. The present research focuses on the need to change the paradigm of business education by creating a new learning environment centered on business competencies, and on a new knowledge ecosystem dynamics. The approach uses both qualitative and quantitative methods. In the first phase the research is focused on a critical literature review, and extraction of ideas for the next phase based on quantitative methods. In order to evaluate the students’ perception on the need of competence-based business education, a questionnaire has been designed and applied to undergraduate and graduate students enrolled in business and management programs. Data is processed by using SPSS and deriving six logistic regressions based on the conceptual model designed similar to a hierarchy Findings coming from students show a significant awareness for the need of paradigm shift in business education, from knowledge transfer to business competence development.
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1. Introduction


The volatile, uncertain, complex, and ambiguous (VUCA) business environment decreases our capacity for future anticipation. The future cannot be predicted anymore by extrapolating the present situation based on deterministic thinking models. Strategic planning [1] has been replaced by new complex strategy designs which integrate deliberate and emergent strategies based on probabilistic thinking models and complexity theories [2,3,4]. The new rule of the game is strategizing, which is defined by Spender as “the judgment or imaginative response to what is NOT known, to the surprising, unexpected, incomplete, or illogical nature of what arises through our practice” [5] (p. 21). That rule applies both to business processes and to business education. Our present students will face within the next 10–20 years many changes in the job markets. Some well-known jobs today will disappear and new jobs will enter the business activity. Against that pitfall, universities’ leaders should be strategizing on the need of changing the business education paradigm, which is based on knowledge transfer, cases study, and a linear curriculum for known jobs and known situations into one which is based on business competencies development, and a nonlinear curriculum [6,7,8]. Linear curriculum is based on linear thinking [9] and implies a series of disciplines representing knowledge domains which are more or less correlated. Learning is based on the container metaphor, which means that knowledge represents a summation of all individual disciplines’ contributions seen as mental objects. “According to an older view, learning consists of taking in from outside. According to the more fashionable constructivist view, the mind constructs the objects it contains. The container metaphor remains, however, and that is where the trouble starts” [10] (p. 20). The business culture reflecting the division of labor used in industrial management, which was promoted by Adam Smith and then applied successfully by Henry Ford in designing the assembly line, supported the container or silo teaching and learning [11]. Moreover, designing knowledge packages for well-defined jobs existing today but not in the future, professors increase the efforts of students for finding new possible jobs and understanding their requirements through intentional unlearning processes [12].



Analyzing business and management graduate education performed within the Master of Business Administration (MBA) programs delivered by American and Canadian universities, Mintzberg considers that “conventional MBA programs train the wrong people in the wrong ways and with the wrong consequences” [13] (p. 6). Business and organizations are complex social systems with complex structures and processes which cannot be reduced to some linear combinations of university disciplines and classroom simulations in discussing cases study. In addition, some of the deterministic thinking models used in business education should be changed with the probabilistic ones to incorporate uncertainty of the future [14,15]. Martin [16] (p. 62) suggests to incorporate into the business school’s curricula design-thinking and abductive reasoning models. Tsang and Tsui [17] introduce the concept of Personal Learning and Network Environment (PLE&N) to create a knowledge ecosystem, by using the advantages of information technology. The new learning environment is designed to satisfy the learner’s needs and the requirements of the changing business landscape. Tsui and Dragicevic [18] demonstrate that curriculum can be improved by co-creation inviting students, graduates, managers, and employers to work together with professors academic leaders. They developed new approaches for curriculum design by co-creation with the support of scenario development techniques facilitated in the personal learning and network environment.



The vision of the leading business schools is to design their curricula such that they would prepare business leaders who can change the world. That means to create a new mindset with a greater emphasis on innovation, ethics, and corporate governance [19,20,21]. In addition, business education needs experiential learning [22], integration of emotional knowledge [23,24] and the dynamics between cognition and emotion, as shown by neurosciences [25,26]. All of these above arguments lead to the need of changing the business education paradigm by introducing the competence-based learning [7,8,27]. The new paradigm is centered on students and on their personal learning environments. Transforming students in active knowledge seekers and experiential learners driven by motivation and values requires from them a high level of engagement and a lot more effort. The question is if they are aware of what means a competence-based education, and if they are ready for the paradigm shift. The aim of this paper is to search for business students’ understanding of what competence-based learning means and of their readiness to engage in the new education paradigm. A complementary aim is to search for business professionals’ view concerning the need of changing the way business education is designed and delivered at undergraduate and graduate levels. In line with these above ideas, we formulate the following research question:




RQ: Are students enrolled in Business Administration programs aware of the need of changing the teaching-learning paradigm from knowledge transfer to competence development?





