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Abstract

Objectives: There are a number of reviews of entrepreneurship education presently seeking to determine the effectiveness of this particular academic field. Yet there is still debate amongst entrepreneurship education stakeholders regarding its purpose. This paper argues for the benefits of viewing entrepreneurship education as a complex system, enabling a more holistic approach to the debate that will clarify the conflicting requirements of the stakeholders and identify its sub-systems. This will provide a framework through which to conceptualize interventions for further developing and enhancing the domain.

Prior work: This paper builds on the work of systems thinking and complexity theory.
Approach: A basic framework for a systems view of entrepreneurship education is established and used to form the basis for developing a Rich Picture of the field. 
Results: Alongside observations from the field, results from survey data have revealed diversity in objectives amongst postgraduate stakeholders and there is further disparity between other stakeholder groups. Additionally, as this field develops, evidence can be found in secondary sources of wider communities who are seeking the benefits from it and whose requirements have yet to be satisfactorily met.

Implications: The implications for policy makers relate to the decisions they make on the management of initiatives in this field and on how they are funded. For educators, the research will have implications for the next generation of courses and how they are designed, their content and how they will be delivered. It is intended that this paper will add to, and invite more discussion on the debate of the purpose/s of entrepreneurship education.

Value: The value of this paper is its holistic perspective on a field that is currently characterized by research into a variety of its specific elements. Whilst the benefit of current research is not disputed it is argued that there is much merit and value in providing a broader and diverse view, from a number of communities, through which to contextualize it.
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1. Introduction 
This paper demonstrates the benefits of viewing entrepreneurship education through a systems framework. The outcomes of the research approach are to more fully understand the breadth and depth of entrepreneurship education, establish a basis for a coherent taxonomy for the discipline, and enable interventions that will effectively direct the field to achieve it’s purpose. 
Taking a systems thinking approach provides a whole picture view. Instead of seeking to know each part of the puzzle more intimately it offers a glimpse of the entire object that is in the process of being created. 
A systems approach stimulates the development of clear boundaries, and therefore the responsibilities, of a) each of the levels of attainment (e.g. primary, secondary, tertiary and quaternary); b) the desirability and priority of outcomes (e.g. knowledge, skills, confidence, differentiation in the job market place, the creation of new ventures); c) the scope and overlap of individual topics (e.g. new venture creation, writing business plans). 
Furthermore, it provides the capacity for continual effective evolution. From the vantage point it offers, progress towards its stated objectives can be gauged. Sub-systems with their own purpose that form part of the whole can act within the larger framework, their actions informed by a greater understanding of the whole system. Interventions to maintain desired direction, at all levels of the system, can be considered contextually and therefore implemented with greater impact and success. 

The domain of Entrepreneurship Education will be presented so as to make clear the contextual issues currently facing those working within the field and the author’s perception of them. It is also important to the outcome of the research to delineate the boundary of what is included and what is excluded from the mapping process. 
The key points of systems thinking will be covered as they constitute relevant background to the Soft Systems Methodology used in this paper.  Systems thinking is an iterative process and the output of this paper is to present a first iteration of a worldview of the entrepreneurship education system, informed by direct observations from six years delivery of an entrepreneurship masters, primary survey data from six cohorts of postgraduate students, and secondary research investigating the views of other stakeholder groups.
The paper will conclude by indicating the process for adding further focus and dimension to the emerging systems model.

Entrepreneurship education contextual issues
Definition

All researchers struggle with the issue of definition because it is a central element to the process of inquiry. However, sixty years or more of research is yet to produce widespread agreement on how to define entrepreneurship (Gartner, 1990),  (Shane & Venkataraman, 2000). 

Per Davidsson in his book ‘Researching Entrepreneurship’ states;

‘If anything is a social construction, language is. So far, in the social game of filling in the entrepreneurship concept with meaning, none of the existing and partially overlapping constructions seems to have achieved dominance over the others.’

