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Executive Summary

The study investigated the perspectives of college and university staff in relation to
entrepreneurial skills development for arts and media students. Enterprise education
staff from the following five members of the WYLLN took part in the research:

Leeds City College, Park Lane Site
Wakefield College

Leeds Metropolitan University
University of Bradford

University of Huddersfield

Q methodology, a technique to examine human subjectivity, was used to investigate
the views of the participants (N=32) in relation to enterprise education. Four different
viewpoints on the issues were interpreted, based on their respective values and the
relative emphasis they placed on different aspects of enterprise education. The
headline descriptors for the four viewpoints interpreted are as follows:

1. Just do it! Students need our help and encouragement

2. Enterprise education has got to be inclusive, tailor-made, and strategically
driven

3. Authentic input helps, but there are no guaranteed outcomes

4. Enterprise education benefits everyone, but it needs staff awareness and
understanding

Areas of consensus among the four different viewpoints were also interpreted. While
there was broad support for enterprise education, there were also various caveats
expressed by the participants in relation to the challenges of ‘doing’ enterprise
education, with various factors cited as impacting on its efficacy. These findings are
discussed in the report using sociocultural learning concepts relating to activity theory
and communities of practice literature. A holistic model for understanding and
managing the dynamic interplay of key factors in enterprise education is outlined.

The model, being grounded in the views of experienced enterprise educators,
suggests practical and policy implications at a range of inter-related levels.

The report suggests ways for partners to work collaboratively in order to improve
current understanding of different stakeholders’ needs in relation to enterprise
education, and to use this knowledge to maximise the learning opportunities in
education and training contexts. It is recommended that future funded research
should focus on the viewpoints of learners and employers in relation to the issues
identified in the present study. This recommendation includes a proposed research
design to focus more closely on understanding and developing transitions from
college and university to the workplace. Greater triangulation of employers’, learners’,
and educators’ perspectives would illuminate common values and concerns, and
provide powerful evidence to inform the future development of enterprise education
provision.

The findings and recommendations of the report will be of interest and relevance to
front-line educators, researchers, strategists and policy-makers.



1. Introduction: Enterprise, Entrepreneurial Skills , and Education Policy

Within the literature on enterprise and entrepreneurship, there is considerable
variation in the way the terms are interpreted and applied. Such variation is also
evident in the literature on enterprise education and students’ entrepreneurial skills
development. This section provides a brief outline of the literature and, in doing so,
highlights some of the complexity and challenges facing enterprise educators.

Enterprise and entrepreneurship clearly have a long history in human activity. Flores
and Grey (2000:21) describe entrepreneurship as going “back to ancient times. Its
roots lie in the civic humanist traditions of the Greeks and Romans, in which
individuals promoted changes in their communities by directly engaging their fellow
citizens through diverse organisations such as deliberative assemblies and
productive associations. This tradition was continued in the early-modern period
through the association-forming practices of merchants”. The modern use of the term
‘entrepreneur’ is usually traced back to 1734, when the word was first introduced in
an essay on economics by Richard Cantillon, an Irish banker living in France. Bridge
et al (2003:32-33) describe Cantillon’s concept as “derived from the French
entreprendre meaning ‘to undertake’. Cantillon’s implicit concept of the entrepreneur
is a broad one, but it is based on the entrepreneur as a person with the foresight and
confidence to operate in conditions when costs may be known but rewards are
uncertain”.

The notion of the entrepreneur as a risk-taker was central to Cantillon’s concept.
Deakins (1999:10), describing the contribution of Cantillon and also that of J.B. Say,
a French economist of the same period who was influenced by Cantillon, notes that
“the physical nature of the agrarian economy dominated their thinking”. Such
entrepreneurs, Deakins comments, were the “central economic actors” and the most
important of the three classes recognized by Cantillon, the others being “landowners
and workers or hirelings”. Lindh de Montoya (2000:338-340) outlines how Cantillon’s
original idea of an entrepreneur has been developed and expanded over the
intervening years by subsequent theorists, and concludes that definitions of
entrepreneurship “vary a good deal and are coloured by particular economists’ larger
views of economic life and processes”. This diversity of views on entrepreneurship is
reflected in the different perspectives found in the literature (e.g. see Deakins, 1999).
Huggins and Williams (2007:3), for example, cite commentators who argue that, “the
concept of entrepreneurship is notoriously difficult to pin down, with economists and
policymakers often entirely overlooking it or gravely misunderstanding it”. Deakins
(1999:9) comments that, “there is some dispute over whether ‘entrepreneurial’
characteristics can be identified at all”. Similarly, Carter and Jones-Evans (2000:136)
point out that, “there is no general agreement of what is and what is not
entrepreneurship”. They argue that, in fact, entrepreneurs are not a homogenous
group, and that “it is a serious flaw of research not to acknowledge that
entrepreneurs have totally different personal goals and, as a result of these, very
different business goals”. Henry et al (2005:99) note that many of the terms, “such as
entrepreneur, enterprise and small business, are often used interchangeably”, while
Beaver (2002:62) argues further that, “the indiscriminate use of terms such as ‘small
business’, ‘entrepreneur’ and ‘owner-manager’ reflect generalisations which assume
homogeneity when heterogeneity is the case”. According to Carey (2006), this is
especially true of arts and media activity, where, “in relation to ‘entrepreneurship’



there is a lack of definitional consensus in general, and in the creative industries, in
particular”.

Just as the concepts of enterprise and entrepreneurship are contested so, perhaps
inevitably, is the notion of enterprise education and entrepreneurial skills
development. Swedberg (2000:28) questions whether it is possible “to turn
entrepreneurship into a teachable skill...can entrepreneurship really be taught?”
Similarly, Armstrong (2005:137), in a case study of science education, notes that
while enterprise education is “now a large-scale industry, the ontological status of
entrepreneurship as a mystery wrapped in ideology ensures that controversy will
continue over whether such teaching is possible at all”. While defining the concept of
enterprise has proved challenging for enterprise education policy-makers, this has
not arrested the development and implementation of policy initiatives in the field. The
international profile of enterprise education has grown significantly in recent decades.
Kuratko (2005:581) comments that, “entrepreneurship education as a force in
business schools began in the early 1970s”, but that “the real emergence of
entrepreneurship education took place in the 1980s”. In the UK, the Enterprise in
Higher Education Initiative (EHE) was launched in 1987. Brown (2005:159) describes
how, “it sought to encourage curriculum changes that were intended to enhance
students’ commercial awareness and develop skills relevant in the world of work”. In
his description of the origins of the EHE initiative, Gray (1995:11) recounts how, “the
Commission set out the broad objectives of EHE, without even attempting to define
Enterprise, and encouraged HElIs to respond in detail creatively, each in its own

way”.

Huggins and Williams (2007:5) outline how Training and Enterprise Councils (TECS)
were established in the early 1990s to provide training and support for the
unemployed and to fund vocational qualifications. The authors describe how in 2001
the TECs were then disbanded and much of their remit in England was transferred to
the Learning and Skills Councils. They (2007:5) note that “the introduction of
Regional Development Agencies (RDASs) across the UK...along with other policy
initiatives such as the Local Enterprise Growth Initiative, has seen the gradual spatial
devolution of policy, much akin to that previously established by the TEC
experiment”. Wilson et al (2003:8) comment that, “a principle objective of the
government and regional development agency enterprise agenda is to forge strong
working partnerships between universities, business and external agencies”.
Regional initiatives also include embedding enterprise into Further Education,
through continuing professional development (CPD) and through college networks
such as the ‘Young People’s Enterprise Forum’ (YPEF), funded by Yorkshire
Forward.

Various reports and reviews have called for a greater focus on enterprise education.
The Davies Review (DfES, 2002:17) of “Enterprise and the Economy in Education”,
commissioned by the Department for Education and Skills, focused on the
employability of young people, which it described as including “the knowledge and
understanding, skills, attitudes and qualities that young people will need to thrive in
their future working lives”. Davies (DfES, 2002:40) noted that, “the development of
young people’s enterprise capability is subject to many influences beyond the school
and further education systems. However, it is probably held back by the mix of
business / enterprise-related learning opportunities that are currently available”.



Warburton and Rowley (2006:3) describe the Davies Review as “the report which
formally began a national approach to Enterprise Education initiatives”. The authors
comment that, “when colleges formulate Enterprise policy, it is useful to remember
that enterprise education aims to develop new skills for students which meet the
Enterprise needs of the economy”.

The focus on skills for enterprise is clearly evident in both FE and in HE. The Foster
Report (2005:6), reviewing the future role of further education colleges,
recommended a “core focus on skills and employability” as a way forward for
colleges to realise their full potential. Foster (2006:45) suggested that colleges,
“strengthen their links with employers through the enterprise agenda, working closely
with schools and universities who are also promoting enterprise in education.
Practical suggestions include getting students to take enterprise projects, engaging
entrepreneurs as practitioner lecturers, and establishing entrepreneur clubs for their
students”. Similarly, the Cox Review of Creativity in Business (Cox, 2005:29),
commissioned by the Chancellor of the Exchequer, argued that “those who go on to
study the creative arts need to appreciate the context in which their skills will be
applied”; higher education, it suggested, needs to play a stronger role in providing
this improved understanding. Also in line with the above agenda, Leitch (2006:29)
identified enterprise and skills as key productivity drivers in the UK.