Since business education models have got a certain degree of standardization as a result of accreditation agencies, the present research focused on business students from two important universities in Romania. Findings show that students are not fully aware of the need of the paradigm shift and of their increased effort and engagement as active learners. The contribution of this paper comes from its focus on competence-based learning and the search of students’ awareness of the need of changing the teaching and learning paradigm from knowledge transfer to competence development. That means to incorporate in our university programs new ways of developing some basic skills for students and stimulating their motivation for a greater effort in doing that. In the classical approach of knowledge transfer, students have almost a passive role of receiving that knowledge and incorporating it in the known one. In the new paradigm of personal learning environment, students become active players in acquiring and processing information and knowledge [8,10,11].



The structure of the paper is as follows. After this brief introduction, in Section 2 we present a critical review of the main concepts related to competence-based business education, and we try to formulate a working definition for competence. In Section 3, we present the methods used for the present research, from designing the questionnaires and data validation to data processing. In Section 4, we discuss the findings of our research and interpret them with respect to the business environment specific to an emergent economy. Section 5 presents the main conclusions and Section 6 presents implications, limitations, and future directions of research.




2. Literature Review


2.1. Business Education at Cross-Roads


The business education model designed for a steady-state business environment faces real difficulties today in preparing students for their future jobs [6,7,8,11,13]. To change that model, we have to understand the meaning and purpose of business. “To know what a business is we have to start with its purpose. Its purpose must lie outside of the business itself. In fact, it must lie in society since business enterprise is an organ of society. There is only one valid definition of business purpose: to create a customer” [28] (p. 61). Globalization and disruptive innovations contributed significantly to a dramatic change in the needs of customers and thus in the way business can satisfy those needs [29,30,31,32,33]. In the same time, the job market for business and management graduating students suffers a continuous dynamic. Universities should prepare them for “jobs that have not yet been created, for technologies that have not yet invented, to solve problems that have not yet been anticipated. It will be a shared responsibility to seize opportunities and find solutions” [6] (p. 2).



Changes from the external business environment induced changes into the internal environment of organizations, and in its management. The new types of business activities and processes supported by complex information technology platforms and artificial intelligence applications [34,35,36] generated new forms and structures for organizations, with new managerial models and philosophies. Change is not anymore an episodic event for an organization but a continuous process with different intensities. Business education should be able to incorporate all of these ideas into its philosophy and overcome the inertial forces of stakeholders, organizational culture and legislation. Tsang and Tsui [17] propose the model of PLE&N to explore a learner-centric alternative of business education. “PLE&N is a peer-based learner-centric platform which aims to foster self-regulated, network-based, and lifelong learning” [18] (p. 852). Tsui and Dragicevic develop further that model by incorporating a scenario building process, done by co-creation of professors and students together. Scenario building is not a prediction of the future but a process of exploration of different possible futures based on some trends in macroeconomics and rational hypotheses. Students who participate in building these scenarios learn from doing them and contribute to the improvement of business curriculum.



The mission of some top business schools of creating leaders able to change the world implies a new business mindset structured around a new set of ethical values which depart from the profit maximization principle without any consideration for the social and natural environment [21,37,38]. “The solution lies in the principle of shared values, which involves creating economic value in a way that also creates value for society by addressing its needs and challenges. Business must reconnect company success with social progress” [39] (p. 64). Among these shared values should be Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR), which has both cultural and legislative dimensions [40]. The unfortunate cases of corporate social irresponsibility, like that of Enron, demonstrate the vulnerability of firm whose market value largely rests on intangibles [41,42].



Universities should open their learning environment towards the business landscape for experiential learning through internship and part-time jobs for students, and should create a digital universe of knowledge to stimulate students for individual study. Professors and classroom lectures lost their dominance in the students’ way of learning, and the solution is to design knowledge ecosystems for business education with multiple information sources and learning alternatives [43,44,45]. Students should be encouraged to develop skills for knowledge searching and learning to learn. Developing generic skills become more important than knowledge transfer [46,47].




2.2. Searching for a Working Definition of Competence


The concept of competence is a fuzzy semantic construct, with many definitions and interpretations [6,27,48,49]. The explanation comes from the fact that researchers coming from different activity domains, from psychology to management, attributed different meanings to the same concept. In addition, it is a semantic construct with several components, each of them being a fuzzy semantic entity. Our purpose is not to search for the commonly accepted definition because it will be an endless debate on that, but to find a good enough definition to work with it in practice.



According to the Oxford Learner’s Dictionary, competence (less frequently competency) denotes “the ability to do something well”, and “a skill that you need in a particular job or for a particular task”. The Merriam-Webster Dictionary defines competence as “the quality or state of having sufficient knowledge, judgment, skill, or strength”. The concept has the following synonyms: competency, ability, capability, and capacity. From these definitions we learn that competence represents the ability or capacity of doing something at a certain level of acceptance, based on knowledge, judgment and skill. The first observation is that the concept contains several components: knowledge, judgment, and skill. The second observation is that the concept is defined with respect to a certain task. That means that competence reflects a relationship between the subject and her or his task, which is performed within a certain context. The third observation is that there is a certain level of quality expected in performing that task. The logical consequence of these arguments is that attributes integrated in the construct of competence are not enough for its definition. There is also a certain degree of expectation in performing a giving task, which may depend on the particular context of performing that task.