(Davidsson, 2005)

Table 1 below contains some of the many definitions that are most often referenced and here serve to illustrate both points of similarity, as well as the elements of disparity, amongst the many definitions.

	Source
	Definition

	Knight (1921)
	Profiting from bearing uncertainty

	Schumpeter (1934)
	Carrying out of new combinations of firm organization – new products, new services, new sources of raw material, new methods of production, new markets, new forms of organization

	Hoselitz (1952)
	Uncertainty bearing…co-ordination of productive resources...introduction of innovation and the provision of capital.

	Cole (1959)
	Purposeful activity to initiate and develop a profit-oriented business

	Casson (1982)
	Decisions and judgements about the coordination of scarce resources

	Gartner (1988)
	The creation of new organizations

	Stevenson, Roberts and Grousebeck (1989)
	The pursuit of opportunity without regard to resources currently controlled

	Hisrich and Peters (1998)
	The process of creating something new with value by devoting the necessary time and effort, assuming accompanying financial, psychic and social risks, and receiving the resulting rewards of monetary and personal satisfaction and independence.


Table 1. Definitions of Entrepreneurship, adapted from Dollinger (2003)
The issue of diversity amongst definitions is also illustrated by Gartner’s (1990) work to bring clarity to the question of What is entrepreneurship? His research generated no less than 90 attributes from 44 diverse and complex definitions, supplied mostly by individual academics. These attributes were pulled together into 8 themes as broad and prosaic as ‘the entrepreneur’, ‘creating value’ and ‘growth’. Yet still no one, agreed-upon definition emerged and although Gartner went on to further distil these eight themes into two groups the results of this stage of his research are more open to interpretation.
The spectrum of definitions for the phenomena of entrepreneurship acts as a limiter to the tempo of research in the field (Schildt, Zahra, & Sillanpaa, 2006). Researchers are still concerned with finding an overarching definition to what is a very complex idea.

‘If many different meanings of entrepreneurship exist, then it behoves us to make sure that others know what we are talking about. The various themes of entrepreneurship expressed here seem to reflect different parts of the same phenomenon’.

(Gartner, 1990)
It is important to be clear here on the definition that informs the work in this paper. Definitions provide the basis for deriving purpose in systems, a key element of a systems approach. The definition used in this work takes a purposefully broad and inclusive stance. Whilst acknowledging the roots of the term ‘entrepreneur’ as stemming from the field of economics, the value of the products of entrepreurship to other fields such as society and the environment cannot be ignored. Therefore within this work entrepreneurship is seen as;

The pursuit of opportunities, by creative resource acquisition and/or manipulation, that others overlook or do not see, with an aim for personal gain (financially, emotionally, mentally or spiritually).
Embellishing on each aspect of the definition; 

· the opportunities may not be commonly regarded as such by the general masses but are perceived to have value to those seeking to be entrepreneurial;

· creative resource acquisition and / or manipulation is required for any number of reasons mostly related to the nature of the opportunity or the circumstances of the individual seeking to pursue the opportunity;

· others are likely to overlook or be blind to the opportunity as they are not primed with a ‘tipping-point combination’ of entrepreneurial characteristics;

· the motivator of personal gain or gratification can be realised through the generation of profit, the satisfaction of working for one-self, the rising to a challenge or the pleasure of helping others.
This places the definition in the context of a way of obtaining particular outcomes.

Legitimization

With a main element of most definitions of entrepreneurship centring on the entrepreneur and their characteristics and behaviours, the legitimate question arises of can you educate someone to exhibit these characteristics and behaviours? 
 ADDIN EN.CITE 
(Chaharbaghi & Willis, 1998; Garavan & Cinneide, 1994)
.  Additionally, another feature of entrepreneurship definitions is the outcome e.g. new ventures and proof of effectiveness of the field is sought in reviews of the number of new ventures created by alumni or the anticipation of doing so (Cooper, 2007)..
In their paper exploring the history of entrepreneurial thought Murphy, Liao & Welsch, 2006 document the current complexity of entrepreneurship research.