There have been various efforts to instrumentalise skills in the curriculum. For
example, The Higher Education Academy (2009) supports the HE sector in relation
to enterprise education and entrepreneurial skills development by encouraging "skills
that will enable students to make an impact in the future as social entrepreneurs,
enterprising employees and successful business owners”. The HE Academy has
produced a ‘Supporting Entrepreneurial Skills Matrix’ (SESM) and a related ‘Materials
for Enterprise Learning and Teaching Matrix’ (MELT). These resources are intended
to facilitate “generic enterprise teaching input that can be tailored to specific subject
areas”. In a HE Academy report, Moreland (2006:5) notes that “the concern with
entrepreneurship is thus a subset of employability...an entrepreneurial higher
education can make graduates attractive to companies concerned to utilise the
talents and capacities of talented creative graduates”. Other organisations are also
developing skills frameworks for enterprise education. For example, The National
Council for Graduate Entrepreneurship (NCGE) was launched in September 2004,
with funding provided by the Small Business Service and the Department for
Education and Skills. The NCGE (Gibb, 2005) has developed an eight-part
Entrepreneurial Learning Outcomes Framework which includes skills and
competencies (see extracts A and F below).

The government’'s (HM Treasury, 2008:34) vision of “further embedding enterprise
skills in the curriculum” is part of a wider, longstanding focus on skills development
driven by concerns over skills gaps in the economy (e.g. BERR, 2008). The Chief
Executive of the recently established UK Commission for Employment and Skills
(UKCES) has commented that, "we've had core skills, key skills, soft skills, general
skills - we've come up with more names than you could think of, and yet employers
are unanimous in saying that it's getting no better, it's getting worse" (Kingston,
2008). Successive UK governments have expressed concerns about a national so-
called generic skills deficit, and have developed various ‘transferable skills’ initiatives
to address this perceived problem (e.g. Kelly, 2001; Hayward & Fernandez, 2004).
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Extracts from the NCGE Entrepreneurial Learning Outcomes Framework (Gibb, 2005)

These skills-focused initiatives have included the development of frameworks that
involve a reductionist classification of skills and the competence-based assessment
of related learning outcomes (e.g. Barnett, 1994; Lambert & Lines, 2000). An
example of this is the national ‘Key Skills’ qualifications, which are currently being
replaced with ‘Functional Skills’.

However, commentators have expressed concerns regarding a lack of empirical
research relating to transferable skills initiatives, and especially with regard to the
perceptions of students and lecturers (e.g. Johnston, 2003; Lucas et al, 2004).
Approaches which privilege the competence-based assessment of performance have
long had their critics. Barnett (1994:178) argues that, ‘to reduce human action to a
constellation of terms such as ‘performance’, ‘competence’, ‘doing’ and ‘skill’ is not
just to resort to a hopelessly crude language with which to describe serious human
endeavours. In the end, it is to obliterate the humanness in human action. It is to



deprive human beings of human being’. Fawbert (2003:261), in the table below,
summarises Auerbach’s (1986) analysis of the strengths and weaknesses of
competence-based education and training. The table includes a weakness of the
approach being that, ‘competences create situations where creative, divergent and
critical thinking is limited'.
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Similarly, Bridge et al (2003:79) note that there is, “considerable interest in
enumerating the key competencies of successful entrepreneurs...however there is
still considerable confusion around the concept, in particular with regard to what the
term ‘competency’ actually means”. The authors (2003:81) suggest that “a major
problem with the competency approach is that...it is not definitive”. They cite Caird
(1992:16), who argues that, “there is no clear understanding of what an enterprise
competency means and this throws confusion on developmental and educational
activities in this area. It also limits efforts to develop and evaluate both curricular and
educational initiatives”.

‘Enterprising Further Education’ (2009) acknowledge that, “the enterprise education
agenda is extremely complex”. This complexity is not without its risks. Henry et al
(2005:100) believe “there is a danger that unresolved debates concerning the
definition of both entrepreneur and entrepreneurship can lead to confusion when
assessing the state of entrepreneurship education as it currently exists”. There is
also a risk of policy and practice failing to take account of theoretical considerations.
In their joint report on developing entrepreneurial graduates, the CIHE, NCGE and



NESTA (NESTA, 2008:7) recommend that, “entrepreneurship education...be
rigorously grounded in academic theory”. However, debates on policy and practice
are never value-free. Anderson & Smith (2007:1) comment that “the narratives and
discourses of the meanings of entrepreneurship are ideological and clearly present a
moral space”. They (2007:5) argue that in order to better understand the nature of
enterprise and entrepreneurial activity, we need “a broader socially derived
conceptualisation...which embraces meaning and the values attributed to these
meanings”. Meaning and values are not context-free. Pittaway & Cope (2006:11)
suggest that ‘a holistic approach to entrepreneurship education may need to be
developed that can represent to some extent multiple levels of analysis...it is
possible to understand entrepreneurship education systematically in the sense of
being able to identify contextual factors’.

The principal aim of the present study is therefore to explore the meanings and
values relating to enterprise education as seen from the perspective of college and
university staff in their particular communities of practice in relation to entrepreneurial
skills development for arts and media students. To do this, the study focuses on
activity and subjectivity in relation to enterprise education and entrepreneurial skills
development. The conceptual framework and methodology used in the study are
described below.

2. The Study: Conceptual Framework and Methodology

The study was undertaken as a small scale project to sample current activity in
relation to enterprise education in colleges and universities in the region and, more
substantively, to investigate the views of enterprise education staff in relation to the
issues around entrepreneurial skills development for arts and media students. Using
a case study approach (Bassey, 1999), the study explored the curriculum offer and
investigated staff views in relation to enterprise education in a sample of five FE and
HE institutions. The participating institutions, all of which were members of the West
Yorkshire Lifelong Learning Network (WYLLN) were:

Leeds City College, Park Lane Site
Wakefield College

Leeds Metropolitan University
University of Bradford

University of Huddersfield

ogkrwpbE

The preliminary stage of the study involved library and desk research in relation to
entrepreneurial skills development, and a combination of interviews, focus groups
and email communication with enterprise education staff in the five case study
institutions. The main stage of the research project involved a Q methodology study,
described later in this section, involving 32 participants drawn from the five
institutions. The conceptual framework for the study treated teaching and learning as
activity that is socially situated (Engestrom, 1999) and explored the perspectives of
the study participants in relation to their communities of practice (Lave & Wenger,
1991; Wenger, 1998). Guile & Young (1998:185) comment that both Engestrém and
Wenger regard learning as a fundamentally social and reflexive process. Roth & Lee
(2006:27) note that the concept of ‘communities of practice’ originates from ‘a



cultural-historical theory of activity, or, as Lev Vygotsky called it, in a “concrete
human [social] psychology™.

The study findings are discussed below in section 5 using an activity theory
framework (e.g. Engestrom, 2000), which is grounded in the notion that human
beings use tools to work on an object, or problem space, in order to achieve a
desired outcome. Engestrom (2000:964) states that ‘a collective activity system is
driven by deeply communal motives. The motive is embedded in the object of the
activity’. Engestréom (2003:29) notes the central role of mediation in activity theory
and cites Wartofsky’s (1979:205) view that, “the artefact is to cultural evolution what
the gene is to biological evolution”. Accordingly, in Figure 1 below, FE and HE
providers are shown as a subject which uses enterprise education as an educational
tool (or mediating artefact) to work on the object, i.e. the students / trainees, with the
intended outcome being the development of entrepreneurial skills, understanding and
preparation for employment in the creative and cultural industries. This object-
oriented activity, in whichever institution it occurs, involves a community with rules
and a division of labour among the various participants.

Tool:
Enterprise Education
(activities and resources for teaching and learning)

VL Outcome:
Subject: Object: *Entrepreneurial

FE & HE Students /

i ) skills and
Providers Trainees understanding
*Preparation for
Rules: Community: Division of Labour: employment in
Standards Departments Tutors the creative
Assessment Faculties Students / Trainees and cultural
etc etc etc industries

Figure 1: Object-oriented activity with contradicti ons, illustrated by
lightning bolts, in the activity system (after Engestrom , 2000)

The lightning bolts in Figure 1 above suggest potential “contradictions” between the
tool and other elements of the system. Engestrom (1999) emphasises the importance
of analysing internal contradictions within an activity system. Kangasoja (2002:200)
describes such contradictions as, ‘the driving force of development. They are
manifest in the daily practices as breakdowns, tensions, ruptures and innovations.
They call for reworking, both conceptually and very concretely, the objects and
motives that sustain the activity, and for re-mediating the activity system by way of
improving and inventing new tools’. Engestrém (1999:32) notes that actions involve
‘failures, disruptions and unexpected innovations’, and recommends analyzing the
entire activity system in order to ‘illuminate the underlying contradictions that give rise
to those failures and innovations as if “behind the backs” of the conscious actors’. In
relation to modelling different perspectives, Engestrom (2003:20) argues for a multi-
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voiced theory of activity in which internal ‘contradictions’ and debates are an
essential focus of analysis. Consistent with this multi-voiced theory, Q methodology
was used to model the subjectivities of the study participants. Possible contradictions
between enterprise education as a tool and other elements of the activity system are
discussed later in the paper in relation to the study findings.