In a holistic approach Hager and Gonczi consider that “competence is conceptualized in terms of knowledge, abilities, skills and attitudes displayed in the context of a carefully chosen set of realistic professional tasks which are of an appropriate level of generality” [48] (p. 15). The definition includes “attitudes” as an attribute like knowledge and skills. In addition, it relates the capabilities of people and the completion of a given task at a certain level of expectations. However, because among the attributes is listed “ability”, which is synonym with “competence”, the definition becomes ambiguous. An interesting observation made by the authors is that “While performance of tasks is directly observable, abilities or capabilities that underlie the performance are necessarily inferred” [48] (p. 16).



Sandberg using a constructivist and interpretative approach, views competence as a function of the context where “worker and work form one entity through lived experience of work” [50] (p. 50). Thus, competence is context-dependent and it can be defined only with the specific organizational context in which it is applied. That is a strong limitation for a competence definition, but it has the advantage of acknowledging the importance of tacit knowledge [51,52] which is created as a result of doing a certain task.



Le Deist and Winterton consider that in the USA there is a tradition of approaching the concept of competence from a behavioral perspective since it captures “skills and dispositions beyond cognitive ability such as self-awareness, self-regulation and social skills; while some of these may also be found in personality taxonomies, competencies are fundamentally behavioral and, unlike personality and intelligence, may be learned through training and development” [49] (p. 31). However, more recent studies, especially those related to leadership, focus on job-related competencies which means a switch toward a functional perspective. That functional approach can be found in the UK, where governments performed a series of studies to develop a unified system of work-based qualifications for VET. After many debates, the following definition for competence has been adopted: “The ability to apply knowledge, understanding and skills in performing to the standards required in employment. This includes solving problems and meeting changing demand” [49] (p. 35). This definition refers only to the application of knowledge, therefore it results that it is focused only on tacit knowledge, while the explicit knowledge is put apart. Some more recent definitions for competence include explicit knowledge and its understanding.



Le Deist and Winterton [49] develop a typology of competence within a framework defined by a matrix with the following dimensions: occupational-personal and conceptual-operational. The matrix contains four types of competencies:




	
cognitive competence (conceptual-occupational)—including knowledge and understanding;



	
functional competence (operational-occupational)—including skills;



	
social competence (operational-personal)—including attitude and behavior;



	
meta-competence (conceptual-personal)—it is concerned with the ability to cope with uncertainty, learning and reflection.








This framework represents a multi-dimensional holistic approach which contains the largest semantic domain for the competence concept. Eizaguirre, Garcia-Feijoo, and Laka emphasize the importance of assessing the competence power of performing a given task based on some criteria or standard procedures [27].



Based on this critical literature review, we would consider as a working definition for competence the following formulation: A competence is a dynamic integration of knowledge, skills, and attitude capable of performing a generic task, in a given context, at a certain quality level. A generic skill is representing that class of skills that are complex enough to generate a synergy between rational, emotional, and spiritual knowledge, leading to a superior performance. A competence assumes a certain level of quality in the final result, a level indicated by some defined indicators or just by some better outcomes in comparison with some other individuals performing same tasks [6,7]. The quality level is driven mostly by the spiritual knowledge and a set of cultural values.



Knowledge is considered in its full semantic spectrum composed of rational, emotional, and spiritual fields [53], as well as tacit and explicit knowledge [51,54,55]. In this perspective spiritual knowledge contains cultural values and organizational values, therefore they do not appear as a separate component of competence. They play a decisive role in decision-making [56] and creating a certain attitude. Skills refer to all categories, from cognitive to social and physical ones. Today, business education is focusing on developing generic skills, also known as core skills, key skills, essential skills, basic skills, or employability skills [57,58]. In business education, the most important conceptual generic skills are the following: searching for information and knowledge, problem solving, creative thinking, strategic thinking, and learning to learn [46,58,59]. Attitude contains psychological traits [60,61] and social intelligence [14,62,63] which determine the level of performing any professional tasks. Motivation stands out as a driving force for full commitment in developing professional competencies [64]. The increased complexity of the business environment and its fast dynamics request developing critical systems thinking [65,66].





3. Research Objectives and Methodology


The research question of the present paper is whether business education universities should change from a classical transfer approach to a competence-based practice, moreover to evaluate the perception of the students in the same regard. In order to find out the answer to this research question we built a questionnaire. However, for getting to this set of 27 questions, we have elaborated a draft questionnaire (36 questions) that was tested and retested both amongst students and business owners to check their perspectives and check for any redundancies, biases, misleading questions, or the framework effect.