..the body of entrepreneurship research is stratified, eclectic and divergent. The field of entrepreneurship generates many theories and frameworks. However, the developing field has been duly criticized for having an ill-defined paradigm (Shane et al., 2000), too many stakeholders with conflicting agendas and interests (Curran and Blackburn, 2001), and a scarceness of stable researchers (Landstrom et al., 2001)
A relatively quick exploration of entrepreneurship research bears out their first point with regard to the divergence of the field. Research in the domain has spread to cover a great number of topic’s from the most obvious; the entrepreneurial process (Paleno, 2000; Shepherd & DeTienne, 2005), the entrepreneur (Galloway, Anderson, Brown, & Wilson, 2005; Mitchell et al., 2002), the enterprise (Fuller & Moran, 2001); the definition of entrepreneurship (Hart, Stevenson, & Dial, 1995; Karin & Anders, 2007), to the more specific such as the demographic factors of gender (Ahl, 2006; Marlow & Patton, 2005) or age (Singh & DeNoble, 2003) or the technological orientation of the entrepreneur (Chell & Allman, 2003).

There have also been concerns over the lack of theory supporting many of the models and cases (Gibb, 2002), as well as a number of these theories being derived from work on large organizations (Matlay, 2005). 
Allied to the field of research is teaching and the growth in courses offered has likewise been widespread. In the U.S. alone the growth in course availability is well documented rising from the singular Harvard offering in 1947 to 2200 courses and 44 English-language refereed academic journals (Katz, 2003).  Most of the growth in the UK has occurred over the last ten years and has been heavily assisted by government funding (McKeown, Millman, Sursani, Smith, & Martin, 2006). It could be argued that such growth can be seen as the legitimization of the discipline.
While Kuratko (2005) agrees with Katz (2003) on the increasing legitimization of the field, he cites the lack of full entrepreneurship departments, tenured faculty and deans that have risen from the rank of the entrepreneurship faculty as reason for only partial legitimization having been achieved and evidence of the journey still to be undertaken.

Gibb (2002), highlights the simplistic division between entrepreneurship as an ‘activity’ and as an academic subject as a reflection of the balance of programmes between whether they are ‘for’ entrepreneurship or ‘about’ entrepreneurship. Activity based learning is not seen as academic, unlike the traditional teaching approach using cases and simulations which is deemed acceptable.

Additionally, the use of entrepreneurs as teachers and counsellors brings with it the charge of a lack of academic rigour as these contributors are not seen to be bona fide (Gibb, 2002).
Whether entrepreneurship can be taught or not is derived from the outline definition informing this work. If entrepreneurship is concerned with a particular way of doing particular things then, like cooking; researching; or engineering, we can become familiar with the subject, practice the skills and through the experience of applying our subject knowledge and fledgling skills we can develop both of these further and gain competence. Within the afore mentioned arenas of cooking, researching and engineering some cooks, researchers and engineers will be good, some will be ok and some will not be that great! Entrepreneurship is no different.
Content & Delivery
Enterprise education is accused of a narrow perception of the possibilities that it can offer by either providing start-up skills or SME management skills. Hytti & Gorman (2004) argue for three objectives including developing a broad understanding of entrepreneurship, learning to be more entrepreneurial and to learn how to be an entrepreneur through understanding how to start a business. Whilst this framework can fit around the above definition of entrepreneurship, the phrase of enterprise is preferred to that of business. The broadness of the definition to include non-economic entities would make the term business inappropriate in some instances where as enterprise would presently be perceived as befitting most scenarios of profit and not-for profit entities.
The breadth that entrepreneurship education already covers can be witnessed in the volume and variety of the research (McElwee & Atherton, 2005) and the scope of entrepreneurship studies available (Hills, 1988).
The delivery of entrepreneurship education is an ongoing debate. Papers either outline the experiences of particular course methods 
 ADDIN EN.CITE 
(Collins, Smith, & Hannon, 2006; Jones & English, 2004; Morrison & Johnston, 2003)
  or discuss the relationship between delivery method and outcome (Hytti & Gorman, 2004; Jack & Anderson, 1999). Each entrepreneur has their own view on what works for them and what does not. Few will tell you that they applied a particularly esteemed intellectual’s theory to any one aspect of their entrepreneurial journey. What they will often comment on, about the theory they do come across, is ‘it’s just common sense’. Those who have started their own business and who venture into the lecture room often reflect their frustration at what they perceive to be obvious statements on, for example, motivating staff; selling ideas; or networking. However, rarely do they have ‘all the bases covered’. Those with an aptitude in marketing may not excel at finance; those who intuitively understand how to work with other people don’t always find it easy to understand the principles of risk. 
It has been the author’s experience of working with consecutive cohorts of students across a number of topics that there is a necessity for both theory and practice to enable the learner to gain the benefits of both and to further enhance their entrepreneurial abilities by becoming skilled at moving between the two.
A Systems Approach