Q methodology (Stephenson, 1935, 1953; Brown, 1980) was chosen for the study as
it offered a theoretical basis for understanding the diversity of views on enterprise
education found within the case study communities of practice. Q methodology has
been used increasingly in a wide range of subject areas, with studies reported in
numerous academic journals (e.g. Deignan, 2009). As described by Brown (1980:5),
‘Q technique and its methodology...was designed to assist in the orderly examination
of human subjectivity’. Brown (1997:14) describes the purpose of Q as being, ‘to
enable the person to represent his or her vantage point...for inspection and
comparison’. Procedurally, the research study participants represented their
viewpoints by rank ordering (or ‘sorting’) a set of statements (or ‘Q-sample’). The
participants then commented on the statements with which they had most strongly
agreed and disagreed. The Q-sample of 48 statements used in the present study
was informed by and developed from a ‘concourse’ of diverse views drawn from a
range of sources including the academic literature, ‘grey’ literature, interviews, focus
groups, and email communications with staff from a range of backgrounds with
personal experience of enterprise education.

Q methodology refers to the use of Q-sorting, which is a data collection technique,
and Q-factor analysis, a procedure for statistical analysis. McKeown & Thomas
(1988:17) emphasise the fact that, in Q methodology, ‘variables are the people
performing the Q-sorts, not Q-sample statements’. Likewise, Brown (1980:6) notes
that, ‘the resultant factors point to...persons bearing family resemblances in terms of
subjectively shared viewpoints’. With regard to its general applicability, Van Eeten
(2001:395-396) argues that Q methodology can identify stakeholders’ arguments
without forcing a specific problem definition upon them: ‘Q-methodology is especially
suited to the task of uncovering positions really held by participants in a debate rather
than accepting decision-makers’, analysts’, or even the participants’ predefined
categories’. Van Eeten (2001:392) suggests further that ‘an in-depth analysis of the
stakeholders’ arguments and their relations, applying Q-methodology, can be used to
come to an action-forcing reconception of a controversy.

In Figure 2 below, the triangle and black oval shape represent an activity system and
its object, while the grey circular orbital shapes around the triangle represent the
subjectivity that may be modelled in the communities of practice within the activity
system (Deignan, 2005, 2006, and 2008). Q methodology can be used to investigate
and illuminate multiple perspectives on enterprise education in an activity system.
The understanding of subjectivity is particularly relevant to both Activity Theory and
to the communities of practice literature. Lave and Wenger (1991:113) regard
multiple viewpoints as a characteristic feature of participation in a community of
practice. They describe how ‘objective forms and systems of activity, on the one
hand, and agents’ subjective and intersubjective understandings of them, on the
other, mutually constitute both the world and its experienced forms’ (1991:51).
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Figure 2: Activity and Subjectivity

The use of Q methodology also addresses a significant scholarship gap in that
subjectivity has been under-theorized in the activity theory literature. For example,
Engestrom (2000:305) emphasises the importance of making manifest the multi-
voicedness inherent in a collectively constructed activity system, but acknowledges
that a methodological approach for analyzing the perspectives involved has been
lacking. Similarly, Roth et al (2004:51-52) suggest that subjectivity is an important but
overlooked feature of activity-theoretic studies, and emphasise the importance of a
better understanding of subjective realities in activity systems. The approach used
here, applying Q methodology, addresses this gap by specifically exploring the
subjectivity in activity systems within enterprise education contexts.

3. Results

Four factors, or distinct viewpoints, were interpreted. Principal Components Analysis
revealed factors with an eigenvalue greater than 1.00 and this figure was used as a
heuristic to guide the selection of factors for rotation (Thomas & Watson, 2002:143;
Donner, 2001:32). The four factors, each containing two or more defining Q-sorts,
were selected and rotated using Varimax (see table below), which Brown (1980:238)
notes may be used if researchers wish to avoid imposing a priori categories on the
data. The resulting factors are a synthetic composite of the Q-sorts marked in bold
below which loaded significantly on each factor. When selecting individual Q-sorts for
merging into a representative factor, commentators (e.g. Comrey & Lee, 1992;
Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001) consider 0.6 to be a very good correlation, while 0.3 is
considered to be a poor correlation. A Q-sort highlighted in bold below is therefore a
strong representative of that factor, and each of the participants responsible for a Q-
sort marked in bold can be considered as a spokesperson, or ‘ambassador’ for the
viewpoint which their factor represents.
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Factor Matrix showing the participants’ (1-32) load

X indicating a defining Q-sort

QSORT

1 PO1H

2 PO2F

3 PO3H
4 PO4W
5 PO5H

6 PO6F

7 PO7TH
8 PO8H
9 PO9H
10 P10OF
11 P11F
12 P12H
13 P13F
14 P14H
15 P15F
16 P16H
17 P17H
18 P18F
19 P19H
20 P20F
21 P21H
22 P22F
23 P23F
24 P24F
25 P25H
26 P26F
27 P27F
28 P28W
29 P29F
30 P30H
31 P31H
32 P32H

FIL F2 F3 F4

0.2637 0.5574 0.3711 -

0.3521 0.1904 0.3902 0.3

-0.1770 0.7741X 0.2271 0.2071

0.1707 0.2685 0.4852

0.0568 0.0796 0.1351 0.0
0.6267 -0.0956 0.3015 0.5

0.0859 0.0660
0.1187 0.1295 0.0974
0.1613 0.1166
0.0618 0.2166 0.2949
0.1450 0.3025 0.5730
0.7098X 0.3427
0.1372 0.4174 0.2817
0.2003 0.2373 0.5007
0.2919 0.3300 0.5664
0.2016 0.3930 0.1009
-0.0169 0.2119 0.1296
0.3645 0.2419
0.3664 0.2681 0.1105
0.1750 -0.1061 0.0598
-0.2374 0.1397 0.5466
0.5303 0.1684 0.3080
0.8253X 0.0244
0.0393 0.4290 0.5712

0.3410 0.6801X 0.3073 0.1862

0.2079 0.2184

0.2434 -0.0088
0.2074 0.3128 0.4090
0.0284 0.4826 0.1698
0.3848 0.2162 0.2895
0.4189 0.4455 0.3004

0.2721 0.7027X

0.1 432
800
0.4 616
820
181

0.7313X 0.0956
0.8213X

0.6574X -0.0320
0.6183X
0.1 940

0.2049 0.0001

0.1 992
0.3 575
0.3 434
0.3 803
0.0 618

0.6626X 0.2908
0.4 053
0.2 283
0.0 164
0.4 576

0.0967 0.1238

0.0 877

ings across the four factors (F1-F4), with an

0.6320X 0.4132
0.6974X  0.2933

0.0
0.3
0.4
0.2

-0.0087 0.1695

594
847
536
175

Note: The participant identifier codes, e.g. (PO1H), include the individual Participant number followed
by the letter F, H or W depending on whether the participant was from a Further Education college,
Higher Education, or from the West Yorkshire Lifelong Learning Network.

Following Brown (1980:262), the associated factor arrays (see table below) were,
‘placed side by side and compared, the differences and similarities in scores

providing the bases for description and theorizing'. The table shows the Q-sort values
for each of the four identified factors. The factor arrays indicate the average ranking

of each of the forty-eight items by the individuals associated with each factor. ‘N’
indicates the number of individuals in the study who exemplify the mind-set of each
factor. NB The number of individuals loading on each of the four factors (two, three,
five, and two, respectively) does not necessarily reflect the relative prevalence of
each viewpoint in the wider population of college and university staff.