Following, we established the final improved form of the questionnaire which consisted in 27 items, including the demographic variables. In the present article, we will only analyze the first 24 questions. Except for the demographic questions, 18 of them were closed questions to answers on 5-point Likert scale: 1 (strongly disagree), 2 (disagree), 3 (neither agree nor disagree), 4 (agree), and 5 (strongly agree), and 6 were binary questions which rendered yes or no answers. The questions were randomized as to avoid the framework or priming effect and they were distributed to a non-probabilistic sample. The population we targeted was made of students coming from the Faculty of Business Administration of the Bucharest University of Economic Studies and the Faculty of Economic Sciences and Public Administration, “Stefan cel Mare” University of Suceava. We physically distributed 436 questionnaires to students, after the distribution we managed to collect 368 valid questionnaires, obtaining a response rate of 84.44%.



The refined data was input for analysis by using the dedicated software SPSS 20. By means of Analytic Hierarchy Process [67,68] we managed to build the conceptual framework for developing the six logistic regression models [69,70], one for each educational construct identified. Additionally, the third-layer questions were grouped as indicators for the second-layer questions, namely the constructs. Each two constructs amounted (no quantitative liaison intended) to one of the three first layer components: knowledge, motivation, skills. Table 1 depicts the conceptual model previously described.



The use of the logistic regression is supported by the following two facts:




	
Each group was connected via semantic membership to one of the six layer-two components; quantitatively, the layer-three items from different groups are correlated (we have tested this), however this is not the research quest of the herby analysis.



	
Within each of the six groups we have gathered information with respect to both binary responses (one question) and five point Likert scale (1–5) which build up a natural setting for the logistic regression procedure with the binary item as the output/dependent variable and the other 3 items as input/independent variables.








The literature review was synthesized by means of Analytic Hierarchy Analysis (AHP), and it delivered the conceptual model. Within each second-layer component, the SPSS regression delivered the values of the coefficients corresponding to each third-level question, together with their statistical significance.



The hierarchy became complicated, therefore we asked the experts to reduced it and we used a very simple hierarchy to see which is the perception of the business environment and educational teachers on the perceptions of students’ attitudes and, as we will present in the last sub-chapter of Results and discussion in the section Validation of results, and we finally intend to measure the distance between the expected value of the students and the priority vectors given by the experts, so we decided for a simple hierarchy model (Figure 1).



The next step is to proceed to the pairwise comparison between the criteria with respect to the goal (or problem to be solved) and the alternatives with respect to each criterion, and in order to do so, the decision maker has to resort to a numerical scale. The numerical scale designed by Saaty [71] is presented in Table 2.



After the pairwise comparison of the alternatives (A1, A2, …, An) according to their importance (i1, i2, …, in) the following matrix is then obtained (Table 3).



Finally, the consistency index points out to the amount of consistency which was exhibited by the expert, the higher the consistency the better.




4. Discussion of Results


In order to determine the students’ perception on the needs of the competence-based business education we created the analytic hierarchic conceptual model (Table 1) and we ran six logistic regression procedures in SPSS, for each of the main (second-layer) educational components. In the following, we present the results for each applied regression model. As a general rule, the dependent variable is a binary one (corresponding to Q19-24, respectively (Table 1), while the independent variables are the corresponding third layer questions.



We begin our discussion by presenting some ideas obtained from the descriptive statistics of the statistical analysis with SPSS, and extracting their mean value to compare and reflect on them. In addition, we computed the mean values for the indicators and the main competence components (see Table 4). Analyzing the mean values of the items describing the role of explicit knowledge in learning, we get that most of the students prefer to study by using online information sources instead of attending lectures and listening to their professors. For tacit knowledge, students prefer to learn from their own entrepreneurial activities, a tendency that is in concordance with experiential learning principles [22]. The focus on the learning to learn indicators is on Q14, which indicates clearly the awareness of students for the need for longlife learning. For the problem solving construct, students recognize that business problems have always several solutions, which is different from school’s problems that have almost always one single solution. In addition, most of the problems involve nonlinear concepts like knowledge, intellectual capital, and organizational performance [72]. The answers to the motivation construct demonstrate that students understand very well the critical role of motivation in learning [60]. The analysis for the social intelligence construct reveals the students’ awareness for need of ethical values and principles in doing business [14,42,63,73,74]. Comparing the competence components mean values we see the importance attributed by students to attitude in business, and the equal importance for knowledge and skills. The descriptive statistics shows clearly that students are fully aware of the importance of developing business competences and that learning should switch its focus from knowledge transfer to developing necessary competences.