The Concise Oxford Dictionary has no less than 12 listed definitions for the word system. This can be seen as evidence of the widespread use of the approach across a varied set of disciplines with several of the 12 listings relating to academic disciplines e.g. geography, physics, biology, computing, music, demonstrating.

The phrases ‘economic system’ and ‘education system’ are familiar ones to us and part of our every day rhetoric yet we tend not to think about systems much beyond its most general meaning;-

A system is an entity that maintains its existence and functions as a whole through the interaction of its parts.
(O'Connor & McDermott, 1997)
To be able to comprehend the economic system or the education system as a whole would require us to be familiar with all of the parts constituting the system and how they interact with each other. An overwhelming activity for most which leads to the reductionism approach of seeking to identify the parts, understand the parts and create our understanding of the whole from our understanding of the parts. Most often, however the whole is not as we expected from our understanding of the parts due to the complex network of interactions between them (Jackson, 2003).

Reductionism failed to provide the comprehensive answers scientists were looking for. An additional mechanism was derived though which to understand systems – Holism – considering the system to be more than the sum of its parts. 

Biology was the first field to make headway in developing systems thinking (although Aristotle had long ago highlighted with regard to cosmic order that the whole is more than the sum of its parts) with Bertalanffy’s work in the late 1920’s on the “system theory of the organism” gaining wide recognition (Bertalanffy, 1972). However, Bertalanffy went on to put forward a General Systems Theory which – as the name suggests – was relevant to any organized entity.

Both classical sciences and social sciences have used systems theory to further develop their understanding and the 1940’s and 1950’s saw systems thinking evolve as a school of thought in it’s own right. Studies of Management Theory cite the Systems School of thought in the 1950’s as part of its evolutionary journey.
General Systems Thinking
There are a number of key principles of systems thinking that allow us to build a mental model of a whole entity and its sub-parts.  
Open systems, closed systems, inputs and outputs
Bertalanffy’s studies of complex wholes lead him to categorizing open and closed systems. A closed system engages in no exchanges with its environment. An open system interacts with its environment by taking in inputs, transforming them and then returning the resultant product to the environment. The Entrepreneurship Education System takes inputs of funding, direction, skills, students, theories etc from its environment, and transforms them into products such as courses, lectures, graduates, research papers etc

This opens one of the first areas requiring population. What are the current inputs and outputs of the entrepreneurship education system? Current research is certainly looking into the question of the outputs being generated now but how do they compare to the desired outputs? What can we learn about the input – transformation process – outputs relationships that will inform us to make changes to the inputs and get closer to obtaining the desired outputs.  

The state of the system

At any given time a system has a state which is described through the relevant properties of the system. Any system has an unlimited number of properties only some of which are relevant to the research question in hand. To understand the state of a system the relevant properties need to be identified and their values found. 