13



Q-sort values for Factors 1 — 4
O=neutral -/+1=mildly dis/agree -/+2=moderately dis/agree -/+3= strongly dis/agree
Note: Factor Arrays
Statements in bold i_talics indicate a consensus_in 'Fhe responses to that item. @4]o[@] (@
S_haded cell values in the factor array colu_mns |nd|pate an item ranking 50 | 52 | "56 | "50
difference by that factor of two or more points relative to the other factors.
0 4 0 2
&4 &0 &4 &0
1 1 1 1
]
8 2 &4 4 1
9 I
4 1 1 &4
. 6
! # $ &0 &4 &0 [&4
% 4 | 2 4 | &4
% &4| 1| &0 L
. <
# = 2 | &0 &4 &4
% # 4 4 | 2 4
& (
8 , &2| 0| &4 4
1 44
&4 &4 &4 1
& : 40
> D42 1 4 &4 1
+ 1 4 0 4
. 47
) &2| &4 &0 |&4
* +
* & 4 &4 1 0
: 43
+ - 4, 2 | &0 1| &4
: 4< &2 & : 1
! , &0| &2 &4 &4
# & & & 4 0 1 1
: 01
8 &4| &% 4 | &2
: 04
% & 1| &4 4
00
! &4| &2 &2 |&0
- &4| &2 &0 |&0
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&0 1 & 0
. 06
. 03 0 & 1 4
/ &0| &0 &2 &0
0O # # 1
&4| 0 1| &4
O<
/ 4 0 0 2
2 :
8 & 0 4 1 1
: 21
1 1 &2 &P
1 24
# 0 2 0 4
# !
0 &4l &4 &0
. 22
# , 4 0 2 1
. 27
+ 1 4 2 0
26
& 1 4 1 4
. 23
+ D2, 2 | &0| 4
! &2| &0 &0 &2
13
&4| O 4, &0
D 2=
- 2 2 4 0
(
# . , 4 | &4 O 4
74
+ 70 &4 1 4 &2
% 1 &4 &2| 4
72
# D77 4 D P
+ 76 &4| 4 2 0
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Areas of consensus and differences between the four factors, or viewpoints,
interpreted are described below. The Q-sample statement numbers (1 - 48) are
referenced in brackets, e.g. (1).
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Areas of consensus among the four viewpoints

All four factors, or viewpoints, believe that colleges and universities should develop
an entrepreneurial spirit in their students (1). They reject the suggestion that post-
compulsory education is becoming too commercialised (2). They similarly reject the
criticism that enterprise education is not a solution to the major issues of modern
social life, or that it is part of the problem (15).
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All four factors are neutral on the question of whether the education that colleges and
universities provide should be for the social good, rather than for individual wealth
creation (3). All four factors feel that business-ready graduates with entrepreneurial
skills are crucial to the competitiveness of the UK economy (10). They reject the
suggestion that with arts and media students, we should prioritise the basics, such as
their IT skills, and not entrepreneurial skills (27). They also reject the suggestion that
entrepreneurs are born and not made (19), but they believe that colleges and
universities need to make more visible the opportunities available for students to
develop their entrepreneurial skills (32). Although overall none of the four factors
believe that enterprise education poses a threat to the identities of arts and media
lecturers (38), some of the factor members did express concerns.
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In terms of the existing knowledge base, none of the four factors feel that enough
research has been done on entrepreneurial skills development (6). They feel that arts
and media students need to understand their market value as creatives and how that
relates to different areas of business (46). They believe that better ways are needed
to help students navigate the transitions between college / university and work (29).
They feel that for enterprise education to be successful in colleges and universities,
there needs to be top-level leadership, ownership, and encouragement (40).
Additionally, in terms of financial support, they do not believe that funding is readily
available to help students realise their entrepreneurial ideas (24). Nor do they feel
that reliable long-term funding is available for enterprise education (23).

Areas of difference between the four viewpoints:

While there are areas of consensus among the four viewpoints, as outlined above,
there are also points of difference. The factors are contrasted below, with each
summary description given a title to reflect its viewpoint and to aid differentiation. As
in the previous section, the participant identifier codes include the individual
participant number followed by the letter F, H or W depending on whether the
participant was from a Further Education college, from a Higher Education Institute,
or from the West Yorkshire Lifelong Learning Network, e.g. (P23F).

Factor 1: Just do it! Students need our help and en  couragement

Two individuals, one from a university and one from a college, exemplified this
viewpoint. Factor 1 is the only mindset which believes that enterprise education is a
vague concept (17); in fact they agree strongly that this is the case. One member
(P23F) commented that, “I think it is vague and should be, so it can be about all
forms of enterprise - not necessarily curriculum related. The scope should be wide.”
The other member of this factor (P12H) outlined some of the differences in meaning
around interpretations of enterprise education; “There are lots of arguments and
discussions in the enterprise education community about definitions for both
enterprise and entrepreneurship education. The two terms often seem to be used
interchangeably, and both often have a strong Business focus. Often when | talk
about enterprise, the term entrepreneurship is used by the people I'm talking with.
For me they are different, but related terms. Enterprise education is about 'being
enterprising'’; generating ideas; spotting opportunities; identifying the people, money,
or resources, needed to put ideas into action; communicating and enthusing others
with your ideas; making things happen. It is broader than, but includes, business
ideas”.

Factor 1 also agreed strongly with the statement that we don't need an agreed
definition or theory of entrepreneurial skills development; we just need to get on with
it (4). The factor member from FE (P23F) commented that, “I believe it is too easy to
worry about defining it and thinking what that means. Just go ahead and make
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something happen.” The other member of factor 1 (P12H) expressed doubts about
the need to focus on skills: “One of my issues with the setting up of a list of
entrepreneurial skills is that it sometimes (often) looks to identify the skills (or rather
personality traits) of 'classic entrepreneurs' and holds these up as required or
necessary. For example, 'entrepreneurs’ are said to have a distrust of bureaucracy
and its values, but does this mean we should try to educate our small business
owners to have a distrust of bureaucracy? Is this an entrepreneurial skill or a
personality trait defining a small sub-set of individuals, and is it necessary for a
business to succeed? There are way too many arguments to be had about these
iIssues, and if we wait for the academic discussions to be settled, we'll never do
anything”.

Factor 1 : Statements eliciting strongest agreement / disagreement

Note:
Statements are followed by their Q-sample item number in brackets.
Statements in bold italics indicate a consensus in the responses of all four factors to that item.
Shaded cell values in the factor array columns indicate an item ranking difference of two or more
points relative to other factors.
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Factor 1 was the only group to agree with the statement that teaching staff who
engage in entrepreneurship education should be additionally rewarded by their
institutions (33). They were also unique in agreeing with the suggestion that students
do not see what they create as a product for a market (9). The factor member from
FE (P23F) commented that, “students and staff often lose sight of the commercial
value of something because they are so immersed in the subject matter — for
example designing something within a Graphic Design context, which would be too
expensive to print within the budget.” The other member (P12H) felt that, “if students
wish to continue to create works, particularly after graduation, they will eventually
need to consider funding. How do you (or even is it possible to) use or obtain funds
to continue to produce the pieces / products you wish to produce, or how will your
future employers do this? Is there therefore a need to consider creative work as a
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product for 'a market', which may or may not be ‘commercial’ in nature? We, as
educators, help frame the student experience and, if we consider that producing work
for an appropriate market is important, we may need to change some of our
academic practices around assessment to allow students space and give them
‘permission’ to explore these issues”. Factor 1 disagreed more strongly than any
other with the statement that we shouldn't encourage students to have unrealistic
expectations about becoming entrepreneurs (11). The response to this suggestion
from the FE member (P23F) was, “Think big!”

Factor 2: Enterprise education has got to be inclus ive, tailor-made, and
strategically driven

Three individuals, all university staff, exemplified this viewpoint. Factor 2 feels more
strongly than any other factor that enterprise education can alienate arts and media
students (37). One member (P32H) commented that, “it's often the vocabulary that's
an issue. The language of business is ‘alien’ to the students. Bespoke creative
enterprise education is the solution to the problem.” They agreed more strongly than
any other group that arts and media students need enterprise education that is
tailored to their specific target markets (7). One member (PO3H) explained this by
commenting that, “most A&D students will at some stage become 'freelance
practitioners' and understanding and developing the skills in e.g. pricing work,
sourcing, selling art work / and or design or production is very different from a
'service' model.”

Factor 2 : Statements eliciting strongest agreement / disagreement

Note:
Statements are followed by their Q-sample item number in brackets.
Statements in bold italics indicate a consensus in the responses of all four factors to that item.
Shaded cell values in the factor array columns indicate an item ranking difference of two or more
points relative to other factors.
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Factor 2 disagreed more strongly than any other group with the view that
entrepreneurs are born, and not made (19). One member (P32H) commented, “Did
this statement come from a creationist? Gift from God or something? Bizarre...”
Factor 2 is unique in agreeing with the statement that the institutional models and
strategies needed for successful enterprise education are lacking in colleges and
universities (28). They also rejected more strongly than any other group the
suggestion that funding is readily available to help students realise their
entrepreneurial ideas (24). One member (PO3H) commented that, “enterprise should
be a given, and funding is ad hoc, sporadic or time bound or even EU-related.”

Factor 3: Authentic input helps, but there are no g uaranteed outcomes

Five individuals, two university staff and three college staff, exemplified this
viewpoint. Factor 3 agreed more strongly than any other group with the statement
that business-ready graduates with entrepreneurial skills are crucial to the
competitiveness of the UK economy (10). One group member from a college (P27F)
explained that, “we want to have a workforce that have the ability to think for
themselves and solve problems, not just wait for the next instruction. They need to

Factor 3 : Statements eliciting strongest agreement / disagreement
(Statements are followed by their Q-sort item number in brackets.)
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have learnt how to develop their thought process and also how to express it. Being
entrepreneurial should be encouraged and looked on favourably, then we will have a
future generation to advance the UK economy.” A factor member (PO7H) from
university argued that, “there will always be the need for the entrepreneurs of the
country to keep new ideas and business going; competition between the right kind of
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people is healthy.” Another university member (PO9H) added, “if the UK is a
knowledge rich economy then we need to be at high end innovations - otherwise just
a cheap manufacturer.”