4.1. Logistic Regression for Explicit Knowledge


The first regression models Q24 as function of Q1, Q7, Q13. The Omnibus Chi-square test indicates a strong fit (Chi-square value 10.011), rejecting the null hypothesis (no effect of the independent variables), with significance p = 0.018. The Hosmer and Lemeshow Test (more important for the logistic regression type) is another measure of goodness of fit which should be interpreted conversely to the Omnibus Chi-square meaning it uses non-significance as a goodness of fit such that larger p values are preferred (p = 0.673 in our case). The accuracy of the classification of our model is given by the percentage of correctly classified items which is 81.8% in our case.



Table 5 depicts the individual predictors and their individual role within the classification accuracy obtained. The regression coefficients (column B) can be interpreted as change in log odds or logits. Yet not all items contribute significantly to the regression model, only Q1 and Q7 are statistically significant (according to column sig), while Q13 has a non-statistically significant contribution, which might indicate the new generation is very much keen on online resources.



Also, for this regression we depict in Table 6 the marginal impact on probabilities of an outcome of 1. The first line provides the SPSS descriptors of the logit regression model presented in Table 6. On the second row, the same descriptors are provided, but for the set of marginal probabilities obtained by setting Q1 constant, at its average value. The following two rows do the same when setting constant at their corresponding mean values Q7, respectively Q13.



The same analyses were performed for the logistic regressions Tacit Knowledge, Learning to Learn, Problem Solving, Motivation, and Social Intelligence.




4.2. Logistic Regression for Tacit Knowledge


The second regression models Q23 as function of Q4, Q10, and Q16. The Omnibus Chi-square test indicates a strong fit (Chi-square value 4.629), rejecting the null hypothesis (no effect of the independent variables), with significance p = 0.2. The Hosmer and Lemeshow Test provides a good value p = 0.589. The accuracy of the classification of our model is given by the percentage of correctly classified items which is 87.2%.



Table 7 depicts the predictors and their role within the classification accuracy obtained. The regression coefficients are depicted in column B, yet (according to column sig) not all of them contribute significantly to the regression model: only Q10 is statistically significant whereas Q4 and Q16 have no statistically significant contribution.



When a regression model is statistically significant overall, but some of the explanatory variables do not have statistically significance coefficients, then, multicolinearity might be the cause. Consequently, we have computed the bivariate-Pearson correlation coefficients between each pair in {Q4, Q10, Q16}, yet all results indicate low correlation (values close to 0: 0.13, 0.27. 0.235), hence we have reasons to exclude multicollinearity (Table 8).




4.3. Logistic regression for Learning to Learn (under Skill Component)


The third regression models Q22 as function of Q2, Q8, and Q14. The present regression is a paradox since the Omnibus Chi-square test indicates a good fit (Chi-square value 1.766), with significance p = 0.6. The Hosmer and Lemeshow indicates relative goodness of fit with p = 0.431. The accuracy of the classification of our model is given by the percentage of correctly classified items which is 87.29%.



Table 9 depicts the predictors and their role within the classification accuracy obtained. The regression coefficients are depicted in column B, yet (according to column sig) not all of them contribute significantly to the regression model: none of the questions are statistically significant. We can derive the conclusion that students understanding of learning to learn is distinct from the one envisioned by the authors of the questionnaire. Moreover, learning to learn under-ranks motivation when it comes to skills since learning will not occur unless motivation exists. This may relate to actually internalizing the acquired knowledge and being aware of it. In the last part of the present chapter, we will show that the continuous inlay of knowledge positively contributes to improved attitudes towards learning.




4.4. Logistic Regression for Motivation (under Attitude)


The fifth regression models Q20 (Motivation is my driving force for learning) as function of Q3, Q9, Q11. The Omnibus Chi-square test does not indicate a good fit (Chi-square value 0.172) the result being insignificant. Yet, the Hosmer and Lemeshow Test shows good fit with a p = 0.619. The accuracy of classification of the model is 91.0%.



Table 10 gives indications on the fact that efficient learning is based on good motivation (without actually specifying what kind of motivation the person needs, either inner or external). However, the following questions bring to light that the inner motivation contributes to the students’ positive perception on learning. In econometric terms, Table 10 is representing the regression coefficients which are depicted in column B, yet (according to column sig) not all of them contribute significantly to the regression model: only Q3 and Q9 are statistically significant, whereas Q15 has no statistically significant contribution at all.




4.5. Logistic Regression for Social Intelligence (under Attitude)


The sixth regression models Q19 (Q 19 I like interacting with people and talking to them.) as function of Q6, Q12, Q18. The Omnibus Chi-square test indicates a good fit (Chi-square value 10.730), rejecting the null hypothesis (no effect of the independent variables), with significance p = 0.064. The Hosmer and Lemeshow Test does not show a good fit of the model, p = 0.017. Within this analysis the accuracy of the classification is 94.6%.