With regard to entrepreneurship education the relevant properties of the system at first glance may be considered to be the number and variety of courses on offer or student numbers. 

Entrepreneurship education is regarded as a dynamic system as, as we have already acknowledged, its state has changed over time. 
The state of the system’s environment

Likewise, the environment of a system has relevant properties which are not part of the system but if any of them change, can lead to a change the state of the system.
There are a number of relevant properties in the entrepreneurship education environment that can effect a change in the system. One of these - levels of funding, a property itself part of the larger political and economic systems.

There are several economic, political and social factors that can influence the entrepreneurship education system so its environment can be described as both dynamic and complex.
Purposive systems and feedback
Alongside the biologist, Bertalanffy’, was the work of Wiener a mathematician and control engineer. He introduced the concept of Cybernetics (based on the Greek word meaning ‘the art of steersmanship’ ) which looked at the communication and control aspects of a system. (Jackson, 2003). 

Wiener was interested in understanding the purposive behaviour of systems – behaviour aimed at achieving a specific outcome. He introduced the concept of negative feedback that provides the system with information on divergence from the desired outcome allowing corrective action to bring behaviour back towards the objective. A self-correcting loop. 
At this point it becomes clear the frustration and limitation put on the field by not having an established purpose. It is necessary for this research to be clear on the perceived purpose of entrepreneurship education which will be defined here as;

To provide opportunities to learn the knowledge, skills and insight that can move individuals closer to being able to pursue opportunities, by creative resource acquisition and/or manipulation, that others overlook or do not see, with an aim for personal gain (financially, emotionally, mentally or spiritually).
With entrepreneurship education there currently seems little in the way of sufficient feedback loops although some are emerging (Handscombe, 2007).

Emergent properties, Unintended Consequences and Complexity
The UK’s education system is regularly ‘intervened’ with to achieve particular objectives. More children eating healthier school meals, less children being truant to name a few recent initiatives. Yet, these initiatives often generate unintended consequences some of which are desirable and some of which are not. An example of unintended consequences is the response to the objective to increase the number of students gaining better results at A-levels. This objective has clearly been achieved with the year on year rise in those achieving an A grade. Yet alongside reports of these great results is the response to this change from universities who are setting their own entrance exams as the number of students with top marks A makes it impossible to differentiate between them (Frean, 2006). 

However well we understand systems concepts, a systems approach is not a simple or straight forward process. Complexity theory has contributed to systems theory the idea of complex evolving systems that can change the rules of their development overtime. It is the pattern of relationships amongst the parts of the system and between the parts and the whole that determine what the system does. It is these patterns we seek to understand by analysis of the system’s dynamics. Some are clear but others do not become clear until a period of time has passed. These are emergent properties.
This level of complexity of the entrepreneurship education system is still mostly unknown. Research is needed into the unintended consequences and emergent properties of system to enable more effective interventions that assist the achievement of the purpose of the system.

Perception and language barrier

There was a shared experience that first student cohorts of the Entrepreneurship Masters at the University of Bristol often commented on. It was the incomprehension they were greeted with when they responded to the query, ‘What course are you doing?’ which was then met with ‘Entrepreneurship? What’s that?’. They found it hard to explain what it was all about when they were still grappling with the concepts themselves and yet harder to communicate in a way that other people understood. 

The scenario today is different. Over the last couple of years a greater awareness has developed of the term ‘entrepreneur’ and the sort of people who are given this label. Some have had their business achievements recognised on a global scale and they belong to the ‘Entreprenocracy’. These individuals regularly figure in articles on innovation or the latest market success or they are asked to comment on related news items – Richard Branson, Anita Roddick, Stelios Haji-Ioannou, Karan Bilibora. They have joined an elite status in the business media and are crossing over into the popular media connecting to the masses through aspirations of ‘making it big’. 