Factor 3 was the only group to disagree with the statement that enterprise education
can alienate arts and media students (37). Although they felt it was perceived by
students as relevant, Factor 3 had doubts about the learning outcomes involved in
enterprise education. They disagreed more strongly than any other group with the
suggestion that, after getting enterprise education and training, most students have
the skills and knowledge they need to be successful entrepreneurs (43). One
member (PO9H) commented that, “after completing any course, who can really say
that you are equipped to deal with it!” Another member (P27F) felt that while
outcomes could not be guaranteed, the effort should nonetheless be made. “It's been
proved that you can leave school with no education and become a successful
entrepreneur, it should be our role to help more people into that frame of mind that
it's possible but to be a successful entrepreneur involves determination, a work ethic
and a slightly different view of the world to find the different niche and that is hard to
teach.”

Also related to their perception of the difficulties involved, Factor 3 were the only
group to agree with the suggestion that work placements for arts and media students
often do not involve any meaningful learning in relation to enterprise education (21).
Despite their doubts about the value of work placements, Factor 3 nevertheless
agreed more strongly than any other group with the view that students need
exposure to entrepreneurs who have paid the price, faced the challenges, and
endured the failures (34). One member (PO9H) commented that, “realism is better
than any textbook and highly authentic”. Another (PO7H) felt that there was, “no harm
in showing them what could happen, and hopefully they will learn and take on board
fatal errors and therefore may avoid falling into the minefield themselves”.

Factor 4: Enterprise education benefits everyone, b ut it needs staff awareness
and understanding

Two individuals, one from a university and one from a college, exemplified the Factor
4 viewpoint. Factor 4 disagrees more strongly than any other group with the
suggestion that enterprise is not for everyone and so we should not impose it on
everyone (42). One member (P10F) commented that, “I would not wish to impose
anything on anyone but I think that given the right approach most people could be
encouraged to be interested in enterprise and benefit from it”. The other member
(PO8H) felt that, “in fact enterprise is for everyone. Being enterprising in its broadest
sense is a life enhancing skill. It means that you can look at problems differently,
explore risk, and achieve goals”. Factor 4 also disagreed more strongly than any
other with the suggestion that it is difficult to know how to embed enterprise
effectively in the curriculum (47). One member (PO8H) commented that, “I don't think
it is difficult if you have staff who understand that much of what they are doing is
already embedded, it just needs to be more visible”. A proviso was also added by the
other member (P10F), who felt that, “recognising that what you are doing in the
curriculum is enterprising may be a problem but actually doing it is not so difficult...it
can be difficult for individual staff to do this without support and guidance”. Perhaps
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related to these perceived challenges, Factor 4 is the only group to agree with the
suggestion that conventional teaching and learning methods are not suitable for
entrepreneurial skills development (25). One Factor member (PO8H) commented,
“Absolutely. Chalk and talk and tutor-dominated sessions do not optimally allow
students to think about issues creatively and stretch themselves”.

Factor 4 : Statements eliciting strongest agreement / disagreement
(Statements are followed by their Q-sort item number in brackets.)
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4. Discussion and Recommendations

The areas of consensus among the four factors suggest that all four perspectives see
enterprise education for arts and media students as activity that is justifiable and
beneficial in both college and university contexts. This view was also expressed by
other participants who did not load significantly on any one factor. For example, a
member of staff in an FE college made the following comment:

- 10=(

However, while there appeared to be broad support for enterprise education, there
were also various caveats given by the participants in relation to the challenges of
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‘doing’ enterprise education, with various factors cited as impacting on its efficacy.
The Q methodology data, and related comments from interviews and workshops with
the participants, suggest possible contradictions between enterprise education as a
tool and the other elements of the activity system in which it is introduced (see figure
1). These contradictions, or tensions in the system, are outlined below. The Q
sample statement numbers are referenced in brackets (37).

Firstly, the study findings suggest possible contradictions between enterprise
education as a tool and the different FE / HE communities in which it is introduced. It
was felt by some participants that enterprise education can alienate arts and media
students (37), and that the vocabulary of enterprise could be particularly alienating to
students. One participant (P32H) described how there was also variation in response
from the staff in different curriculum areas, with some staff being politically opposed
to the concept of enterprise education. This relates to the doubts expressed by the
participants as to whether the benefits of enterprise education are obvious (18). A
participant from HE (P31H) commented on the resistance encountered from some
staff.
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For some participants, the benefits to students of enterprise education were seen as
more obvious. It was acknowledged though that the diversity in the student
population meant that some provision did not necessarily suit all students equally
well.
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The need for differentiation of provision was an issue that some participants
commented on. However, there were differences of opinion between the participants
as to whether and to what extent arts and media students need enterprise education
that is tailored to their specific target markets (7).
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The findings in relation to communities suggest therefore that where enterprise
education is being introduced or developed, careful consideration needs to be given
to the design of the curriculum offer, and its perceived status and relevance to both
staff and students.

Secondly, there are potential contradictions between enterprise education as a tool
and the division of labour in any context where it is introduced. This includes issues
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of staffing, role descriptions and role boundaries. There were differences in opinion
as to whether there was a shortage of appropriate staff in colleges and universities
who can teach enterprise education properly (39).
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Agreeing on what was required to develop students’ entrepreneurial skills was seen
as a challenge by some participants. Some staff reported having well developed
understandings of enterprise education in their curriculum area, but others felt that it
IS was a vague concept (17).
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Also in relation to roles and responsibilities, there was a feeling that not only colleges
and universities, but employers too have a responsibility to train the workforce (45).
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The involvement of professionals and business people from the creative industries in
enterprise education was also seen as important by some. Many participants felt that
students need exposure to entrepreneurs who have paid the price, faced the
challenges, and endured the failures (34). The reasons given for this included the
authentic nature of their input, and the ‘real life’ lessons that students could learn
from them.
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While authentic accounts from the lifeworld of creative entrepreneurs were clearly
valued, some doubts were expressed about the quality of work placements
experienced by arts and media students. Some participants felt that placements often
do not involve any meaningful learning in relation to enterprise education (21). This
was mentioned, for example, in one of the focus groups as being a persistent issue in
one college curriculum area. Others agreed that placements were not always taken
full advantage of, for a variety of reasons.
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There was also a view expressed that, while placements might not always go as well
as they could, any work experience was potentially useful.
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In terms of other types of input in the curriculum offer, there were mixed opinions as
to whether careers advisers should play a bigger role in enterprise education (26).
There was also limited backing for the suggestion that local business-support
organisations should have more input on the design of the curriculum for arts and
media students (16). Some participants felt that such organisations were not
sufficiently aware of the issues to justify any greater involvement by them.
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The study findings in relation to division of labour suggest therefore that careful
consideration needs to be given to the dynamics of any given context including role
boundaries and the capacity and willingness of different stakeholders to contribute to
the curriculum offer and to the development of students’ entrepreneurial skills.

Thirdly, the findings suggest some potential contradictions between enterprise
education as a tool and the object or ‘problem space’ that it is being used to work on.
This relates to how effective enterprise education is in addressing the problem of
meeting students’ needs, and how the provision is perceived by students. The quality
of student preparation for the workplace was a recurring theme. There was a shared
view among the four factor viewpoints that better ways are needed to help students
to navigate the transitions between college / university and work (29).
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It was felt by some participants that colleges and universities needed to be much
more proactive in engaging employers in enterprise education.
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There was also consensus among the four viewpoints that colleges and universities
need to make more visible to students the opportunities available for them to develop

their entrepreneurial skills (32). Awareness-raising, better access to provision, and
module content were some of the issues mentioned.
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There was also a view that resistance or lack of uptake was not due to the nature of
enterprise education per se, but was more a question of its marketing, and its
perceived relevance. The problem of resistance was not seen as insurmountable.
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One participant (P32H) commented that to minimise the risk of alienation, aspects of
enterprise education had to be made practically invisible to students by, for example,
reframing the terminology used; staff were also thought to be uncomfortable with
some of the enterprise vocabulary. However the same patrticipant felt that while the
vocabulary of enterprise might be alienating, the actual practice often is not.
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The participants had different views on the question of whether students should be
encouraged to have possibly unrealistic expectations about becoming entrepreneurs
(11). Making students aware of the risks involved in business was seen by many as
an integral part of enterprise education. There was a view that the enterprise
education curriculum needed to be realistic as well as relevant.
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The participants had different views on the efficacy of their enterprise education
provision. There were mixed opinions on whether, after getting enterprise education
and training, most students had in fact acquired the skills and knowledge they
needed to be successful entrepreneurs (43).
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Some participants were unapologetically pragmatic in their comments about what
they felt could realistically be achieved.
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Some participants felt that part of the problem was that students do not see what

they create as a product for a market (9). Making them more aware was therefore
seen by some as an integral part of the enterprise education process.
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Enterprise education was seen by many participants as a complex teaching and
learning process which related to much more than simply the development and
selling of products and services. It was described by some as impacting on the
identities of the students themselves.
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One participant (P32H) felt that their faculty was too diverse to have a generic
approach to enterprise education. Some participants felt that accessing and learning
from research on how to provide more effective enterprise education was a
challenge. While some individual participants reported being aware of research on
the issues involved, all four factors rejected the suggestion that enough research has
been done on entrepreneurial skills development (6).
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The study findings in relation to the object, or problem space, suggest therefore that
due consideration needs to be given to ways of supporting student transitions and to
the visibility and ownership of the curriculum offer in terms of its potential benefit as
perceived by students.