Table 11 gives indications on the fact that students’ perception is that social intelligence does not go well with business, team spirit should not necessarily be present when it comes to attitudes, effective management, and knowledge sharing, nor is doing business based on ethical values and principals.




4.6. Validation of Results


Pursuing to study the relationship between the three main second-layer components, we constructed four (binary) random variables corresponding to Attitude (denoted A): unconditioned, and respectively conditioned by events {Skills=1} denoted as {S=1}, {Knowledge=1}, denoted as {K=1} and {S=1, K=1}. The expected values are depicted in Table 12. By S=1 we gathered respondents who answered yes to both binary questions regarding skills, the same applies for the event K=1.



The interpretation of the results is encouraging: as the students progressively embed the perception over skills and/or knowledge, their perception towards attitude with regards to learning increases as well. In order to test the statistically significance of the results in Table 12, we have used hypothesis testing with H0:µ = 0.8634, HA: µ> 0.8634, where the reference is the expected value of the unconditioned variable A. Firstly, we conditioned by {S=1} and computed the test statistic value zobs = 6.08 which gives a probability of 5.9E-10 which is very low as compared to a significance level of 0.01. Secondly, by conditioning by {K=1} we got zobs = 6.01 and a probability 9.2E-10. Finally, the combined conditioning {S=1, K=1} rendered zobs = 10.88 with practically zero probability. Summing up, all the results in Table 10 are proven to be statistically significant.



The final conclusion is that in terms of comparing the E(A|S=1, K=1) 0.9177 with the PVA 0.9 we can see that the perceptions of the students exceed the ones of the student when them add every brick of learning into their learning pattern which is a quite significant result. The consistency index being so small, validates the result of the expected value analysis demonstrating consistent patterns in the mind of the business experts.





5. Conclusions


The turbulence of the business environment generates many changes in the jobs spectrum, a phenomenon that creates many questions for both academics and students concerning the curriculum content for business administration university programs. The aim of the whole business education is to prepare the actual students for the future jobs and professional achievements. When the dynamics of the business environment leads to the disappearance of many of today’s jobs and to the creation many new ones, it is the time to question the business education paradigm and to search for a new one capable to offer an answer to this complex situation.



The present study starts from the idea that competences integrate knowledge, skills, and attitudes, which contribute to a better and sustainable business education than the classical learning environment based on knowledge transfer from professors to students. In this new context, students become more active and develop some generic skills that increase their employability opportunities.



Moreover, dealing with Millennials and Generation Z students, we should be aware of their different way of thinking as a result of digitalization and a different kind of motivation, and to re-design their curriculum in a new vision. In the same time, we should know the level of their awareness about the need of changing the business education paradigm change and their willingness to put more effort in their education. In line with these considerations we designed a questionnaire to evaluate the students’ awareness of the need of changing the teaching-learning paradigm and analyzed statistically their answers by using SPSS options. From the descriptive statistics we may conclude that students understand the need for developing some fundamental skills like learning to learn and problem solving, and that of developing a strong motivation for learning and work based on a solid value system.



The findings of the six logistic regressions can be summarized as follows: each of the three competence/components (knowledge, skills, and attitude) proved to be quantitatively described by statistical models, yet in different degrees. Knowledge can be seen as equally constructed by both sub-categories explicit (with educational means professors and books/journals) and tacit (with the mean vector part-time jobs) knowledge. Skills are defined mainly by problem-solving with main vectors being professors and creativity (in business problems have always several solutions). For Attitude, the main component is motivation.



In order to study the relationship between the three main second-layer components, we constructed four (binary) random variables corresponding to Attitude (denoted A): unconditioned, and respectively conditioned by events {Skills=1} denoted as {S=1}, {Knowledge=1}, denoted as {K=1} and {S=1, K=1}. By S=1 we gathered respondents who answered yes to both binary questions regarding skills, the same applies for the event K=1. The interpretation of the results is encouraging: as the students progressively embed the perception over skills and/or knowledge, their perception towards attitude with regards to learning increases as well.




6. Implications, Limitations, and Future Directions of Research


The main implications this paper invites is that the teaching-learning system should be reshaped as to adapt to both the needs coming from the labor market as well as to be tailored to the needs of the students. This calls for a change in the curriculum as well as a change in the teaching and learning methods. Since business education models display a certain degree of standardization as a result of accreditation agencies, the present research focused on business students from two important universities in Romania. We did not engage in the present research managers from different companies to know their vision concerning the paradigm change in designing the new learning environments. Although the present research focused on the students’ awareness of the need of change our learning process, the experience of managers can be an important contribution in the overall philosophy of the competence-based learning environment. We considered only a tangential approach to the AHP model, but it can be used in a complex analysis of the students and managers awareness of the most efficient design of the learning environment. As future lines of research, we invite colleagues to try and measure attitudes of the students based on a longitudinal study the shift from one type of learning to another by means of Markov Chains, on a longer period of time.
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Figure 1. Simple hierarchy model. 