The notion of entrepreneurship is much more commonly found in the popular media. Broadsheets and radio programmes regularly profile self-made individuals, their enterprises, and their business tips. Several TV shows encourage viewers to step up and have a go at flexing their entrepreneurial muscles (Dragons Den, 2005- , The Apprentice, 2005-). Peter Jones, a regular investor on the Dragons Den and recent presenter of his own show, believes entrepreneurialism is……. And goes as far as calling it the new Rock n’ Roll (Jones, 2005). 
Methodology
Mapping the system - The Soft Systems Methodology

The systems model used in this ongoing research was developed by researchers at Lancaster University in response to the very complexities presented to them by the real world problems they were recruited into to resolve. 

One such real world problem was the application of the systems approach to the Concorde project, a classical systems engineering scenario, e.g. what is the system? What are its objectives? What they learnt from the experience was that factors outside the realm of engineering impacted the system significantly, shaping the objectives in political ways that would not have been taken into account using ‘hard’ systems approaches. Thus a ‘soft’ systems approach began to evolve. One that introduced an inquiring process, (Checkland, 1999), see figure 1 below. 
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Figure 1. Checkland’s Soft Systems Method (Checkland, 1999)
Checkland separates the seven stages in the methodology into two kinds of activities. The ‘real-world’ activities, stages 1,2, 5, 6 and 7, that engage with people involved in the real world situation, and the ‘systems thinking’ activities, stages 3 and 4 that are undertaken by those seeking to understand and unravel the real-world complexities.

Stage 1 - The real world situation
This is the real world that we all live and work within, but we will each have own interpretation of the shape and dynamics of that world. We have fundamental differences in values and beliefs that colour our interpretation of the world we exist in.

Stage 2 – The real world expressed

The significant activity in this stage is to build as rich a picture as possible from as many view points on the real-world situation as we can.  These are termed ‘worldviews’ a phrase often used when discussing differing view points. This is where the concept of stakeholders becomes very useful to the process. 
Only once the views of the stakeholders have been expressed can the choice be made as to which viewpoint (or viewpoints) will guide the study further. Even though not all the viewpoints will be accommodated in the study the knowledge gained through their expression will inform the study.

It is the viewpoints of relevance to improving the system that are of particular interest at this point.

Stage 3 – Root definitions of relevant systems

The process of discussing openly the precise nature of the system to arrive at a ‘concise, tightly constructed description’ of some purposeful human activity. An involved part of the process requiring understanding of the inputs, outputs and transformation processes of the system as well as who has the power in the real world situation, who are the actors and who are the recipients of the outputs. 

Stage 4 – Conceptual models

The root definitions provides us with a description of what the system is. The conceptual models allow us to explore what the system does. The structured set of activities can be broken down into elements of the system that form part of the whole. This is where the method uses established systems thinking concepts to shape the outcome but with-in the context of looking for ‘the not-so-obvious’ solution. Creativity has a role in this stage of the methodology.
Stage 5 – Comparison of models with the real world

To be of use we need to see how these models stack up against the real world situation we are exploring. There is no benefit in producing a conceptual model that has unlimited inputs of funding as clearly no real world situation offers this.
Stage 6 – Feasible, desirable changes

Only through understanding our conceptual models within the real world situation, can we derive feasible changes that take account of the political, cultural and social contexts. 
Stage 7 – Action to improve the situation

The identified desirable, feasible changes are translated into action, again informed by our understanding of the system

The soft systems methodology (SSM) takes account of the situation that is regarded as problematical. This presents a much broader view than could have been achieved from just focusing on a problem. It seeks to contextualise the cultural, political and social aspects affecting those interested in improving a situation and thus enables choices to be made between conflicting interests and how they are accommodated. 

This aspect of the SSM can prove challenging when individual’s political agendas remain unspoken and the cultural norms effecting those involved often operate at a sub-conscious level. For the application of SSM to be effective then there is a requirement to understand the dynamics of perception.