Fourthly, there are potential contradictions between enterprise education as a tool
and the rules of the activity system. These relate to, for example, to what extent
enterprise education should be made compulsory for students, staff rewards for
engaging in enterprise education, funding provision, and assessment methods and
regulations.

There was some doubt expressed by participants as to whether enterprise education
should be made compulsory for all students. Participants’ responses were divided
over the suggestion that enterprise is not for everyone, and so we should not impose
it on everyone (42). It was acknowledged that students are not a homogenous group
and have different abilities, interests and aspirations. It was felt that this needed to be
recognised in the nature of the provision offered.
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There was disagreement between the participants as to whether teaching staff who
engage in entrepreneurship education should be additionally rewarded by their
institutions (33). Some felt that they should not.
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While many participants felt that enterprise educators should be valued and
rewarded by their institutions, it was also pointed out that funding was not always
available to do this.
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Also in relation to funding, the security of income streams for enterprise education
was mentioned as an issue by many participants. The availability and reliability of
funding for enterprise education at institutional level and at individual student level
was questioned (23 & 24). There was a feeling of insecurity among the four factors
and the participants more widely in relation to long-term funding.
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The perceived unreliability of funding for enterprise education was linked by some
participants to its status in relation to other institutional activity.

29



: 120(
+ @ @ @ @ ' 8
: | D>
, B+( K+( :!.
/ &
* & &
: 140B

The assessment of learning outcomes is also an issue which needs consideration.
There was limited support among the four factors for the idea that introducing a
competency framework for entrepreneurial skills could help significantly in the
development of enterprise education for arts and media students (22). In favour of
the suggestion, one participant commented that standards could help to clarify what
was needed in terms of both student and staff development.
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More often, though, the participants were doubtful as to the possible benefits.
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The findings in relation to the rules suggest therefore that consideration needs to be
given to the dynamics of the system in relation to decisions about making enterprise
education obligatory, rewarding staff, assessing progress and achievement, and
funding for sustainable activity.

Fifthly, and finally, there are possible contradictions between enterprise education as
a tool and the FE / HE provider as subject. The issues here relate to institutional
understandings of enterprise education and entrepreneurial skills development in any
given college or university context, the support available from top-level management,
and the models of provision used. The challenge of defining enterprise education
was an issue commented on by many participants. Opinions were divided over
whether an agreed definition or theory of entrepreneurial skills development was
needed, or whether we just need to ‘get on with it’ (4).
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All four factors felt that for enterprise education to be successful in colleges and
universities there needed to be top-level leadership, ownership and encouragement
(40).
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While top-level support was considered crucial by many, some participants also felt
that the institutional models and strategies needed for successful enterprise
education were lacking in colleges and universities (28).
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The findings in relation to the subject, or FE / HE provider, suggest therefore that
consideration needs to be given to questions of shared understandings of enterprise
education and entrepreneurial skills development, senior management support for
such provision, and the models used.

In summary, the data from the Q-study when analyzed using an activity theory
framework suggest that there are many potential ‘contradictions’ or tensions between
enterprise education as a tool and other elements of the activity system in college
and university contexts. Some of these potential tensions, based on the findings of
the present study, are highlighted in Figure 3 below. They are suggestive only, as
local practices will apply within specific activity systems, and in any given institutional
context the elements will interact with each other in a way that reflects the unique
nature of that individual system. Figure 3 is also limited in that it highlights only
tensions between the tool and the other elements in the activity system. There will
however also be potential tensions between other elements of the activity system.
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The findings summarised in Figure 3 have implications for those responsible for
implementing enterprise education initiatives in post-compulsory education and
training environments. The black triangular darts inside the boxes (subject / tool /
object / rules / community / division of labour) indicate potential tensions relating to
the different interacting elements of the activity system. The ranking of the
statements by the participants, and the participants’ comments as to why they ranked
the statements in the way they did, suggest that the following variables (relating to
the black darts in Figure 3 above) are likely to impact on the levels of success
achieved by enterprise education initiatives in any given college or university context.

Firstly, as concepts, enterprise education and entrepreneurial skills development
have different meanings for different stakeholders. Working collaboratively on shared
understandings of collective needs should help to reduce the levels of tension and
conflict experienced in the implementation of enterprise education initiatives. Such
initiatives are also more likely to be successful if there is genuine and explicit top
level support for them. Also in relation to management, the nature of the
institutional models adopted is likely to impact on the planning and implementation
of initiatives across a college or university.

Consideration needs to be given to the extent to which enterprise education is to be
made a compulsory part of the curriculum for students. Where there is an elective
element, the visibility of the curriculum offer to students is important, as student
uptake will be related to their awareness and perceptions of the offer. The perceived
benefit of the curriculum offer will impact on student engagement. Students are more
likely to engage in enterprise education if there is a sense of ownership on their part.
This can be developed, for example, by consulting students in relation to curriculum
design . A focus on transitions is an important aspect of this, in order to prepare
students for work in different contexts within the creative and cultural industries.
Attention should also be given to assessment methods , as the nature of enterprise
education in particular contexts may be better suited to some forms of assessment
rather than others.

Encouraging engagement is not only relevant to students but is also an issue with
regard to staff, for whom the perceived relevance and perceived status of
enterprise education is likely to impact on their participation and commitment to
initiatives. Enterprise education and entrepreneurial skills development may be seen
by some staff as peripheral to their core activity. The capacity of the institution to
implement enterprise education will therefore depend in part on staff perceptions in
relation to their role boundaries and responsibilities. The institution may need to
consider staff rewards and benefits in terms of how these might inhibit or promote
the willingness of staff to engage with enterprise education. Finally, the funding
available needs to be considered carefully as this will impact on an institution’s
capacity for engagement and sustainability in relation to enterprise education.

The analysis of the data has focused on enterprise education as a tool for FE and HE
providers. Davydov (1995:18) notes in relation to education that, ‘much in practice
depends on what theoretical positions teachers and scholars are able to take’. The
positions taken by educators are related to the tools available to them, and the
meanings these tools have in practice. Individual and collective practice in human



activity includes what Wenger (1998:58) describes as a process of ‘reification’, where
‘we create points of focus around which the negotiation of meaning becomes
organized’. The evolution and design of new tools for enterprise education may be
considered with regard to Wenger’s (1998:59) comments on participation and
reification where, “a certain understanding is given form. This form then becomes a
focus for the negotiation of meaning...aspects of human experience and practice are
congealed into fixed forms and given the status of object”. Wenger (1998:55)
comments in relation to participation and reification that, ‘it is in the convergence of
these two processes that the negotiation of meaning takes place’. In relation to tool
use, as Wenger (1998:61) indicates, the ‘reification must be re-appropriated into a
local process in order to become meaningful’. Thus local practices emerge where
staff and students participate, as tool-users, in their various communities of practice.

The process described by Wenger of fixed forms becoming congealed and given the
status of object can be seen, for example, in the development of competence
frameworks for entrepreneurial skills. However, in terms of the balance of
participation and reification, too much focus on the development of transferable
entrepreneurial skills may lead to not enough consideration being given to other
factors that impact on the quality of teaching and learning in enterprise education. In
terms of achieving a better balance, the findings of the present study, as summarised
in Figure 3 above, suggest that more focus on student transitions could prove fruitful.
The issue of transitions is a legitimate component of the object or ‘problem space’ in
relation to enterprise education and entrepreneurial skills development. As noted
earlier, in the present study, the quality of student transitions was a recurring theme
in the participants’ comments. For example, one participant described students’
needs as follows:
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The importance of diversity in the learner’s experience of enterprise and its effect on
the success or otherwise of student transitions was also mentioned:

:10;(

Similarly, Gibb (2005:5), an academic adviser to the NCGE argues that ‘it is the
capacity to get into the marketplace and adjust flexibly to what is learned there and in
particular to customer needs, while thinking strategically, that is of paramount
importance’. This capacity, according to the NCGE’s template for entrepreneurship
development in HE, should involve more than skills; it should involve the individual
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learner or trainee getting to understand the lifeworld of entrepreneurs, including their
values and relationships in the marketplace. Transitions, therefore, as a shared
‘problem space’, is an issue that is arguably worthy of greater attention within
research on enterprise education and entrepreneurial skills development. Of note
here is Engestrom’s (2001:137) comment that, ‘an expansive transformation is
accomplished when the object and motive of the activity are reconceptualized to
embrace a radically wider horizon of possibilities than in the previous mode of the
activity’. Accordingly, in Figure 4 below, the issue of ‘transitions’ is shown centre
stage, as a proposed shared object or problem space, to be worked on in partnership
by universities (HEISs), colleges (FECs), and employers within the West Yorkshire
Lifelong Learning Network (WYLLN).