Figure 1. Simple hierarchy model.
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Table 1. Analytic hierarchy process—Conceptual model.






Table 1. Analytic hierarchy process—Conceptual model.





	
Competence/Components

	
Constructs

	
Indicators

	
References






	
Knowledge

	
Explicit knowledge (formative construct)

Q24. I accumulate knowledge best when things are explained to me

	
Q1. I learn mostly from my professors

	
Nonaka and Takeuchi 1995 [51];

Davenport and Prusak, 2000 [52]; North and Gueldenberg, 2011 [55]




	
Q7. I learn mostly from books and published papers in journals




	
Q13. I learn mostly from online sources




	
Tacit Knowledge (formative construct)

Q23. I accumulate knowledge best when I do things myself

	
Q4. I learn mostly from working on projects

	
Nonaka and Takeuchi 1995 [51];

Polanyi, 1966 [54];

Kolb, 2015 [22]




	
Q10. I learn mostly from part-time and summer jobs




	
Q16. I learn mostly from entrepreneurial activities




	
Skills

	
Learning to learn

(formative construct)

Q22. Learning is a skill we can develop

	
Q2. Learning to learn is more important than accumulating information

	
Senge, 1999 [65];

McGuire and McGuire, 2015 [64];

OECD, 2005 [6];

OECD, 2018 [7].




	
Q8. Learning to learn means to develop our way of thinking




	
Q14. In business, we need to learn the whole life




	
Problem solving

(formative construct)

Q21. Whenever I see a problem, I try solving it instead of avoiding it

	
Q5. Professors teach us how to solve problems in business

	
OECD, 2005 [6];

OECD, 2018 [7];

Baron, 2000 [56].

Landry, Smith, and Swank, 2006 [59].




	
Q11. Professors teach us how to formulate correctly business problems




	
Q17. In business, problems have always several solutions




	
Attitude

	
Motivation

(formative construct)

Q20. Motivation is my driving force for learning

	
Q3. Efficient learning is based on a good motivation

	
Duckworth, 2017 [60];

Grove, 1999 [61];

Schein, 2004 [62].




	
Q9. Motivation is a powerful inner force in business




	
Q15. Motivation helps us in dealing with difficult situations




	
Social intelligence

(formative construct)

Q 19 I like interacting with people and talking to them.

	
Q6. Emotional intelligence is essential in doing business

	
Kahneman, 2011 [14];

Goleman, 1998 [63];

Schein, 2004 [62].




	
Q12. Effective management is based on team spirit and knowledge sharing




	
Q18. Doing business should be based on ethical values and principles
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Table 2. The fundamental scale of absolute numbers.






Table 2. The fundamental scale of absolute numbers.





	
Intensity of Importance

	
Definition

	
Explanation






	
1

	
Equal importance

	
Two activities contribute equally to the objective




	
2

	
Weak or Slight

	
Experience and judgement slightly favor one activity over another




	
3

	
Moderate importance




	
4

	
Moderate plus

	
Experience and judgement strongly favor one activity over another




	
5

	
Strong importance




	
6

	
Strong plus

	
An activity is favored very strongly over another; its dominance demonstrated in practice




	
7

	
Very strong or demonstrated importance




	
8

	
Very, very strong

	
The evidence favoring one activity over another is of the highest possible order of affirmation




	
9

	
Extreme importance




	
Reciprocals of above

	
If activity I has one of the above non-zero numbers assigned to it when compared with activity j, then j has the reciprocal value when compared with i

	
A reasonable assumption








Source: [71] (p. 86).
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Table 3. The AHP matrix.
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	A1
	A2
	A3
	…
	An





	A1
	1
	i1/i2
	i1/i3
	…
	i1/in



	A2
	i2/i1
	1
	i2/i3
	…
	i2/in



	A3
	i3/i1
	i3/i2
	1
	…
	i3/in



	.
	.
	.
	.
	…
	.



	.
	.
	.
	.
	…
	.



	.
	.
	.
	.
	…
	.



	An
	in/i1
	in/i2
	in/i3
	…
	1
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Table 4. Mean values for the competence components, constructs, and indicators.
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Competence Components

	
Mean

	
Constructs

	
Mean

(Control Variables)

	
Indicators

	
Mean






	
Knowledge

	
3.385

	
Explicit Knowledge

	
3.38 (0.82)

	
Q01

	
3.32




	
Q07

	
3.03




	
Q13

	
3.80




	
Tacit Knowledge

	
3.39 (0.87)

	
Q04

	
3.35




	
Q10

	
3.21




	
Q16

	
3.61




	
Skills

	
3.895

	
Learning to Learn

	
4.26 (0.96)