This paper is concerned with the first two stages.

Entrepreneurship education - Stage 1 and 2

Entrepreneurship is a fine example of how one aspect of the ‘real-world’ can have a spectrum of meaning to different people. The definitions we looked at earlier demonstrate this. Therefore, acknowledging that we all see things differently takes us to the next stage in the methodology.

If you take each of the stakeholders of the entrepreneurship education system and asked them to describe what it is, then several viewpoints begin to emerge. The politicians describe a system for supporting economic robustness through enterprise creation and the application of knowledge (Dti, 1998), some academics describe it as a significant field of research (Harry, 2006), some as ‘too specialized an area for scholarly endeavour’,(Hills, 1988). Other stakeholders, such as students, students parents, employers, venture capitalists, university deans will again have their own conceptions of the system. So we need to establish who is a stakeholder and the hierarchy of the stakeholders.
Some stakeholder views are quite well documented while others are not. Previous sections have sought to highlight the ‘worldviews’ from the academic and political arena’s, those found in the literature. However, a key stakeholder in the entrepreneurship education system – the student has yet had little attention or air time with only a small number of studies focussing on it (Cooper, Bottomley, & Gordon, 2004; Pearson & Chatterjee, 2004).
The views of six consecutive years of students from one Master in Entrepreneurship course provided several worldviews, not all as may have been expected.

Findings

As part of an induction module for the University of Bristol Masters in Entrepreneurship, students were surveyed for their motivations for undertaking the course, see figure 2 below. 
Whilst the expected motivations of ‘understanding more about entrepreneurship’,   ‘learning how to start my own business’ or ‘help my father run the family business’ - which the first can be labelled as ‘knowledge’ and the second two as ‘skills’ respectively - were cited, there was a significant proportion of other motivations present. 
Some were looking to give themselves ‘time’ either to avoid taking on a job, or to decide on a career. Some didn’t want to be out-and-out entrepreneurs but wanted to ‘differentiate’ themselves from other business graduates in the market place to enable them to be more successful in acquiring job offers. Lastly, a few had more obscure ‘other’ motivations such as ‘stay at the University of Bristol another year’.
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The context of these induction sessions was very open students were able to put forward their motivations anonymously. Over the 6 cohorts of students about 40 individuals undertook the course. Each year the split of motivations was roughly the same with knowledge coming fourth to skills, time and differentiation.

This generates an interesting set of tensions for the academics seeking to meet the needs of their students and raises a number of questions. Firstly, how should this tension be managed within the context of the current debates on purpose, content and delivery? 

Summary and conclusions: 
Further Research
The soft systems methodology provides a development path for research and practice.

More ‘worldviews’ of the key stakeholders of entrepreneurship education are needed to build a much richer picture than presently exists. For example, the views of those who wish to become skilled Intrapreneurs or those who want communities to benefit from entrepreneurial behaviours. 
Following this, root definitions need to be discussed, based on the amassed worldviews, to provide a purposive human activity system the outcomes of which serves the needs of the key stakeholders with the issue of conflicting needs addressed.
Based on system concepts of feedback loops and emerging properties conceptual models can be shaped to inform further development of the field.

The development of a coherent taxonomy

Part of the process of taking a systems approach is to use the language of systems to describe the real world situation. You do not expect those in the real world to use the higher level language of systems but it is the taxonomy through which those studying the real world situation can create a common understanding. 

The growing diversity of the literature within entrepreneurship education does not yet have the same diversity of language to support it. The speed of evolution of the field is such that this issue is becoming of paramount importance.

Implications

The framework provided by a soft systems approach will make much clearer the outcomes of entrepreneurship education that really matter and the mechanisms for delivering them. This helps policy makers decide the best ways to support the development of the field, academics to structure their research and course delivery and enables students to more effectively contribute and benefit from this discipline. 
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