WYLLN

WYLLN

Figure 4:
WYLLN members working in partnership on a shared ob  ject — understanding and
improving transitions

With regard to desired outcomes, Nardi (1996:7) emphasizes that in their research,
‘activity theorists from the outset have addressed practical needs’. To address the
issue of student transitions, rather than focusing too heavily on the competence-
based assessment of students’ entrepreneurial skills, an alternative but
complementary approach could be to develop the competence of the system itself to
support individuals more effectively within and across sites of work and learning. This
would involve, as in the present study, systematically incorporating the study of
subjectivity as found in the range of perspectives within communities of practice, so
as to improve the development of tools and individuals within the activity system. An
approach blending Q-methodology and sociocultural theory would allow the system
to know itself better and to adapt more effectively to the needs of those it is meant to
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serve. The approach could be applied to and focused on a range of related contexts
and issues. In essence, this would involve a ‘tool-making tool’ which could be applied
in various sites of work and learning in the creative and cultural industries where
enterprise education, including entrepreneurial skills development, is of interest. A
conceptual map of the relevant sites of work and learning is shown in Figure 5 below.
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Figure 5: Sites of work and learning

In relation to activity theory, Engestrom (2004) argues for using, as a unit of analysis,
two interacting activity systems in their network relations. Following Engestrém, and
combining activity theory with Q methodology, interacting activity systems may be
incorporated into the framework depicted above in Figure 5. The unit of analysis,
represented graphically in Figure 6 below, can be thought of as a tool-making tool to

(

Figure 6: Interacting activity systems and associat ed subjectivities
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investigate activity and subjectivity in different sites of work and learning. The
negotiation of meaning in these different contexts will inevitably be influenced by the
subjectivity of the participants. Wherever there is activity and subjectivity, the tool-
making tool may be deployed in order for the communities of practice to learn from
the subjectivity in the system and to enhance the balance of participation and
reification as it relates to tool production. The proposed approach, in terms of
enterprise education, would involve evaluating current tools in relation to supporting
transitions and developing improved or new generation tools for use as mediating
artefacts.

This approach would reframe the object as perceived by policy-makers and
education providers in a way that privileges the notion of ‘transferable people’ rather
than simply standards and competences for transferable entrepreneurial skills. To
that end, Activity Theory when combined with Q-methodology, and drawing on a
sociocultural theory of learning, constitute a complex tool which may be used to
develop existing and new tools which will enhance the transfer and development of
individuals within and across sites of work and learning. The aim therefore is the
transfer of whole people, rather than simply the development of transferable skills.
The approach, as illustrated in Figure 7 below, would involve a particular focus on
boundary-crossing (Beach, 2003; Deignan, 2005 & 2006) and the relationship
between interacting activity systems in terms of transition and development.

Figure 7: Interacting tool-making tools (Adapted from Deignan, 2006)
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In relation to activity theory and the design of educational systems, Jenlink
(2001:350), argues that ‘the embodiment of participants’ subjectivity is a critical
element of the social change or transformation process’, and comments (2001:358)
that, ‘stakeholder subjectivity is recognized as a primary tool in the generative
process of creating an ‘ideal’ system. The approach proposed here would illuminate
multiple perspectives on enterprise education, including entrepreneurial skills
development, in the creative and cultural industries. For example, entrepreneurs in
different contexts may have quite different perceptions of the various tools which
mediate their practice. Their views will be shaped by the different contexts in which
they operate. Similarly, professionals working in diverse contexts such as galleries,
artists groups, performance and theatre companies, festivals, club spaces and music
venues will have different insights, understandings, and values in relation to their
particular contexts and in relation to what is required for newcomers to access and
succeed in their particular sites of work and learning. Understanding the variety of
viewpoints on the issues is important. By expanding our knowledge and appreciation
of different stakeholders’ perspectives, we can build the values shared by them into
the tools we use. Tools designed to meet a collective need are more likely to be used
and more likely to achieve the changes desired if they reflect and carry the values of
their user-communities. This process of building values into tools, by combining Q
methodology and activity theory, is represented schematically in Figure 8 below.

Key

Stakeholders (S)

Tools (T)

Values and Viewpoints (V)
Problem Space (PS)
Change (C)

Figure 8: Meeting collective needs by designing sha  red values into tools

Figure 8 is a simplified version of Figure 1 above, with the added V signifying a
central place for the values and viewpoints of community members, which should be
investigated and modelled to inform planning and development. The proposed
approach is consistent with Ozga’s (2000:128) belief that we can contribute to our
understanding of education policy through ‘documentation and analysis of the
‘voices’ of the major ‘actors’ in the system’, and that ‘complex realities can be
modelled and applied in ways that may be widely understood’ (2000:81). The

38



collectivity and subjectivity associated with such lived ‘complex realities’, illuminated
by Q methodology, are central to activity theory and to communities of practice
concepts. For example, Wenger (1998:14) argues that ‘connecting the formation of
collectivity and the experience of subjectivity...highlights the inseparable duality of
the social and the individual’. Sociocultural analysis of such subjectivities, using Q
methodology and applying activity theory and ‘communities of practice’ concepts,
could lead to new models and understandings of activity, and the development of
practice in enterprise education including new tools to support student transitions into
the creative and cultural industries.

5. Conclusion

The research described in this report has illuminated issues in entrepreneurial skills
development from the perspective of enterprise educators in colleges and
universities in West Yorkshire. Enterprise and entrepreneurial skills development are
complex and contentious activities. To be fully effective, Wilson et al (2003:9)
suggest that entrepreneurial programmes need to “overcome contentious cultural
and academic issues surrounding the philosophy and pedagogy of
entrepreneurship”. To help achieve this, the inherent complexity of the issues needs
to be acknowledged and respected. The voices of different stakeholders need to be
heard. A holistic approach is required, so that the interconnectedness of the parts
and the dynamic nature of both educational and workplace contexts are taken into
account. The present study, combining activity theory and Q methodology, along with
concepts from the communities of practice literature, models the views of a sample of
further and higher education insiders in relation to enterprise education activity. The
report highlights some of the tensions which they feel need to be addressed. To help
improve the quality of enterprise education, the report calls for greater collaboration
between partners in relation to their shared interests and challenges. This should
provide a better understanding of learners’ and employers’ views on the issues
identified by enterprise educators, and help to improve student transitions. To that
end, further studies using the research design employed in the present study could
build on the work to date and help to inform future developments in the sector.

Tim Deignan PhD, MSc, MEd, BEd

October 2009
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7. Appendix

The following examples of enterprise education are indicative of the activity taking
place in the region in relation to entrepreneurial skills development for arts and media
students. They are offered as illustrative examples of a wide range of ongoing
activity, drawn from the five institutions that took part in the research project.

Exemplars

Leeds City College, Park Lane Site
Wakefield College

Leeds Metropolitan University
University of Bradford

University of Huddersfield

agkrwndE

Exemplar 1: Leeds City College, Park Lane Site

The college runs an ABC Diploma in Fashion Retail. The qualification is unique and
has been developed with a primary aim of stimulating students’ interests in the
fashion retail industry; equipping them with the skills, knowledge, insight,
understanding to practically apply theory in the workplace in order to deliver a top
guality customer experience in a fast-moving retail environment. The 12 units at
Level 3 include Management Skills for Retail; Store Operation for Retail; Buying and
Merchandising for Fashion Retail; Visual Merchandising for Successful Fashion
Retail; Professional Development in Retail Management. The course is on the UCAS
tariff and on completion, students can progress to university or on to the college’s
Foundation Degree in Retail Management.
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Exemplar 2: Wakefield College

The college received a seed corn grant of £9,000 and nominated three members of
staff who would act as enterprise champions. Each enterprise champion committed
to attending a Professional Development course for their region in order to become
familiar with the key concepts relevant to enterprise education and to develop best
practice in terms of both teaching and learning as well as managing the experience
within their college. Additionally, they made a commitment to introduce either an
integrated or extracurricular enterprise curriculum pilot into a vocational area or areas
of their choice or into tutorial or other cross-curricular systems. Support was provided
by an enterprise adviser who had had previous experience of introducing enterprise
education in an educational setting (AoC, 2008). One of the pioneers had a cross-
college tutorial role embedding enterprise. Although the project has finished, the
activity is sustainable, with staff continuing to work on the enterprise agenda.
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The college carried out an audit of their activity two and a half years ago as part of
their work as a Centre of Vocational Excellence in enterprise management.
Enterprise Insight and Make Your Mark were based in the college until quite recently,
and helped to support individuals in terms of awareness-raising and encouraging
enterprising activity. Staff from a Performing Arts background were doing leadership
work with small companies in the Wakefield area, about innovation and doing things
differently. A senior member of staff with a background in visual arts has very
recently been given the formal role of building enterprise cross-college. The college
wants to build enterprise in the curriculum and also have enterprising people working
for them within their organisation. They want staff to feel liberated by being
enterprising in their work. To that end, workshops and staff development sessions
are being run in the college to promote enterprise among all staff. These include an
introductory session entitled, “What the heck is Enterprise?” and input on embedding
enterprise in the curriculum.