	
Q02

	
3.84




	
Q08

	
4.36




	
Q14

	
4.58




	
Problem Solving

	
3.53 (0.89)

	
Q05

	
3.09




	
Q11

	
3.31




	
Q17

	
4.20




	
Attitude

	
4.135

	
Motivation

	
4.42 (0.91)

	
Q03

	
4.36




	
Q09

	
4.56




	
Q15

	
4.34




	
Social Intelligence

	
3.85 (0.95)

	
Q06

	
4.06




	
Q12

	
3.31




	
Q18

	
4.19
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Table 5. Variables in the Equation Q24.
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	B
	S.E.
	Wald
	df
	Sig.
	Exp(B)





	Q1.
	0.241
	0.143
	2.835
	1
	0.092
	1.272



	Q7.
	0.282
	0.123
	5.286
	1
	0.021
	1.326



	Q13.
	−0.111
	0.137
	0.656
	1
	0.418
	0.895



	Constant
	0.330
	0.764
	0.187
	1
	0.665
	1.391
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Table 6. Marginal impact on probabilities.






Table 6. Marginal impact on probabilities.













	
	N
	Minimum
	Maximum
	Mean
	Std. Deviation





	Predicted probabilities
	368
	0.57380
	0.93842
	0.8179348
	0.06451149



	Predicted probabilities with constant Q1
	368
	0.67985
	0.92621
	0.8179348
	0.05461217



	Predicted probabilities with constant Q7
	368
	0.60831
	0.90605
	0.8179348
	0.05386919



	Predicted probabilities with constant Q13
	368
	0.60490
	0.92523
	0.8179348
	0.06211410
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Table 7. Variables in the Equation Q23.






Table 7. Variables in the Equation Q23.














	
	B
	S.E.
	Wald
	df
	Sig.
	Exp(B)





	Q4.
	−0.069
	0.155
	0.198
	1
	0.656
	0.933



	Q10.
	0.274
	0.129
	4.491
	1
	0.034
	1.315



	Q16.
	−0.030
	0.160
	0.035
	1
	0.851
	0.970



	Constant
	1.426
	0.731
	3.806
	1
	0.051
	4.163
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Table 8. Colinearity test between explanatory variables.
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Q4. I Learn Mostly from Working on Projects

	
Q10. I Learn Mostly from Part-Time and Summer Jobs

	
Q16. I Learn Mostly from Entrepreneurial Activities






	
Q4. I learn mostly from working on projects

	
Pearson Correlation

	
1

	
0.130 *

	
0.176 **




	
Sig. (2-tailed)

	

	
0.013

	
0.001




	
N

	
368

	
368

	
368




	
Q10. I learn mostly from part-time and summer jobs

	
Pearson Correlation

	
0.130 *

	
1

	
0.235 **




	
Sig. (2-tailed)

	
0.013

	

	
0.000




	
N

	
368

	
368

	
368




	
Q16. I learn mostly from entrepreneurial activities

	
Pearson Correlation

	
0.176 **

	
0.235 **

	
1




	
Sig. (2-tailed)

	
0.001

	
0.000

	




	
N

	
368

	
368

	
368








*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). **. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
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Table 9. Variables in the Equation for Q22.
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	B
	S.E.
	Wald
	df
	Sig.
	Exp(B)





	Q2.
	0.140
	0.228
	0.379
	1
	0.538
	1.151



	Q8.
	−0.186
	0.371
	0.252
	1
	0.616
	0.830



	Q14.
	0.317
	0.262
	1.462
	1
	0.227
	1.372



	Constant
	2.029
	1.827
	1.234
	1
	0.267
	7.609
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Table 10. Variables in the Equation—Motivation.
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	B
	S.E.
	Wald
	df
	Sig.
	Exp(B)





	Q3.
	0.400
	0.205
	3.796
	1
	0.051
	1.492



	Q9.
	0.427
	0.228
	3.496
	1
	0.062
	1.532



	Q15.
	−0.111
	0.238
	0.219
	1
	0.640
	0.895



	Constant
	−0.735
	1.123
	0.428
	1
	0.513
	0.480
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Table 11. Variables in the Equation—Social Intelligence.
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	B
	S.E.
	Wald
	df
	Sig.
	Exp(B)





	Q6.
	−0.067
	0.242
	0.076
	1
	0.783
	0.936



	Q12.
	0.085
	0.290
	0.086
	1
	0.770
	1.089



	Q18.
	0.046
	0.262
	0.031
	1
	0.859
	1.047



	Constant
	2.584
	1.506
	2.945
	1
	0.086
	13.256
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Table 12. Expected values in terms of students’ attitudes.






Table 12. Expected values in terms of students’ attitudes.





	Expectation–Label
	Value





	E(A)
	0.8634



	E(A|S=1)
	0.8955



	E(A|K=1)
	0.8980



	E(A|S=1, K=1)
	0.9177
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