The college’s enterprise strategy has various initiatives. One of the strategy aims is
for each curriculum area in the college to have its own enterprise champion. The
college believes in improving its activity and success rates by being more
enterprising in the way that they do things. The approach taken is to support staff by
asking “What do you want to do and how can we help you with that?” The college
also has an innovation fund where anybody from any part of the college can bid to
borrow money and submit a business plan to support their proposal.

Cross-college working is encouraged, for example, in curriculum areas, between
curriculum and service areas, and other combinations. For example, HND
Photography students supplied the photographs for the college prospectus, and were
paid for their work by the college’s Marketing department. Media, Art and Design
students are being encouraged to sell work at their end of year show. Students on a
National Diploma games development programme developed and sold their digital
games objects on the internet to people within the games industry.

The college sees the value in this as being not primarily financial but mainly about
individual students identifying their potential and realising that they can contribute by
‘making it happen’ and finding a way to the market. Staff communication is also
encouraged. For example, tutors on the BTEC Foundation Diploma in Art and Design
wrote an article recently about their course in a local arts magazine. Enterprise
activity is outward-facing, with employers and outside organizations involved. For
example, the college is currently developing a Foundation Degree in Commercial
Photography and are looking at exhibition space in Wakefield, run by the Caleb
foundation, for use as an enterprise incubation facility (see graphic below).
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Exemplar 3: Leeds Metropolitan University

Leeds Met has an Institute for Enterprise (IfE) which is home for a Centre for
Excellence in Teaching and Learning (CETL) funded by the Higher Education
Funding Council for England (HEFCE). There are 74 such CETLs across the country,
which promote excellence across all subjects and aspects of teaching and learning in
higher education. The funding, which is for five years, runs until 2010. The IfE CETL
is curriculum, activity and creative-learning focused. Each of the six faculties of the
university has a Pioneer who works one day a week to support faculty engagement
with the enterprise agenda. The pioneers can provide support, experience and
advice to those seeking to make sustainable changes to their teaching. The pioneers
interviewed for this study saw enterprise education as being very much about
developing graduateness and student employability, with developing entrepreneurial
skills as part of this process. The actual curriculum offer is usually determined by
individual module leaders.

Enterprise skills are being embedded into different curriculum areas such as product
design, and enterprise modules are being embedded into different programmes. For
example, the School of Film, Television and Performing Arts has an enterprise strand
within the B.A. Art, Event, Performance which includes three related modules on
enterprise. The first module, in semester 1 of year 2, involves a professional
placement of 50 hours within the cultural industries in Leeds and the region. This
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includes work-based learning opportunities in various professional contexts including
galleries, artists groups, performance / theatre companies, festivals, club spaces and
music venues. In a follow-up module in semester 2 of year 2, students reflect on their
placement and explore issues around entrepreneurship in the creative industries.
This includes input from visiting industry professionals and from the Institute for
Enterprise. In a double module in year 3, students engage in either an extended
student-negotiated placement or a cultural industries enterprise. The module includes
analysis of entrepreneurship in theory and practice, including creativity and business
concept generation. The module again includes visiting lecturers drawn from the field
of Art, Event, Performance including curators, gallery owners, artists, directors,
festival organisers, programmers, club promoters and owners, DJs, flmmakers and
music promoters.

The three key areas that have been prioritised for development by the IfE are as
follows:

Make appropriate changes across the curriculum to provide students with
enterprising experiences and skills

Provide staff development and masterclasses to support staff making
changes within their curriculum or using new facilities

Open up all new teaching spaces for interactive teaching, creating a
“marketplace for ideas” within Old Broadcasting House

The work of the IfE overlaps with that of the university’s Employability department,
and includes a focus on generic sustainable skills for lifelong learning. The CETL’s
curriculum developments include a new Masters level bespoke programme in
Creative Enterprise which will have an emphasis on problem-led projects and real
world experience. The IfE’s current activity also includes joint work with the
Assessment & Learning in Practice Settings (ALPS) CETL, generating an enterprise
competency grid for use in all modules. This is intended to act as a tailored
enterprise framework for cross-faculty use. The IfE are also developing an Ethical
Enterprise Module.

Exemplar 4: University of Bradford

Examples of enterprise education and entrepreneurial skills development can be
seen in the School of Computing, Informatics and the Media (SCIM) and the Design
strand of the School of Engineering Design & Technology (SEDT), whose students
look at Automotive & Product Design. In terms of existing enterprise related input into
SCIM and SEDT there are a number of modules. In the case of SCIM there is the
“Small Business Enterprise” module for Masters students and, for undergraduates, a
module on “How to run an SME”. In the case of SEDT there are also a variety of
modules around Product Innovation and Blue Skies Thinking, and an Enterprise &
Self Employment Module which is run via the Careers Department.

However, alongside this more 'business' focused side of enterprise there is a

significant amount of work being done by university staff, often without realising it,
around the wider entrepreneurial skills agenda, looking into building students’
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creativity, their ability to recognise opportunities and being innovative, alongside
personal development to raise attainment and aspirations through building
confidence and self-efficacy often through interaction with businesses. All the above
is being done at School and departmental level and is not currently coordinated in a
strategic manner in the University, but staff do work together on an informal basis.
There are plans afoot to develop the enterprise, and entrepreneurial skills agenda at
the University which will be implemented in the coming academic year. For example,
as part of this development, the university is running an initiative entitled “E3”, which
stands for Enterprise, Employability and Entrepreneurship. The initiative includes a
three-stage developmental framework to describe effective indicators of progress
(see table below).

E3: Enterprise, Employability and Entrepreneurship
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Exemplar 5: University of Huddersfield

The school of Art, Design and Architecture works with over 200 companies in any
one year, including student placements and sponsored projects. At the time of the
present study, there were 169 students out on sandwich placement. The number of
students undertaking placements is increasing at 15% per year. The placement
provision is organized by the Placement Group, which is about to be re-named as the
Enterprise and Employment Group. There is also an Alternative Placement Year
(APY) scheme available to students, who work on business projects in a supported
environment at the university. Art, Design and Architecture students have set up over
thirty businesses in the past five years. These have been developed through the
alternative placement programme in conjunction with the university’s Business Mine,
and industry links. The sample of comments below are from students who have gone
through the APY scheme.
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APY Scheme Student ‘X’ comments Student ‘Y’ comments

Give an outline
description of your
Alternative Placement
Year (APY) project /
business or activity

A design studio focussed on
providing fresh, creative and
professional work. Honest and
personal interactions with our
clients to bring out the best
design. Lower than commercial
prices to help start up businesses.

Running a freelance design
company from a home office
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How has the APY
developed your
understanding in the
enterprise of the
creative industries?

(5 things you have
learnt e.g. personally,
professionally)

» Networking is key — bring
confidence and charisma
 Always confirm what the client
has briefed

 Given a better understanding of
pricing in the current market

* Learnt of our competition

* How to run a business — money,
management etc.

» Don't be afraid to ask for what
you think you deserve

« Stay organised with folders and
paperwork, keep book keeping up
to date

« Professionals are often willing to
offer help and advice to new
people in the industry

» Write everything down or record
it somehow for contractual
obligation

» Don't be too nice — know your
worth and don't be afraid to be up
front with clients

What advice would you
give to students
wanting to develop
their own business or
entrepreneurial skills
for the creative
industries? (5 top tips
you would pass on to
others)

« Prepare your brand

* Network

« Be confident in your pricing
design

« Take challenging briefs

» Gain a varied and strong
portfolio

* Plan ahead! Know what you
want, how your going to get it and
in what time frame

» Get experience, just keep
asking professionals for advice,
get some work under your belt

* Persevere, it will be slow and
annoying at times but it can all
get better

What aspects of the
APY year have you
found challenging?

Dealing with difficult clients,
charging
Finding and bringing in new work.

Organisation
Promotion

What are the highlights
of the APY for you?

Working as a collective

Strong portfolio

Networking has been fun and
useful

Becoming known, good for the
ego.

Earning money in my dream job
Knowing more about professional
practise

How would you like to
see APY improved in
the future?

Lectures more suited towards
specific areas — design etc. more
group mentoring meetings.
Workshops between APY
members — networking!

More advice for specific business
types/models

Hands-on workshops for
operating methods

%
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